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ABSTRACT 

Th is thes i s inves t i ga tes a p a r t i c u l a r c u l t u r a l pe r i od (the Cha r l e s 

Cu l ture ) ex i s t ing from approx imate ly 5500 to 3300 years ago on the Nor thwes t 

Coast. The Char l es Cu l tu r e cons i s t s of three loca l phases known as Es i lao , St . 

Mungo and Mayne. Three r e s ea r ch quest ions are proposed i n th i s s t u d y . The 

f i r s t ques t i on deals w i th the St . Mungo phase a n d focuses on the degree of 

c u l t u r a l v a r i a b i l i t y manifest w i t h i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r sub -phase . Two s i tes 

known to conta in St . Mungo components (Glenrose Canne ry a n d St . Mungo 

Cannery ) are compared to a t h i r d component o r i g i na l l y p roposed to be 

r ep resen ta t i v e of the Mayne phase. The hypo thes i s states tha t the degree of 

v a r i a b i l i t y between the three components w i l l be minimal i f a l l t h r ee are 

r ep resen ta t i v e of the St. Mungo phase. Th i s hypo thes i s i s t es ted u s i n g bo th 

a r t i f a c tua l and non -a r t i f a c tua l data from the three s i tes and r e spec t i v e 

components. Of the three r e s e a r c h ques t ions p roposed , t h i s one i s answe r ed 

the most success fu l l y . There i s l i t t l e v a r i a t i on presen t amongst the th ree 

components i n terms of both a r t i f a c tua l and non -a r t i f a c tua l data. 

Unexpec ted ly , i t was also demonstrated that whi le the Char l e s components from 

Glenrose a n d St . Mungo are o f ten d i s cuss ed in t e r changeab l y , there a re 

d i f f e rences i n t h e i r a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

The second r e s ea r ch ques t ions fol lows from the f i r s t and ponde r s the 

degree of v a r i a b i l i t y p r esen t between the Char l es and Locarno Beach 

components at the Crescen t Beach s i te . A compar ison between these two 

phases from the same site had not been p r e v i o u s l y poss ib le . The hypo thes i s 

states tha t i f the two phases demonstrate c on t i nu i t y w i th each o ther , th i s i s 

ev idence of a g r a d u a l i n s i t u evo lu t i on of the Northwest Coast e thnog raph i c 

pa t t e rn p r esen t at contact . Th i s ques t i on is not answered as succe s s fu l l y as 



the f i r s t due to the h i gh degree of s im i l a r i t y p r esen t between the two a r t i f a c t 

assemblages. S eve ra l explanat ions for t h i s are presented . The Locarno Beach 

a r t i f ac t assemblage from Crescen t Beach i s a lso compared to the t ype s i t e 

a r t i f ac t assemblage from the Locarno Beach s i te , w i th d i f f erences between the 

two components p resen ted and d i s c u s s e d . Th i s was done i n o r d e r to 

determine the f eas ib i l i t y of de f in ing the middle component at C rescen t Beach 

as Locarno Beach i n na ture . The a r t i f a c t u a l d i f f erences p r esen t are a r g u e d to 

be p a r t i a l l y re f l ec t i ve of s i te f unc t i on a n d env i ronmenta l d i f f e rences p r e s e n t 

at the two s i tes . 

The f ina l r e s ea r ch ques t i on c once rns the Char l es Cu l tu r e a n d the 

f eas ib i l i t y of i t s ex istence o ve r s u c h a l ong time per iod a n d p h y s i c a l a rea . 

Th i s hypo thes i s states that there i s su f f i c i en t c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y p r e s en t to 

cont inue usage of the term Char l e s C u l t u r e . S eve ra l components de f ined as 

Char l es o r t enta t i ve Char l es components are examined. The data i s ga the red 

together to p r esen t a s ynops i s of what i s known to date c o n c e r n i n g the 

Char l es Cu l tu r e . As w i th the f i r s t r e s ea r ch ques t i on , th i s ques t i on focuses on 

the degree of v a r i a b i l i t y p r e sen t between the th ree s u b - p h a s e s of the Char l e s 

Cu l tu r e ( ra ther t han j u s t one) u s i n g both a r t i f a c tua l and n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l data . 

There i s some d i f f i cu l t y encounte red d u r i n g th i s f i na l ana l y s i s due to the l ack 

of p u b l i s h e d data. Fo r example, l i t t l e i s p u b l i s h e d c once rn ing the Es i lao 

phase, yet i t i s an i n t e g r a l pa r t of the Char l e s C u l t u r e . Neve r the l ess , t h i s 

t h i r d r e s ea r ch quest ion is answered somewhat a f f i rmat ive ly . Th i s sec t ion of 

my thes i s inc ludes f u r t h e r in fo rmat ion c o n c e r n i n g the p l a c ing of the Char l es 

component at Crescen t Beach in to the St. Mungo phase as wel l as the s ta tus of 

the Mayne phase. 



The r e s u l t s of the s t u d y ind ica te that the three r e s ea r ch ques t ions a n d 

the i r r e s u l t i n g hypotheses can be answered i n the a f f i rmat ive w i th v a r y i n g 

degrees of success . 

Recommendations for f u r t h e r r e s ea r ch inc lude the need for bet ter 

p u b l i s h e d data c o n c e r n i n g the ea r l y time per iods on the Northwest Coast . I t 

is also recommended tha t f u t u r e ana l y s i s of the Char les Cu l tu r e i nco rpo ra t e 

non -a r t i f a c tua l da ta s u c h as debi tage and fauna l remains because these t y p e s 

of in format ion are impor tant when do ing accura te comparisons of a r t i f a c t 

assemblages. F i n a l l y , i t i s a lso sugges t ed that Nor thwest Coast a rchaeo log i s t s 

work toge ther to create more comparable archaeo log ica l data. Before one c a n 

make f i rm conc lus i ons about the gene ra l r e s ea r ch quest ions pe r t inen t to the 

p r e h i s t o r y of the Nor thwest Coast , Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts must s t a r t 

at the b e g inn ing and create in t e rchangeab le data sets. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The major focus of t h i s thes i s i s an examinat ion of three a r t i f a c t 

assemblages dated to the p r eh i s t o r i c pe r i od of approx imate ly 4500 to 3300 

yea rs ago, and excavated from the fo l lowing s i t es : Glenrose Canne r y (DgRr 6), 

St . Mungo C a n n e r y (DgRr 2), and Crescen t Beach (DgRr 1). The main purpose 

of t h i s thes i s i s to s t u d y these three a r t i f a c t assemblages i n o r d e r to compare 

and con t ras t the t ypes of a r t i f a c t s , t h e i r p r opo r t i ons , raw mater ia l t ypes a n d 

techno logy so as to p r o v i d e in format ion c once rn ing the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Th i s 

goal i s a t ta ined by t e s t ing three d i f f e ren t hypotheses . 

Th i s i n t r o d u c t o r y chap t e r out l ines the f ramework f o r my thes i s . It 

p r esen t s the three major r e s e a r c h problems used i n t h i s s t u d y a long w i t h 

p r o v i d i n g the genera l context of Nor thwest Coast archaeo log ica l r e s e a r c h from 

wh i ch these three problems were deve loped. 

NORTHWEST COAST PREHISTORIC RESEARCH 

On the most genera l l e ve l of a rchaeo log ica l r e s e a r c h quest ions the one 

of g reates t i n t e r es t to Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts c once rns the exp lanat ion 

of the sh i f t from ega l i t a r i an to non-ega l i t a r i an soc iety . I n many p a r t s of the 

wor ld when a c u l t u r e whose method of p r o c u r i n g subs i s t ence changed because 

of the adopt ion of domest icat ion, the c u l t u r e also exhibii^ed a dramat ic change 

from ega l i t a r i an to non-ega l i t a r i an soc ia l o rgan i za t i on . Once a s tab le , r e l i ab le 

and p l en t i f u l subs i s t ence base was c rea ted , the c u l t u r e q u i c k l y moved t owards 

a s eden ta ry l i f es ty le f o cus ing a r o u n d the newly obta ined foodstu f f a n d a more 



r a t h e r t han ach i eved . U s u a l l y the procurement change came about because of 

the domest icat ion of p lan ts a n d animals . U n l i k e many areas of the wor ld 

where non - ega l i t a r i an societ ies evo l ved , Nor thwest Coast societ ies d i d not r e l y 

on domest icat ion for the i r s tab le , re l iab le and p l en t i f u l subs i s t ence base. 

Ins tead of becoming a g r i c u l t u r i s t s , p r e h i s t o r i c Nor thwest Coast societ ies 

deve loped into complex h u n t e r - g a t h e r e r s . The archaeo log ica l r e c o r d sugges t s 

that among the p r e h i s t o r i c C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh who r e s i d ed i n the C e n t r a l 

Nor thwest Coast C u l t u r a l A r e a (as de f ined b y Sut t l es 1990), there i s a sh i f t 

away from ega l i t a r i an h u n t e r - g a t h e r e r s to non -ega l i t a r i an complex h u n t e r -

ga the re r s some three thousand y ea r s ago d u r i n g the pe r i od immediately 

fo l lowing the one tha t is the sub j e c t of t h i s thes i s . 

To u n d e r s t a n d how s u c h a change from ega l i t a r i an to non-ega l i t a r i an 

soc ie ty cou ld take place, i t i s impor tant to f i r s t examine the p r e h i s t o r i c 

c u l t u r e p r e sen t immediately p r i o r to s u c h a sh i f t i n o r d e r to a s ce r t a in what 

processes i n the soc ie ty and/or the env i ronment cou ld be r espons ib l e . Before 

Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts can develop and tes t complex models of 

p r o c e s sua l change , they must be fami l iar w i th the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d from 

the appropr i a t e time per i ods . On the Nor thwest Coast, in format ion c once rn ing 

ea r l y p r e h i s t o r y i s o f ten scant and u n p u b l i s h e d , there fore making r e s ea r ch of 

p e r t i n en t ques t ions d i f f i cu l t . I hope tha t t h i s thes i s can con t r i bu t e 

in format ion on ea r l y Nor thwest Coast soc ie ty to f i l l i n some of the gaps now 

presen t i n o u r knowledge. 

The evo lu t i on of the Nor thwest Coast e thnog raph i c pa t t e rn has long 

in t e r es t ed archaeo log is ts and an thropo log i s t s . It i s from the e thnograph i c 

pa t t e rn that we have d i s cove red the un iqueness of the Nor thwest Coast 

abo r i g i na l people. A t the time of European contact , the Coast Sa l i sh 



e thnograph ie p a t t e r n i n the Gul f of Georg ia A r e a was we l l e s tab l i shed and 

cons i s t ed of a we l l - s t r a t i f i ed soc ie ty based on a h u n t e r - g a t h e r e r subs i s t ence 

base (Sut t les 1987, 1990). 

Documents p r e sen t from the ea r l y contact per iod and twent i e th c e n t u r y 

e thnograph i es g ive us most of ou r in format ion about Nor thwest Coast soc iety . 

A l t h o u g h documents desc r ibe the c u l t u r e s p resen t , the w r i t t e n w o r d does not 

exp la in how or w h y the Nor thwest Coast e thnog raph i c p a t t e r n evo l ved . Some 

archaeo log is ts (see for example Bo rden 1975) contend tha t migrat ions of new 

people a n d c u l t u r a l ideas i n the ea r l y p r eh i s t o r i c pe r i od have been impor tant 

i n the format ion of the e thnog raph i c pa t t e rn of the Gul f of Georg ia r eg ion . 

M ig ra t i on theor ies have also been r e cen t l y deve loped to exp la in 

d i f f erences f ound t h r o u g h time at s i tes located to the n o r t h of the a r ea 

d i s cuss ed i n th i s thes i s . M i t che l l (1988:279-285) sugges t s a p r e h i s t o r i c 

migra t i on from the n o r t h sometime near the end of the Obs id ian c u l t u r e t ype 

(the en t i r e pe r i od encompasses 5000 to 2500 BP) . The time pe r i od of the 

Obs id ian c u l t u r e t ype is r o u g h l y contemporaneous to the Char l e s and Locarno 

Beach c u l t u r e t ype s (4500 to 2200 BP) . The Queen Char lo t t e S t r a i t c u l t u r e 

t ype fol lows the Obs id ian c u l t u r e t ype u n t i l the time of contact . He sugges t s 

tha t the Obs id ian c u l t u r e t ype r ep r esen t s a " S a l i s h a n " p a t t e r n of r e source 

use whi le the Queen Char lo t t e S t r a i t c u l t u r e t ype r ep r e s en t s a "Wakashan " 

pa t t e rn of r e source use. Th i s impl ies a p r eh i s t o r i c migra t ion of "Wakashan " 

speakers down the coast at a time contemporaneous to the Char l es and 

Locarno Beach phase. Would th i s migrat ion be re f l ec ted i n the a r t i f a c t 

assemblages? 

M ig ra t i on theor i es , s u c h as those proposed by B o r d e n , los t p o p u l a r i t y on 

the Nor thwest Coast because archaeo log is ts now faced w i th s i gn i f i c an t 



di f ferences i n a r t i f a c t assemblages between two or more s i tes o f ten a t t r i bu t e 

the d i f f e rences to s i te func t i on r a t h e r than to c u l t u r a l migrat ion . Th i s is a 

l esson l ea rned from C u l t u r a l Eco logy wh i ch , w i t h i t s focus on the env i ronment , 

lead archaeo log is ts away f rom the a r t i f a c t assemblage towards the s e t t ing i n 

wh i ch the a r t i f a c t s and the p r e h i s t o r i c people who made them operated . There 

are except ions to t h i s genera l p a t t e r n of movement away from migra t ion 

theor ies (see p r e v i o u s pa rag raph ) . Ano the r except ion to th i s t r e n d i s B u r l e y 

and Beatt ie (Bur l ey 1980:73-74) who sugges t the r e i s some ev idence of a 

c u l t u r a l migra t ion t h r o u g h the F r a s e r Canyon towards the F r a s e r Delta d u r i n g 

the Loca rno -Mar pole phase t r a n s i t i o n . Th i s hypo thes i s i s based on in format ion 

wh i ch , at the time, po in ted to the ear l i es t g r o u n d stone k n i v e s e vo l v ing i n the 

Canyon a long w i th the development of w ind d r y i n g and s t o r i n g of s u r p l u s 

salmon (Bur l ey 1980:74). Th i s thes i s a rgues tha t the ear l i e s t g r o u n d stone 

kn i v e s (which come from the Eayem phase i n the F r a s e r Canyon) are i n t r u s i v e 

a n d be long to the y ounge r Ba ldw in phase component. Second ly , s torage 

techno logy was p r e s en t d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e and there fore , s torage was 

explo i ted much ea r l i e r i n Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y t h a n p r e v i o u s l y thought . 

A long w i th those archaeo log is ts who hypo thes i ze tha t migrat ion was an 

important aspect of p r e h i s t o r i c C e n t r a l Coast S a l i s h p r e h i s t o r y , some contend 

that the evo lut ion of the Nor thwest Coast e thnog raph i c p a t t e r n s lowly took 

place i n the Gul f of Georg ia r eg i on o ve r s e ve ra l t housand years (see for 

example Matson 1976). Recent ly , Su t t l e s (1987) and K inkade (1989) have 

a r gued that l i n g u i s t i c ev idence re f l ec ts a scenar io where Sa l i shan languages 

o r i g ina t ed on the Nor thwest Coast and both they a n d t h e i r speake rs migrated 

to the i n t e r i o r r a t h e r t han the r e v e r s e scenar io o r i g i n a l l y p roposed b y 

anthropo log i s t s s u c h as F r a n z Boas (1905) a n d Char l es Bo rden (1975). 



To p r o p e r l y add r ess the ques t i on of i n s i t u evo lut ion of the 

e thnog raph i c p a t t e r n of Nor thwest Coast c u l t u r e s i n the Gul f of Georg ia 

r eg i on , one must examine the ea r l y c u l t u r a l pe r i ods to a s ce r t a in whe ther the r e 

i s ev idence of dramat ic c u l t u r a l change a t t r i bu tab l e to a migrat ion of new 

c u l t u r a l ideas o r people (for example the "Wakashan " from the n o r t h e r n areas 

of the Nor thwes t Coast) . I f the re were s u c h ev idence , the e thnog raph i c 

pa t t e rn of the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh c ou ld not be c ons ide r ed to have deve loped 

as an i n s i t u Gul f of Georg ia phenomena. Ins tead , the e thnog raph i c pa t t e rn 

cou ld be seen as be ing in f luenced b y c u l t u r a l t r a i t s moving in to the a rea a n d 

p roceed ing to change tha t wh i ch was o r i g i n a l l y p resent . Fu r the rmore , to 

v e r i f y i n s i t u e vo lu t i on , one must p r o v e that a n y major d i f f e rences i n the 

a r t i f a c t assemblages r e s u l t f rom c h a n g i n g s i te func t i on o r env i ronmenta l 

d i f f e rences . 

To explore th i s ques t i on of i n s i tu evo lu t i on of the Centred Coast S a l i s h 

e thnog raph i c p a t t e r n , one must f i r s t examine a r t i f a c t assemblages from s i tes 

known to have s imi lar s i te func t i ons d u r i n g the des i r ed time pe r i od . Ho ld ing 

site func t i on and time pe r i od cons tant al lows one to examine the a r t i f a c t s a n d 

d i s cove r what, i f any , s i gn i f i can t d i f f e rences remain tha t are expla inable b y 

o ther sources of c u l t u r e change . 

The ear l i e s t p r e h i s t o r i c pe r i od on the Nor thwest Coast i s de f ined b y 

Ca r l s on (1990:62) as the Pebble Tool T rad i t i on . Matson (1976) ca l l s t h i s pe r i od 

the Old C o r d i l l e r a n Pa t t e rn , whi le F ladmark (1986:27) terms th i s ear l i es t pe r i od 

the L i t h i c Stage. M i t che l l (1971:59) also uses the term " l i t h i c " i n h i s term for 

the ear l i es t pe r i od on the Nor thwest Coast ( L i th i c C u l t u r e Type) . In the Gul f 

of Georg ia r e g i on the ear l i e s t pe r i od of p r e h i s t o r y i s most commonly known as 

the Old C o r d i l l e r a n per iod (Borden 1975), a l though as one can see there a re 



many d i f f e ren t terms used to def ine th i s c u l t u r a l stage. Few s i tes i n the Gul f 

of Georg ia r eg i on conta in ea r l y components. The best p u b l i s h e d ev idence for 

the ea r l y pe r i od comes from the Glenrose Canne r y site (Matson 1976) and from 

the Bear Cove s i te i n N o r t h e r n B r i t i s h Columbia (Car lson 1979). Th i s pe r i od 

ends sometime between 5000 and 4400 years ago. 

A f t e r the Old Co rd i l l e r an pe r i od there i s a p ro l i f e ra t i on of s i t es , bu t a 

pauc i t y of p u b l i s h e d data u n t i l one reaches the Marpole c u l t u r e t ype , wh i ch 

has been examined b y Dav id B u r l e y (1979, 1980). Bo rden (1975:96) de f ined a 

r eg i ona l phase tha t he ca l led the Char l e s phase for the p a r t of t h i s pos t -O ld 

C o r d i l l e r a n time pe r i od r a n g i n g f rom 5500 to 3000 years ago. B o r d e n (1975:97) 

named the phase i n honour of And r ew Char l es from Musqueam who d i s cove r ed 

and conduc t ed test excavat ions at the St . Mungo Canne ry site (a s i te i n c l u d e d 

i n la ter d i s cuss i on ) . Char l es donated h is p r e l i m i n a r y work ( f ie ld notes and 

ar t i fac ts ) to the Labo ra t o r y of Archaeo logy , U n i v e r s i t y of B r i t i s h Columbia , 

p rompt ing f u r t h e r inves t i ga t i ons at St . Mungo a n d the Glenrose C a n n e r y site 

(another s i te to be d i s cussed i n t h i s thes i s ) . The Char l es phase , as o r i g i n a l l y 

de f ined by Bo rden , encompasses the r eg i on f rom Esi lao v i l l age (near Yale) to 

the Gul f I s lands . Three spec i f i c phases have been def ined w i t h i n t h i s 

" phase " . In the F r a s e r Canyon , there i s the Eayem phase (Borden 1975:72). 

In the F r a s e r Delta, l ies the best known phase ca l led St . Mungo (Matson 

1976:283), whi le on the Gul f I s l ands , the Mayne phase has been de f ined 

(Car lson 1970). In these subreg i ons there are d i f f e rences i n the time frsune 

r ep resen t ed by the Char l es phase as we l l as i n the artifgict assemblages. 

The term 'Char les phase ' was o r i g i n a l l y used by B o r d e n i n d e s c r i b i n g a 

r eg i ona l c u l t u r e compr ised of the St . Mungo, Mayne and Eayem loca l phases . 

There has been debate over the app rop r i a t eness of the term ' phase ' i n 



Northwest Coast p r e h i s t o r i c l i t e r a tu r e s ince Bo rden ' s f i r s t use of the 

express i on 'Char l es phase ' . Abbo t t (1972) d i s cusses the shor tcomings of the 

t e rm phase as does B u r l e y (1980:11-18). Bo rden def ined a l l of the phases 

compr i s ing the F r a s e r Del ta sequence a c c o r d i n g to the c lass i c archaeo log ica l 

text , Method and Theo ry i n Amer i can Archaeo logy (Willey and P h i l l i p s 1958). 

A c c o r d i n g to Wil ley and P h i l l i p s (1958) a ' phase ' cannot conta in 'phases ' . 

There fore , the term ' c u l t u r e ' w i l l be used to d i f f e rent ia te between the r eg i ona l 

Char l es c u l t u r e a n d loca l Eayem, St . Mungo a n d Mayne phases , a n idea 

o r i g i n a l l y p roposed b y B u r l e y (1980:15). Ano the r appropr i a t e term fo r the 

r eg i ona l Char l es c u l t u r e would be the 'Char l es Cu l tu r e Type ' , a t e rm f i r s t 

used by M i t che l l (1971:56-57) a n d s t i l l u s ed b y archaeo log is ts (Ham 1984:38). 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS DEFINED 

One spec i f i c r e s e a r c h ques t i on i n th i s thes i s is the degree of v a r i a b i l i t y 

i n the S t . Mungo phase near the mouth of the F r a s e r r i v e r . The Glenrose 

Canne ry , St. Mungo Canne ry , and Crescen t Beach s i tes may a l l c on ta in St. 

Mungo components a n d have the best ava i lab le p u b l i s h e d in format ion to 

add r e s s quest ions c o n c e r n i n g the degree of c u l t u r e v a r i a b i l i t y memifest i n the 

mainland Char l es c u l t u r e . The St . Mungo phase at the St . Mungo a n d Glenrose 

s i tes shows c o n t i n u i t y i n techno logy and f auna l remains w i t h the p r e c ed ing 

Old C o r d i l l e r a n component (Boehm 1973, Matson 1976). However, a detai led 

in te r -assemblage ana l ys i s of the St . Mungo phase i t se l f has not been done. 

The a r t i f a c t ana lyses from Glenrose and St . Mungo show s imi lar s i te func t i ons , 

and the c loseness of the s i tes to each o ther ( less than 1000 metres) also 

sugges t s minimal env i ronmenta l d i f f e rences . There i s agreement tha t the St . 

Mungo components from Glenrose and St . Mungo are v e r y s imi lar , bu t how do 



they compare to the Char l es c u l t u r e component p r e sen t at Crescen t Beach? If 

these three mainland s i tes are examples of c o n t i n u i n g i n s i t u evo lu t i on of the 

e thnog raph i c Nor thwest Coast pa t t e rn , they w i l l have a h i g h degree of i n t e r -

assemblage s im i l a r i t y . 

R i c h a r d P e r c y (1974) be l i eved tha t the ear l i e s t component at the 

Crescen t Beach s i te i n Delta was a mani festat ion of the Mayne phase . Roy 

Car l son f i r s t de f ined th i s phase from h i s excavat ion at the Helen Po int s i te on 

Mayne I s l and wh i ch l ies i n the Gul f I s lands (Car l son 1970). The Mayne phase 

has r e cen t l y been de f ined as da t ing from 5000 to 4000 B P (Car lson 1985, 1986). 

The phase shares many cha rac t e r i s t i c s w i th the St . Mungo phase , b u t i t s 

ea r l i e r dates sugges t tha t maybe St . Mungo and the fo l lowing Loca rno Beach 

a n d Marpole phases , evo l ved from the Mayne phase and the Gul f I s l ands . 

C rescen t Beach does not l ie i n the Gul f I s l ands and i f a f f i l ia ted w i t h the 

Mayne phase , i t i s one of few Main land Char l es c u l t u r e s i tes g i v en s u c h an 

a f f i l i a t ion . D u r i n g P e r c y ' s work at Crescen t Beach, the St . Mungo phase h a d 

not been formal ly de f ined, bu t in format ion p e r t a i n i n g to i t was ava i lab le 

(Ca lver t 1970, Boehm 1973). P e r c y , however , d i d not use th i s in format ion for 

compar ison purposes . G i ven the debate between the Mayne and St . Mungo 

phases , i t i s impor tant to d i s cove r whether Crescen t Beach 's Mayne component 

i s s imi lar to or d i f f e rent from the St. Mungo components at Glenrose and St . 

Mungo. 

Research Quest ion Number One i s : What is the degree of c u l t u r e 

v a r i a b i l i t y manifest i n the three Char l es c u l t u r e a r t i f a c t assemblages from the 

Glenrose Cannery , St . Mungo Canne ry , and Crescen t Beach s i tes? F o r t h i s 

r e s e a r c h ques t ion , the b i gges t assumpt ion i s that time a n d s i te func t i on are 

constant . If there are problems i n do ing th i s in te r -assemblage compar i son , i t 



wi l l be due to d i f f e r en t i a t ing what process i s r e spons ib l e f o r any v a r i a b i l i t y 

p resent . 

Few s i tes on the main land conta in bo th a Char l e s a n d Locarno Beach 

component and the r e l a t i onsh ip between the two phases i s not we l l known. A t 

Crescen t Beach the r e i s ev idence f o r con t inuous occupat i on from the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e to the Marpole phase , making th i s s i te the per f ec t place to look f o r 

answers c once rn ing i n s i t u evo lu t i on of the e thnog raph i c Cen t ra l Coast S a l i s h 

pa t t e rn . A compar ison of the Char l e s a n d Locarno Beach components at 

Crescen t Beach cou ld ind ica te whe ther i n s i t u c u l t u r a l evo lu t i on has t aken 

place i n the F r a s e r Del ta f rom the Old C o r d i l l e r a n phase onward . If i t i s 

demonstrated tha t C rescen t Beach 's Char l es component i s most s imi lar to Mayne 

phase assemblages from the Gul f I s l ands , how does th i s Gu l f I s land in f luenced 

phase compare to Ma in land Locarno Beach? Do the d i f f e rences between the 

two components sugges t ev idence for a c u l t u r a l i n f l ux j u s t p r i o r to 3300 yea rs 

ago? From th i s c u l t u r a l i n f lux d id the C e n t r a l Coast S a l i s h e thnog raph i c 

p a t t e r n evolve? 

Research Quest ion Two a s k s , What i s the exact r e l a t i onsh ip between the 

Char l es and Locarno Beach phases at Crescen t Beach? Th i s r e s e a r c h ques t i on 

must be handled ca r e fu l l y , as i t w i l l eas i l y grow out of my con t r o l w i th the 

many poss ib le permutat ions a n d compar isons . I hope to co l lect f u r t h e r 

in format ion to e i the r conf i rm or negate the g ene ra l r e s e a r c h ques t ion ; Was the 

E thnog raph i c C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh Pa t t e rn an i n s i t u e vo lu t i on s lowly t a k i n g 

place w i t h l i t t le ev idence of m ig ra t ing c u l t u r a l g r o u p s descend ing in to the 

F r a s e r Delta, i n t e r r u p t i n g o r d i s p e r s i n g the c u l t u r e s a l r eady p r esen t d u r i n g 

the Char l es c u l t u r e ? 



Since B o r d e n f i r s t p roposed the Char l e s c u l t u r e as a r eg iona l phase , 

there have been ques t ions about the appropr i a t eness of s u c h an un i t . I w i l l 

examine the Char l e s c u l t u r e on the r eg i ona l l e ve l and d i s cuss whe ther a t r u l y 

r eg i ona l c u l t u r e i s manifest at t h i s time pe r i od . 

Research Quest ion Three a s k s , What i s the p l a u s i b i l i t y of the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e ex i s t ing on the r eg i ona l leve l? My i n t e r e s t i n th i s topic stems from a n 

ear l i e r genera l s t u d y of the Char l es c u l t u r e (P ra t t 1988). Th i s ques t i on cou ld 

lead to i t s own thes i s , so I w i l l concentra te on p r e s e n t i n g a conc ise summation 

of the r eg i ona l Char l e s c u l t u r e and a s s e s s ing whe ther a phase encompass ing 

s u c h a la rge time pe r i od and so many d i f f e rent env i ronments r ea l l y i s a 

feasible c u l t u r a l marker . 

The r e s t of t h i s thes i s i s o r gan i z ed i n the fo l lowing manner. Chapte r 

Two p r e sen t s the ana l y s i s us ed to examine r e s e a r c h ques t i on one a n d i t s 

r e s u l t i n g hypo thes i s . There is a d i s cuss i on of the de f in i t i on of the St . Mungo 

a n d Mayne phases , po in t ing ou t d i f f erences and s imi lar i t i es between the two. 

Second ly , there i s an i n t r o d u c t i o n to the three s i tes used for t h i s ana l y s i s to 

determine the func t i ona l s im i l a r i t y of these s i tes so tha t apparen t changes i n 

the a r t i f a c t assemblages are a t t r i bu tab l e to a c u l t u r a l r a t h e r t han a func t i ona l 

or env i ronmenta l d i f ference . T h i r d l y , the a r t i f a c t c lass i f i ca t i on i s d e s c r i b ed . 

The a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on i n th i s thes i s addresses quest ions about i n t e r -

assemblage v a r i a b i l i t y , the essence of the f i r s t r e s ea r ch ques t ion . 

Chap te r Three focuses on r e s e a r c h ques t i on two and i t s r e s u l t i n g 

hypo thes i s . The chap t e r f i r s t examines the two ear l i es t components from the 

Crescen t Beach s i te to i l luminate the s im i l a r i t y o r d i s s im i l a r i t y of s i te func t i on 

d u r i n g the two c u l t u r a l phases . Once th i s exerc ise is completed, the 

r e l a t i onsh ip of the Char l es c u l t u r e and Locarno Beach phase is c l a r i f i ed u s i n g 



the a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on a n d the ana l y t i c a l t e chn iques deve loped i n Chap t e r 

Two. A b r i e f compar ison of the a r t i f a c t s from Crescen t Beach component two 

w i t h those from the Locarno Beach s i te i s a lso u n d e r t a k e n to examine 

s imi lar i t i es between Crescen t Beach 's Loca rno Beach a r t i f a c t assemblage and 

the o r i g i n a l t ypes i t e . Th i s determines whether Crescen t Beach 's Loca rno 

Beach a r t i f a c t assemblage i s r ep resen ta t i v e of the Loca rno Beewjh C u l t u r e Type . 

Chap te r F o u r p r esen t s r e s ea r ch ques t i on three a n d i t ' s r e s u l t i n g 

hypo thes i s . Th i s chap t e r i n t r oduces the Eayem phase wh i ch a long w i t h the 

St . Mungo and Mayne phases compr ise the Char l e s c u l t u r e . The second 

sect ion of Chapte r F o u r i n t r oduces severed s i tes though t to have Char l e s 

components. These a r t i f a c t assemblages are d i s c us s e d and compared to known 

Char l e s components. The f insil sec t ion of Chap t e r F o u r uses the da ta ga thered 

i n t h i s thes i s and some simple s t a t i s t i c a l t e chn iques to d i s c u s s the f eas ib i l i t y 

of the r eg i ona l Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

Chap te r F i v e evaluates the r e s e a r c h hypotheses a n d p r o v i d e s poss ib le 

a l t e rna t i ve exp lanat ions . Recommendations for f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h conc lude the 

chapte r . 



CHAPTER TWO 

RESEARCH QUESTION ONE: The Relationship Between 

Three Charles Components and Their Artifact Assembla is 

Research Quest ion Number One examines the degree of c u l t u r a l 

v a r i a b i l i t y manifest i n the th r ee a r t i f a c t assemblages be long ing to the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e from the C r e s c en t Beach , Glenrose Canne r y and St . Mungo s i tes . From 

th i s r e s e a r c h ques t i on I deve loped the fo l lowing hypotheses that deal w i th 

interassemblage v a r i a b i l i t y : 

N u l l Hypo thes i s Number One: The degree of v a r i a b i l i t y between the two 

p r e v i o u s l y de f ined St . Mungo phase a r t i f a c t assemblages from Glenrose and St . 

Mungo and the Mayne phase assemblage from Crescen t Beach w i l l be minimal, 

imp l y ing that the three a r t i f a c t assemblages a re from a s imi lar c u l t u r a l 

t r a d i t i o n . 

A l t e rna te Hypo thes i s Number One: The Crescen t Beach Mayne component 

i s d i f f e ren t from the o ther two components and be longs to another c u l t u r a l 

t r a d i t i o n o r i g i n a t i n g from the Gul f I s l ands . 

To answer t h i s hypo thes i s , the f i r s t sec t ion of t h i s chap te r desc r ibes 

the St . Mungo and Mayne phases , d i s c u s s i n g pe r t i n en t s imi lar i t i es a n d 

d i f f e rences c l a r i f y i n g the r e l a t i onsh ip between the two c u l t u r a l phases . Th i s 

d esc r i p t i on focuses on d i f f e rences i n a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

To s t andard i z e the q u a n t i t y of da ta r e q u i r e d for t h i s thes i s , I have 

o rgan i z ed my d i s cuss i on of each s i te in to the fo l lowing sec t ions : S i te Name, 

S i te Locat ion (sometimes these two sub - s e c t i ons are merged in to one sect ion) . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A rea , Chrono logy , A r t i f a c t Assemblage, Raw Mater ia l , 



Fauna l Remains and Fea tures . Each ca tegory was chosen for i t s importance i n 

p r o v i d i n g in format ion pe r t i n en t to my r e s ea r ch ques t ions . 

Second ly , the fo l lowing three s i tes used i n the thes i s w i l l be i n t r o d u c e d : 

Glenrose (DgRr 6), St . Mungo (DgRr 2) and Crescen t Beach (DgRr 1). Th i s 

d i s cuss i on focuses on de te rmin ing the s im i l a r i t y of these s i tes i n te rms of s i te 

func t i on , based on a l l n on -a r t i f a c tua l data compi led. 

The f i na l sec t ion of t h i s chap t e r i n t r oduces the a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on 

and uses th i s c l ass i f i ca t i on to compare and con t ras t the three Char l e s c u l t u r e 

a r t i f a c t assemblages from Glenrose , St . Mungo a n d Crescen t Beach. 

THE ST. MUNGO AND MAYNE PHASES 

In th i s d i s c u s s i o n of the St . Mungo and Mayne phases , on l y s i t es w i th 

r e l i ab l y dated components are i n c l u d e d i n the ana l y s i s . Chapte r F o u r 

p r esen t s more c o n t r o v e r s i a l Char l e s c u l t u r e components. Chap te r F o u r also 

d i s cusses components though t to be long i n the Char l es c u l t u r e b u t have not 

yet been formal ly p laced in to the St . Mungo, Mayne o r Eayem phases . 

The St. Mungo Phase 

Site Names and Locations 

The St . Mungo phase i s named af ter the St . Mungo C a n n e r y Si te (DgRr 

2) where the phase was f i r s t d i s cove red i n 1968 i n excavat ions d i r e c t ed by 

Gay Ca l v e r t (1970), who desc r i b ed the excavated mater ia l i n her M.A. thes i s 

(Boehm 1973). A t the time, no nea rby components were dated to the same age 

as the E a r l y component from St . Mungo (Boehm named the o ldest component at 

the s i te , the E a r l y component) . There fore , Boehm d i d not place the E a r l y 

component into a c u l t u r a l pe r i od . In the s p r i n g of 1969 a small sa lvage 



pro jec t , u n d e r the d i r e c t i on of R ick P e r c y (1972), was u n d e r t a k e n at the 

Glenrose Canne ry Si te (DgRr 6). There were 199 a r t i f a c t s r ecove red from t h i s 

excavat ion and some were s imi lar to the a r t i f a c t s from the St . Mungo E a r l y 

component (Pe rcy 1972:164-174). Major excavat ions at Glenrose o c c u r r e d i n 

1972 and 1973, w i t h the main excavat ion r epo r t ed b y R.G. Matson (1976). 

Based on the c a r b o n dates, a r t i f a c t assemblage and f auna l remains, Matson 

proposed tha t bo th Component Two at Glenrose and the E a r l y component from 

St, Mungo be longed i n the same c u l t u r a l phase (Matson 1976:283). He ca l l ed 

th i s new phase St . Mungo a f ter the s i te where i t was f i r s t d i s cove red . The 

two s i tes are approx imate ly 1000 meters apa r t on the s ou th bank of the main 

arm of the F r a s e r R i v e r (See F i g u r e 2.1). St . Mungo and Glenrose are the two 

best known s i tes f o r the St . Mungo phase . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y , the two s i tes f a l l i n the t e r r i t o r y of the Ma in land 

Halkomelem speak ing g r oups who l i v e d a long the F r a s e r R i v e r and were as a 

g roup ca l l ed the Stalo (Duff 1952). Sut t l es (1987:47) has p laced s e v e ra l of the 

Coast Sa l i sh g r o u p s toge ther in to one g r oup ca l l ed the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh . 

The Glenrose C a n n e r y a n d St . Mungo s i te are located i n the t r ad i t i ona l 

t e r r i t o r y of the Kwant l en s u b - g r o u p of the Halkomelem speak ing Sta lo . 



APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY OF STRAITS AND 
HALKOMELEM SPEAKERS AT CONTACT 

1 DgRr 6 Glenrose 3280-4240 B.P. 

2 DgRr 2 St Mungo 3970-4310 B.P. 

F i g u r e 2,1 Map of St . Mungo Components 
(Based on Ham 1982: F i g u r e 2 -24 ) 



Chronology 

Not a l l r ad i o ca rbon dates have been ca l i b ra t ed . To minimize con fus ion , 

a l l dates quoted i n th i s thes i s are unca l i b r a t ed . 

Table 2.1 St. Mungo and Glenrose Charles Component 
Radiocarbon Dates Summarized 

Uncorrected Dates (Before Present) 

Glenrose 3280±105 (GaK 4863) 
3570±95 (Gak 4867) Rejected Date 
4185±105 (S 788) 
42401110 (GaK 4648) 

S t . Mungo U n i t A:3000±60 (WSU 2736) Rejected Date 
4050±50 (WSU 2779) 
4120150 (WSU 2780) 
4190160 (WSU 2781) 
4330185 (WSU 2782) Rejected Date 
4170170 (WSU 6147B) 

U n i t 6:4185190 (WSU 2816) 
4260175 (WSU 2814) 
4290185 (WSU 2813) 
43751105 (WSU 2815) Rejected Date 

U n i t C:3340165 (WSU 2842) 
3370190 (WSU 2812) 
3380170 (WSU 2840) 
3410175 (WSU 2841) 
3420170 (WSU 2843) 
3455160 (WSU 2811) 

U n i t D:4480190 (WSU 2857) 

U n i t E:4440180 (WSU 2858) Rejected Date 

As Table 2.1 ind i ca t es , the maximum time frame co v e r ed b y the St . 

Mungo phase is 4570 to 3175 BP , based on C14 dates f rom Glenrose (Matson 

1976:16-19) and St . Mungo (Ham 1984:114). The b e g i n n i n g date of St . Mungo i s 

c l earer than i ts t e rminat ion date. If more St . Mungo phase components are 



d i scove r ed , there may be movement towards a b e g inn ing date of 4600 o r 4500 

BP , bu t the c u r r e n t dates sugges t a s t a r t i n g date of 4400 BP. The 

terminat ion date l ies somewhere between 3300 and 3100 BP . At St . Mungo, the 

St. Mungo phase and the fo l lowing Locarno Beach phase may both be p resen t 

i n excavat ion u n i t C and i t is d i f f i cu l t to t e l l f rom the dates where St . Mungo 

ends and Locarno Beach beg ins . The dates from Un i t C are not as o ld as the 

o ther dates from the s i te ( they range from 3340 to 3455 BP) . There are dates 

from bo th Montague Harbour (Mi tche l l 1971) and Crescen t Beach (Matson et a l . 

1991) of about 3300 BP for the b e g inn ing of the succeed ing Locarno Beach 

phase. Based on the lateness of these dates and the a r t i f a c tua l da ta (which 

show s imi lar i t i es w i t h both the St. Mungo and Locarno Beach phases ) I dec ided 

not to i nc lude U n i t C w i th my ana l ys i s of the St . Mungo phase. I t h i n k U n i t 

C i s more r ep resen ta t i v e of the Locarno Beach phase then i t i s of the St . 

Mungo phase. There fore , I omitted data from U n i t C. A t Glenrose , 3280±105 

BP (Gak 4863) i s the latest date for the St . Mungo component. There is a 

h ia tus i n si te occupat i on at Glenrose a f ter the St . Mungo component a n d 

before the fo l lowing Marpole component. 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

The a r t i f a c t assemblages p r esen t from Glenrose a n d St . Mungo are 

s imi lar on both a genera l and spec i f i c l eve l . Ch ipped stone tools dominate the 

a r t i f a c t assemblages of bo th s i tes . Core and f lake tools are common 

t h r o u g h o u t the phase . Fo r the fo l lowing d i s cuss i on of a r t i f a c t assemblages, 

the data is d i v i d e d in to genera l categor ies dev i sed from my a r t i f a c t t ypo logy , 

w i th each ca tegory t rea ted as a subsec t i on of the a r t i f a c t assemblage. 



Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone 

Unshaped ch i pped stone implements s u c h as hammerstones a n d pebble 

tools are not as common as i n ea r l i e r time pe r i ods but t h e y are p resen t . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F l ake Tools 

Unshaped c h i p p e d stone f lake tools are p r o b a b l y the l a r ges t a n d most 

common genera l ca tegory of ch i pped stone tools. A r t i f a c t s c ompr i s ing th i s 

ca tegory inc lude : u t i l i z ed f l akes , steep and na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f lakes , as 

wel l as b i fac ia l l y r e touched f lakes . 

There is no ev idence of a b ipo la r q u a r t z micro l i th i c i n d u s t r y at e i ther 

Glenrose o r St. Mungo, nor i s there ev idence of a p r e p a r e d blade core 

techno logy . The dominance of unshaped ch i pped stone tools (both core and 

f lake t ypes ) sugges t s a t echno logy of exped ien t l y p r o d u c e d tools. 

Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools 

Shaped Ch ipped Stone Tools con ta ins the categor ies I have ca l l ed formed 

uni faces and bi faces. Formed steep (edge angle g rea te r t h a n 45 degrees) a n d 

na r r ow-ang l ed (edge angle less than 45 degrees) uni faces are not as common 

as the i r unshaped c oun t e rpa r t s . Na r row-ang l ed formed uni faces a re p resen t 

at both s i tes . They are made from a good qua l i t y v i t r e ous basa l t w i th a l l 

f lake marg ins e xh ib i t i ng ca r e fu l and con t inuous r e t ouch . Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype 

may be a s t y l i s t i c marker for the St . Mungo phase . 

Shaped bi faces, un l i k e shaped un i faces , are much more common than 

b i fac ia l l y r e touched f lakes. There are two genera l categor ies of shaped 

bi faces p resen t i n the St. Mungo phase , l ea f - shaped and c o n t r a c t i n g stem. 

Lea f - shaped bi faces are a s t y l e f i r s t used i n o l d e r components , a n d c o n t i n u i n g 

to be wel l r ep resen ted i n the St. Mungo phase. Con t rac t i ng stem bi faces 



(both w i th and w i thout deve loped shou lders ) are a s ty l e i n t r o d u c e d d u r i n g the 

St. Mungo phase a n d almost as common as l ea f - shaped bi faces. 

Ground Stone Implements 

Ch ipped and g r o u n d stone implements are not common d u r i n g the St . 

Mungo phase and ne i the r are g r o u n d stone implements. Th i s i s a lso a 

re f l ec t ion of the dominance of an expedient c h i p p e d stone tool t echno logy as i t 

is assumed tha t g r o u n d stone ob jec ts take more time and care to create . 

G round stone techno logy i s f i r s t d i s cove red i n the St. Mungo phase , bu t 

g r o u n d stone tools do not become common u n t i l the Locarno Beach phase. 

A b r a s i v e stones, r e q u i r e d for the manufacture of g r o u n d stone 

implements, are p r e sen t t h r o u g h o u t the St . Mungo phase i n low numbers , w i t h 

both shaped and unshaped s t y l e s are present . The i r presence does not 

necessa r i l y ind ica te a g r o u n d stone technology . Patenaude (1985) notes that 

ab rade r s cou ld be used for the mak ing of bone and an t l e r tools. There are 

no g r o u n d stone po in ts p r e s en t at S t . Mungo , whi le Glenrose has two nea r l y 

complete l ea f - shaped g r o u n d stone po in ts . 

G r o u n d stone k n i v e s are not common. There i s the po s s i b i l i t y of t h e i r 

presence at both s i tes , bu t the ev idence i s not conc lus i ve . A t Glenrose 

(Matson 1976) th ree g r o u n d stone k n i v e s t en ta t i v e l y p laced i n the St . Mungo 

component are p r o b a b l y i n t r u s i v e from the Marpole component (Matson 

1976:286). A t St . Mungo there are no complete g r o u n d stone k n i v e s (Ham et 

aL 1986). G round stone d i sc beads are p resen t , bu t are not common. 

One s t y l i s t i c marke r for the St . Mungo phase is a g r oup of ob jec ts made 

from a metamorphosed sed imentary r ock . These objects are t h i n , show no 

ev idence of g r i n d i n g , bu t are shaped . There i s a lways an element of 



decorat ion p r esen t u s u a l l y on the ou te r marg in . Bo th s i tes have these 

ob jects . Pecked and g r o u n d stone implements are r a r e . 

Bone and A n t l e r A r t i f a c t s 

Organ ic p r e s e r v a t i o n was good at St. Mungo and Glenrose. I n genera l , 

the bone and an t l e r i n d u s t r i e s show a number of d i f f e ren t a r t i f a c t t ype s 

p resen t , bu t i n compar ison to the bone and an t l e r a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t i n 

Locarno Beach components , St . Mungo phase bone and an t l e r a r t i f a c t s do not 

d i sp lay as much v a r i e t y nor as much f i n i s h i n g . Exped i en t l y made bone a n d 

an t l e r tools, s u c h as s p l i n t e r awls and ant l e r wedges, dominate the St . Mungo 

phase. 

A subca t ego ry of s p l i n t e r awls ex is ts i n the two components. A t both 

Glenrose and St . Mungo many s p l i n t e r awls are made from b i r d bone. Locarno 

Beach phase b i r d bone awls are d i f f e rent , for they are made from complete 

b i r d bone, whi le b i r d bone s p l i n t e r awls at Glenrose a n d St . Mungo u t i l i z e 

small s p l i n t e r s of b i r d bone. 

Ne i ther n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n goods nor pe r sona l decorat ion are common. A 

d i s t i nc t i v e bone pendant s t y l e f ound at both s i tes i s f la t , t h i n a n d r e c t a n g u l a r 

i n shape. Other n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n goods p resen t i nc lude b i r d bone tubes , a comb 

and o ther s ty l es of pendants . A n i n t e r e s t i n g ob jec t ca l l ed a G r u b i s f ound at 

both Glenrose and St . Mungo. The ent i re sur face of these small b ipo in t ed 

bone ob jects is i n c i s ed w i th para l l e l grooves. They resemble insec t cocoons 

and were o r i g i na l l y de f ined b y Bo rden (1975). G r u b s are another s t y l i s t i c 

marker of the St . Mungo phase for they d i sappear before the b e g inn ing of the 

Locarno Beach phase. 



Ind ica t ions of woodwork ing inc lude an abundance of bone ch i s e l s , 

wedges and ant l e r wedges. Bone ch i se l s are common and come i n a v a r i e t y of 

s izes . 

Ba rbed f ixed po in ts of bone or an t l e r are not common. A complete 

example of a b a r b e d harpoon i s not p r e s en t at Glenrose o r St . Mungo . Both 

un i l a t e ra l l y and b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed f ixed po ints are f ound , bu t i n a l l categor ies 

on l y one a r t i f a c t i s p r esen t except f o r two un i l a t e r a l l y b a r b e d f ixed po ints 

from St . Mungo. P e rhaps the absence of ev idence for spec ia l i zed f i s h i n g 

procurement re f l ec ts the pe r i shab l e na ture of the f i s h i n g t e chn iques used 

d u r i n g St . Mungo times. In compar ison to the p a u c i t y of shaped bone/ant ler 

tools used for f i s h i n g , there i s a re la t i ve abundance of shaped c h i p p e d stone 

bi faces that cou ld be used for h u n t i n g . If one looked at the a r t i f a c t 

assemblages w i thout examining the f auna l remains , the a r t i f a c t s wou ld o v e r 

emphasize the importance of l and mammals. The o rgan i c na ture of spec ia l i zed 

f i s h i n g implements biases the a r t i f a c t assemblage aga ins t the p r e s e r va t i on of 

spec ia l i zed f i s h i n g tools. 

Shell Objects 

She l l a r t i f a c t s are the least common a r t i f a c t s f ound d u r i n g the St . 

Mungo phase. The most common a r t i f a c t t ype i s miscel laneous g r o u n d she l l 

f ragments . Matson (1976) r epo r t ed one she l l adze blade from the St . Mungo 

component at G lenrose , however , when I r e - a n a l y z e d the component I d id not 

i n t e r p r e t the a r t i f a c t as a she l l adze blade. S h e l l adze b lades are not 

common; there are two from St. Mungo and (if one accepts Matson 's o r i g i n a l 

ana lys is ) one from Glenrose . She l l beads are p r e s en t at Glenrose on l y i n 

assoc iat ion w i th a b u r i a l . 



Discussion of St. Mungo Artifact Assemblage 

There i s a d i v e r s i t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes and postu la ted c u l t u r a l ac t i v i t i e s 

p r e sen t d u r i n g the St . Mungo phase. Exped ient ch i pped stone tools dominate 

a l l o the r a r t i f a c t t ypes present . S t y l i s t i c marke r s p resen t for the St . Mungo 

phase i n c lude : na r r ow -ang l ed formed uni faces , decorated g r o u n d stone, f lat 

and r e c t angu l a r shaped bone pendants and g r u b s . As more and more St . 

Mungo and Locarno Beach components are excavated and p u b l i s h e d , some t r a i t s 

o r i g i n a l l y t hough t to be ind i ca t i v e of one spec i f i c phase may be i nd i ca t i v e of 

e i the r o r bo th . There i s a lways an assoc iated danger of r e l y i n g too heav i l y 

on a r t i f a c t t ypes to he lp def ine d i s t i n c t i v e c u l t u r a l g r oups . C u l t u r a l 

p rocesses s u c h as procurement s t ra teg i es , t r ade and seasonal r o u n d , a long 

w i th n a t u r a l p rocesses s u c h as env i ronment and r esource a va i l ab i l i t y , a l l 

in f luence the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d . It i s the job of the archaeo log is t to 

asce r ta in the s i gn i f i cance of one p a r t i c u l a r a r t i f a c t t ype and i t s p resence o r 

absence from a n a r t i f a c t assemblage. 

Raw Materials 

Basa l t of v a r y i n g qua l i t y i s the dominant ch ipped stone raw mater ia l . 

Mammal bone i s the most common o rgan i c raw mater ia l t ype , a l though St . 

Mungo has a la rge p r opo r t i on of b i r d bone as wel l . 

Faunal Remains 

F a u n a l remains from the two components sugges t that a v a r i e t y of 

spec ies were exp lo i ted . E v e n at t h i s ea r l y time pe r i od i n Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r y , r e sources from the sea form an important p a r t of the subs i s t ence 

remains. A compar ison of f auna l remains from the s i tes must proceed w i th 



caut ion a n d awareness of the d i f f e rent s i te a c t i v i t i e s that may have o c c u r r e d . 

Many f i s h r esources were explo i ted i n c l u d i n g : f l a t f i sh ( s t a r r y f l ounder ) , 

h e r r i n g , eu lachon, s tu r g eon , peamouth, s u c k e r , c h u b and salmon. Sea mammals 

were t aken when ava i lab le as the remains of seal are p r e s en t at bo th Glenrose 

and St . Mungo. The abundance of M y t i l u s at Glenrose and St . Mungo ind ica tes 

a focus on ob ta in ing and exp lo i t ing she l l f i sh due to i t s r e l i a b i l i t y as a food 

resource . Deer was the most impor tant l and mammal explo i ted at t h i s time, 

whi le wap i t i and beaver are also f a i r l y common. 

Fea tu res 

Ham's o r i g i n a l St. Mungo r e p o r t i nd i ca t ed the presence of house f loors 

i n the St . Mungo component. Fo r reasons tha t w i l l be d i s c us s e d i n the St. 

Mungo site d e s c r i p t i on , there i s no conc lus i v e ev idence of permanent house 

remains from the St . Mungo phase. There are ind i ca t i ons f rom bo th Glenrose 

and St . Mungo that l i v i n g f loors are p r e sen t and many d i f f e ren t ac t i v i t i e s took 

place. Postmolds r ecove red are too smal l to be assoc ia ted w i t h la rge scale 

p l ankhouses , sugge s t i ng the u t i l i z a t i on of l ess permanent dwe l l ings . Hear th 

features are not a lways wel l de f ined , nor i s the re any p a r t i c u l a r dominant 

s ty l e , b u t they are the most common feature . 

There is an u n u s u a l f eature p r e sen t at St . Mungo ca l l ed a c l a y - l i n e d p i t . 

There i s no ev idence i n the p i t of b u r n i n g no r are any o ther mater ia ls 

assoc iated w i th i t . I ts f unc t i on is not known , but i t may be s imi lar to o ther 

features f ound at P i t t R i v e r (Patenaude 1985). 

Complete bu r i a l s are p r e sen t from Glenrose , and in te rment va r i e s (see 

the Glenrose site d e sc r i p t i on for f u r t h e r e laborat ion ) . Few g rave goods are 

p resen t w i th no ev idence of c r a n i a l deformation o r l ab re t wear on any of the 



ske le tons s u g g e s t i n g tha t s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t i on is not ye t apparen t , at least 

t h r o u g h t r ad i t i ona l e thnog raph i c methods of s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t i on . 

St. Mungo Phase Conclusions 

Th i s somewhat genera l d e s c r i p t i on of the St. Mungo phase i s based on 

in format ion from two s i tes w i t h components da t ing to the same time pe r i od . 

The data ga thered so far ind ica te the existence of the St . Mungo phase from 

approx imate ly 4500 o r 4400 BP u n t i l i t s demise sometime a f te r 3300 BP (give o r 

take a h u n d r e d years ) . Th i s phase las ts for j u s t ove r one thousand years , 

ye t on l y these two s i tes con ta in t r oub l e free components. C l ea r l y , work must 

be focus on ob ta in ing in format ion about the ear l i e r p r e h i s t o r i c pe r i ods on the 

Nor thwest Coast. 

Exped ient ch i pped stone tools dominate the a r t i f a c t assemblage. G round 

stone t echno logy i s f i r s t i n t r o d u c e d d u r i n g t h i s time p e r i od , bu t g r o u n d stone 

a r t i f ac t s are few. Bone and an t l e r a r t i f a c t s are common when p r e s e r v a t i o n 

al lows, bu t once aga in , exped ient tools dominate. S t y l i s t i c markers for St. 

Mungo inc lude : n a r r o w - a n g l e d formed uni faces , c on t r a c t i n g stem bi faces (with 

o r w i thout shou lde r s ) , decorated g r o u n d stone, r e c t angu l a r bone pendants and 

g r u b s . Other a r t i f a c t t ype s that cou ld be s t y l i s t i c marke r s i nc lude ; she l l 

beads a n d she l l adze b lades . 

F a u n a l remains show an exp lo i ta t ion of a v a r i e t y of r e sources i n c l u d i n g 

large l and mammals (deer and e lk ) , f i s h ( f lounder and salmon the most 

important ) and she l l f i sh (Myt i lus b y f a r the most impor tant ) . As of yet , 

r e source spec ia l i za t ion i s absent , bu t a l r eady d u r i n g t h i s e a r l y Nor thwest 

Coast time pe r i od , r e sources from the sea form an impor tant p a r t of the diet 

w i th th i s importance i n c r e a s i n g t h r o u g h time. Chisho lm (1986) shows that 



maritime r esources are a major p a r t of p r e h i s t o r i c Nor thwest Coast d iet from 

the Char l es c u l t u r e onwards . 

Fea tures are dominated b y hea r ths w i th no t r e n d i n s ty l e . Postmolds 

are f ound bu t t h e i r s ize ind i ca tes no ev idence of people o c c u p y i n g l a rge 

p l ankhouses at t h i s time. C l a y - l i n e d f ea tures from St . Mungo may be i n d i r e c t 

ev idence of p lant p r o c e s s ing (Patenaude 1985). B u r i a l s from th i s time pe r i od 

do not ind ica te s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t ion . Interment s ty l e does not go beyond a 

pre fe rence for i n - g r o u n d b u r i a l and f l ex ing of most b u r i a l s . 

The Mayne Phase 

S i t e Names a n d Locat ions 

The Mayne phase is named for the basa l component of the Helen Po int 

S i te (DfRu 8) located on Ac t i v e Pass at the n o r t h end of Mayne I s l and i n the 

s ou the rn pa r t of the S t r a i t of Georg ia . Roy Ca r l s on (1970, 1975) d i r e c t ed 

excavat ions at Helen Po int i n 1968, where he f i r s t d i s cove r ed and de f ined the 

Mayne phase. A t the time, no o ther nea rby components on the Gul f I s lands 

were dated to the same age as the ea r l y component at Helen Po int (also known 

as Helen Po int I). 

Sa lvage excavat ions u n d e r t a k e n by R ick P e r c y i n the S p r i n g of 1972 

(Percy 1974) at the Crescen t Beach Site (DgRr 1) uncove r ed three d i f f e rent 

components. A l t h o u g h P e r c y cons ide red h is ear l i es t component a member of 

the Mayne phase, he d id th i s before the St . Mungo phase was formal ly 

proposed (Matson 1976). Fo r th i s d i s cuss i on of the Mayne phase , in format ion 

from P e r c y ' s o r i g i n a l excavat ion is i n c l u d e d , bu t the a f f i l i a t ion of the ear l i es t 

Crescen t Beach component is the focus of the f i r s t r e s e a r c h ques t i on i n th i s 

thes i s , and is open for d i s cuss i on . 



F i g u r e 2.2 demonstrates the pos i t i on of the on ly s i te w i th a r ad i o ca rbon 

dated Mayne phase component. 

Ethnographic Culture Area 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y , Helen Po int fa l ls i n the t r ad i t i ona l t e r r i t o r y of the 

Saan ich people, a s u b - g r o u p i n the S t r a i t s Sa l i sh language g roup . The 

Crescen t Beach site i s on the c u r r e n t b o u n d a r y between the Halkomelem 

speak ing N ickomek l and the S t r a i t s s p e a k i n g Semiahmoo. Bo th s i tes are 

g rouped into the Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh c u l t u r e a r ea de f ined by Sut t l es (1990). 

Chronology 

The best p u b l i s h e d in format ion c o n c e r n i n g th i s phase comes from Helen 

Po int and Crescen t Beach. Bo th s i tes have dated ev idence for the Mayne 

phase as wel l as s u b s t a n t i a l a r t i f a c t assemblages. The smal l s ize of the 

poss ib le Mayne component f rom Pender Cana l does not al low for i t s i n c lus i on 

i n th i s d i s cuss i on of the Mayne phase, bu t i t w i l l be ana l y zed i n Chapte r 

Four . 

The maximum time frame for the Mayne phase is 5650 to 3850 BP , based 

on C14 dates from Helen Po in t (Car lson 1975:2) a n d Crescen t Beach (Percy 

1974:267). Th i s is a l a r g e r time span than tha t for the St . Mungo components. 

It is based on f ou r dates ( three from Helen Po in t and one from Crescen t 

Beach). 

Car l son (1970:115) o r i g i n a l l y de f ined the Mayne phase as ex i s t ing from 

5000 to 3000 BP . The most recent d e s c r i p t i on o f Mayne phase chrono logy 

comes from the Pender Cana l p r e l im inary r e p o r t s (Car l son 1985, 1986). In 

these r epo r t s , the time pe r i od of 5000 BP to 4000 BP is de f ined as the Mayne 



F i g u r e 2.2 Map of Mayne Components 
(Based on Ham 1982: F i g u r e 2 -24 ) 



phase (Car lson 1985:60) whi le the time pe r i od of 4000 BP to 2500 BP i s def ined 

as the Locarno Beach phase (Car lson 1985:60). There i s no explanat ion of why 

the time span o r i g i n a l l y de f ined for the Mayne phase i s now d i v i d e d into two 

separate phases w i th p a r t of the o r i g i n a l time pe r i od now merged w i t h the 

Locarno Beach phase. 

I sugges t the fo l lowing poss ib le exp lanat ion for the change i n time span 

covered b y the Mayne phase. D u r i n g the pe r i od a f ter the Helen Po in t 

excavat ion , there was minimal p u b l i s h e d ev idence of p r e - L o c a r n o Beach phase 

components. M i t che l l ' s (1968, 1971), Archaeo logy of the Gul f of Georg ia A r ea . A 

Na tu ra l Region and i t s C u l t u r a l Types amalgamated the c u r r e n t in format ion (at 

that time) c once rn ing the c u l t u r e t ype s p r esen t on the Nor thwes t Coast 

t h r o u g h o u t p r e h i s t o r y , w i t h a focus on the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type . His 

desc r i p t i on of the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type s tates , " C a r l s o n ' s Mayne phase 

can also be i n c l u d e d i n the c u l t u r e t ype (Locarno Beach) as d e s c r i b e d he r e " 

(Mi tche l l 1971:57). He states tha t the ear l i es t component from Helen Po int i s 

r ep resen ta t i v e of the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type (Mi tche l l 1971:65). M i t che l l 

can be i n t e r p r e t e d as ag ree ing w i th Ca r l s on tha t the time pe r i od f rom 5000 to 

2500 BP was assoc iated w i t h one c u l t u r a l phase , bu t M i t che l l ca l l ed t h i s phase 

Locarno Beach r a t h e r t han Mayne. 

Based on the in format ion ava i lab le from Helen Po in t at tha t t ime, there 

was l i t t l e d i f f e rent ia t ion between the ear l i es t Helen Po int component a r t i f a c t 

assemblage and a r t i f a c t assemblages f rom Gul f I s l and Locarno Beach 

components such as the component from the Montague H a r b o u r s i te (where 

Mi t che l l had excavated) . One exp lanat ion for the s im i l a r i t y of a r t i f a c t 

assemblages i s the poss i b i l i t y of a Locarno Beach component be ing p r esen t i n 

the ea r l y Helen Po in t component. Th i s poss ib le mix ing of two separate 



components would create a n a r t i f a c t assemblage almost i d en t i ca l to Locarno 

Beach phase a r t i f a c t assemblages, exp la in ing w h y at the time of M i t che l l ' s 

pub l i c a t i on , he lumped the Mayne and Locarno Beach phases together . If the 

Helen Po int p r e - L o c a r n o Beach component were separated and compared on i t s 

own to the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type , would i t s t i l l be s imi lar o r i t would 

be able to s tand on i t s own as a r ep resen ta t i v e of the Mayne C u l t u r e Type? 

The most r ecen t de f in i t i on of Ca r l son ' s Mayne and Locarno Beach phase 

recogn izes the o r i g i n a l dec i s i on by Mi t che l l tha t Mayne and Locarno Beach 

a r t i f a c t assemblages are s imi lar , bu t Ca r l s on , b y de f in ing the Mayne phase as 

5000 to 4000 BP , i s a lso a r g u i n g tha t i t ex ists as i t s own c u l t u r a l phase 

d i s t i n c t i v e from Locarno Beach. 

Mi t che l l ' s hypo thes i s tha t the Mayne and Locarno Beach phases are p a r t 

of a con t inuum is ne i the r p r o v e d nor d i s p r o v e d as a complete and deta i led 

compar ison of the two phases has not been done. 

When R. M u r r a y (1982) ana l y zed the Duke Po in t s i te she adso lumped in to 

one component p r e - L o c a r n o and Locarno Beach aged depos i ts . I t h i n k that 

whi le i t was approp r i a t e at the time of M i t che l l ' s pub l i c a t i on . Archaeo logy of 

the Gul f of Georg ia area , a Na tu ra l Region and i t s C u l t u r e Types (1971) to 

lump the Mayne phase (he does not state that i t i s okay to lump the St. 

Mungo or Eayem phases) w i t h Locarno Beach due to the lack of p u b l i s h e d 

in format ion about the p r e - L o c a r n o Beach time pe r i od , i t i s no l onger v a l i d to 

do so w i thout f i r s t p r o v i n g the v a l i d i t y of s u c h a g r o u p i n g . 

Based on the above mentioned in format ion , I t h i n k Car l son has now 

d i v i d ed the o r i g i n a l Mayne phase in to two phases because of the sugges t i on 

made by Mi tche l l a f ter the o r i g i n a l Helen Po int excavat ions . The Mayne phase 

(as of 1986) spans 5000 to 4000 BP . The Locarno Beach phase spans 4000 to 



3000 BP (which would ove r lap w i th the St . Mungo phase on the Main land) . 

T rad i t i ona l l y , the Locarno Beach phase i s t h o u g h t to span 3400 to 2200 B P (see 

for example Ham 1986:84). 

The data from the second major excavat ion at Helen Po int was p u b l i s h e d 

b y J o h n McMurdo (1974) for h i s MA thes i s . McMurdo ' s excavat ion u n i t s were 

located i n the c e n t r a l and wes t e rn po r t i ons of the si te. Car l son ' s excavat ions 

took place a long the eas t e rn edge of the s i te . McMurdo (1974:19) states that 

h is ear l i es t component (Helen Po int l b ) , "... ind i ca tes r e l a t i onsh ips to both the 

Mayne phase and to la ter assemblages d e s c r i b ed as components of the Locarno 

Beach phase " . In o ther words , Helen Po int l a (the component de f ined by 

Car l son as be long ing to the Mayne phase) shows a f f i n i t y to the Mayne phase, 

whi le Helen Po int l b is an e vo lu t i onary stage between the Mayne a n d Locarno 

phases . Helen Po int II is r ep resen ta t i v e of the Marpole phase. It i s poss ib le 

that both Helen Po in t l a and l b are mixed p r e - L o c a r n o and Locarno Beach 

components, wh i ch i s why bo th share s imi lar i t i es to each o ther a n d to the 

Mayne and Locarno Beach phases . While both Helen Po in t l a and l b share 

s imi lar i t i es w i th the Locarno Beach phase , the re i s no Locarno Beach phase 

component de f ined for the Helen Po in t s i te. One cou ld a rgue tha t there i s a 

h ia tus i n si te occupat ion between Helen Po int l b a n d Helen Po int II, bu t 

a c co rd ing to the p h y s i c a l s t r a t i g r a p h y , th i s is not the case (McMurdo 1974:13-

18). It would be use fu l to e i ther p rove o r d i sp r o v e the presence of a Locarno 

Beach component at Helen Point . A t t h i s po int , I would t en ta t i v e l y sugges t 

that Helen Po int l b i s a Locarno Beach component. 

Ca r l son [1975:2 (F igure 1)], p r e sen t s a table of the compiled dates from 

Helen Point . The b eg inn ing date of the Mayne phase is based on a date of 

54201230 BP (Gak 4938), r e cove red from the basa l depos i t at Helen Po in t (depth 



of approx imate ly 130 cm). S i tua t ed 5 cm d i r e c t l y above th i s sample i s a 

hear th feature dated at 3950±260 BP (WSU 1191). The f ina l date r ecove red 

from Helen Po int i s one of 39801130 BP (Gak 3201), r e cove red from another 

hea r th feature at a dep th of 89 cm. I t may be tha t the o ldest date i s too o ld , 

o r the second o ldes t date too y o u n g . A time s p a n of 1500 yea rs compressed 

i n 5 cm of depos i t i s not l i k e l y . If t r u e , the sample r e t r i e v e d f rom 89 cm is 

too o ld . The b eg inn ing date for the Mayne phase cannot be c l a r i f i ed at 

Crescen t Beach because P e r c y obta ined one date of 4270180 BP (Gak 4925) from 

the lower sec t ion of h is e a r l y component. The t e rminat ion date of the Mayne 

phase i s not based on a c a r b o n date so the exact time span is ye t to be 

asce r ta ined . 

If the o ldest date from Helen Po in t i s for the time be ing i gno r ed , the 

two o ther dates f a l l w i t h i n the range of the St . Mungo phase , as does P e r c y ' s 

date from Crescen t Beach. The t e rminat ion date of 3000 BP i s y o u n g e r than 

St . Mungo ' s of 3200 BP , bu t the t e rminat ion date of the Mayne phase i s 

dependent on the d i s cove r y of dated C14 depos i ts . Th is la ter t e rminat ion of 

the Mayne phase also assumes tha t the Locarno Beach phase does not emerge 

on the Gul f I s l ands u n t i l a f ter i t f i r s t appears on the Ma in land . The o ldest 

date from the Montague Harbour s i te on Gal iano I s l and i n the Gul f I s lands 

(Mitche l l 1971:63) i s 31601130 BP (GSC-347) and i t fa l ls at the s t a r t of the 

Locarno Beach phase . As p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, the most r ecen t t e rminat ion 

date for the Mayne phase, sugges t ed by Ca r l s on , is 4000 BP wh i ch i s much 

ear l i e r t han the te rminat ion date for St . Mungo. The lump ing of po tent ia l 

Mayne and Locarno Beach phase components makes te rminat ion dates vague. 



At th i s po int , the dates from the St . Mungo and Mayne phases ove r lap 

each o the r , bu t the u n c e r t a i n t y about the ac tua l time frame r ep r e s en t ed by 

the Mayne phase makes compar ison d i f f i cu l t . 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

The a r t i f a c t assemblages from Helen Po int and Crescen t Beach share 

s imi la r i t i es , bu t the re are a lso impor tant d i f ferences . Un l e ss o therwise s ta ted , 

the in format ion c o n c e r n i n g the a r t i f a c t assemblage from the Mayne phase i s 

based on Car l son (1975, 1985 and 1986) and P e r c y (1974). Ch ipped stone tools 

dominate both assemblages w i th both core and f lake tools present . 

U n s h a p e d Chipped Stone Tools (including Flake Tools) 

Unshaped tools s u c h as pebble tools and hammerstones are p r e sen t 

a l though not common. A t Helen Po int , Ca r l s on states tha t f lake tools are 

p r o b a b l y u n d e r r ep r e sen t ed because at the time of pub l i c a t i on L a y e r / L e v e l 

bags had not been sea rched for u t i l i z ed f lakes and o ther minimal ly modif ied 

a r t i f a c t s (Car lson 1975:7). On the o ther hand , a f ter r e - a n a l y z i n g the a r t i f ac t s 

from P e r c y ' s excavat ion , a number of minimal ly modif ied a r t i f a c t s de f ined b y 

P e r c y were deemed debitage and e l iminated from the f ina l a r t i f a c t t a l l y . 

Never the less , i n both cases, exped ient l y made ch ipped stone f lake tools 

dominate the assemblages. 

Quar t z mic ro l i ths are p r e sen t at both s i tes (one at Crescen t Beach , f our 

at Helen Po int ) , bu t t h e i r numbers are neg l i g ib le and cou ld r e s u l t f rom 

component mix ing due to excavat ion by a r b i t r a r y leve ls and/or the presence of 

a la ter component w i th q u a r t z c r y s t a l p r esen t s u c h as the Loca rno Beach 

component at Crescen t Beach. Ca r l s on also l i s t s the presence of one q u a r t z 

c r y s t a l microblade and three obs id i an microblades. No cores were d i s cove r ed . 



With no ev idence of a p r e p a r e d microblade core and on l y a small number of 

microb lades , the presence of a microblade techno logy i s debatable . My own 

pe r sona l obse rva t i ons of b ipo la r p e r c u s s i o n and exper iments done b y o thers 

(for example Magne 1981, Ham 1982:82) ind ica tes that b l ade - l i k e f lakes and 

microblades are p r o d u c e d d u r i n g the course of f l i n t k n a p p i n g . There is 

ev idence of b ipo lar p e r c u s s i o n i n the Mayne component a n d b l ade - l i k e f lakes 

as wel l as blades may be b y - p r o d u c t s of the b ipo la r r e d u c t i o n sequence. 

Quar tz micro l i ths are u s u a l l y seen as i nd i ca t o r s of a Loca rno Beach component, 

as is the presence of microb lades (made from bo th q u a r t z c r y s t a l a n d 

obs id ian ) . The i r appearance at Helen Po in t may be a r e s u l t of the presence of 

an o r i g i n a l l y undetec ted Locarno Beach component. Ano the r exp lanat ion may 

be that qua r t z micro l i ths and obs id i an micro l i ths are p r e s e n t i n the 

archaeo log ica l r e c o r d because they were good a r t i f a c t s for c u t t i n g f i s h and 

the procurement of f i sh was the main func t i on of the s i te . Th i s second 

explanat ion does not f i t the data from Helen Po in t as we l l as o ther s i tes (for 

example see the P i t t R i v e r s i te i n Chap te r Four ) because f a r fewer qua r t z 

mic ro l i ths are p r e sen t at Helen Po int . The presence of poss ib le obs i d i an 

micro l i ths may he lp f i l l i n the gap. 

Without be t te r ev idence for the presence of a blade techno logy , th i s 

apparen t d i f ference between the St . Mungo and Mayne phase ' s blade 

techno logy cannot be sa t i s f a c t o r i l y conf i rmed. 

Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools 

In the ca tegory of shaped c h i p p e d stone tools, shaped bi faces are the 

most common ar t i f ac t t ype at both s i tes . S e ve ra l s t y l e s a re p resen t , bu t leaf-

shaped and con t r a c t i ng stem (with o r w i thout shou lde rs ) forms dominate. 



A l t h o u g h I have not p e r sona l l y examined the bi faces from Helen Po int , 

those from Crescen t Beach are s imi lar to Glenrose and St . Mungo bi faces. The 

bi faces i n F i g u r e 34 from Ca r l s on (1970:116) also look s imi lar to St. Mungo 

phase bi faces. C h i p p e d slate implements are f ound at Helen Po int , bu t not at 

Crescen t Beach. 

Ground Stone Implements 

For the Mayne phase i n genera l , Ca r l son (1970, 1975) def ines g r o u n d 

slate as p r e sen t a n d he has more a r t i f a c t t ypes of g r o u n d slate t h a n found i n 

the St . Mungo phase. One exp lanat ion for the h i ghe r number of s late a r t i f a c t s 

p r e sen t at Helen Po in t may be re la ted to the ava i l ab i l i t y of slate. A b r a d e r s 

are bo th unshaped and shaped . 

One complete g r o u n d slate po in t ( resembl ing a c h i p p e d stone c on t r a c t i n g 

stem point ) was r e cove r ed from Helen Point . Th i s s im i l a r i t y i n g r o u n d stone 

and ch i pped stone po in t forms para l l e l s G lenrose ' s ch i pped and g r o u n d stone 

l ea f - shaped po in ts . 

L a b r e t s are ano ther poss ib le g r o u n d stone s t y l i s t i c marke r of the Mayne 

phase. Two were f ound at Helen Po int , none a t C rescen t Beach. L a b r e t s are 

t r ad i t i ona l l y assoc ia ted w i t h Locarno Beach depos i ts . The i r presence i n the 

Mayne phase may be ano ther ind i ca t i on of a poss ib le mix ing of components at 

the s i te , bu t i t is a lso poss ib le tha t the use of l abre t s f i r s t o r i g ina t ed d u r i n g 

the Mayne phase on the Gul f I s lands as there i s non -a r t i f a c tua l data from 

Pender Canal s u p p o r t i n g th i s second explanat ion. The exact proven ience of 

the l abre t s from Helen Po int i s not known . 

Bone and Antler Implements 

Unshaped a n d f ragments of wo rked bone and an t l e r a r t i f ac t s are the 

most common a r t i f a c t t ypes made from organ i c raw mater ia ls . Bone ch ise l s and 



wedges are p resen t i n the Mayne phase. C u l t u r a l t r a i t s s u c h as l ong bone 

po in ts and bone pendants must be examined i n pe r son i n o rde r to 

compare/contrast w i th the St . Mungo phase bone po in ts a n d r e c t angu l a r 

shaped bone pendants . 

A n impor tant s t y l i s t i c marke r for the Mayne phase i s b i l a t e ra l l y b a r b e d 

harpoons made of an t l e r . Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype was not f ound at C rescen t Beach 

and i t was not common at Helen Po in t (only n ine of 693 a r t i f ac t s were de f ined 

as b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed po in ts and harpoons [Car l son 1975:12]). Two b i l a t e ra l l y 

ba rbed an t l e r po in ts are p r e sen t from St . Mungo a long w i th one b i l a t e ra l l y 

ba rbed bone po int from Glenrose . As w i th the S t . Mungo phase, s t y l i s t i c 

shaped a r t i f a c t s , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the Mayne phase , are not common and 

p l ac ing emphasis on s u c h a smal l p r opo r t i on of the a r t i f a c t assemblage o v e r 

estimates a p a r t i c u l a r a r t i f a c t t ype ' s o v e ra l l importance . S t y l i s t i c marke r s 

must be inco rpo ra t ed into a more genera l ana l y s i s of the site i n o r d e r to 

asce r ta in site func t i on and p rov ide knowledge c o n c e r n i n g whe ther a n a r t i f a c t 

is a s t y l i s t i c marke r of a c u l t u r a l g r oup , o r a marke r of a spec i f i c s i te 

a c t i v i t y . The pauc i t y of ba rbed po in ts and harpoons i n compar ison to shaped 

bi faces, as p r e v i o u s l y sugges t ed , may ind icate l ess emphasis on sea r e sources 

(unless implements used to p r o c u r e sea r e sources were made from pe r i shab l e 

material ) . 

D i s cuss i on of Mayne Phase A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

There are two problems appa ren t i n d i s c u s s i n g the a r t i f a c t assemblage 

p r esen t from the Mayne phase. Of the two s i tes w i th dated components 

a t t r i bu t e to the Mayne phase , on l y Crescen t Beach is f u l l y r epo r t ed . Th i s 

lack of f u l l y r epo r t ed , dated a r t i f ac t assemblages makes my compar isons 



between the St. Mungo and Mayne phases somewhat t enuous . One r e s ea r ch 

goal of t h i s thes i s i s a deta i led compar ison of the Mayne phase a r t i f a c t 

assemblage from Crescen t Beach w i th two St . Mungo phase a r t i f ac t assemblages 

i n o r d e r to determine i f the Crescen t Beach a r t i f a c t assemblage belongs to the 

Mayne o r St . Mungo phase. If the a r t i f a c t assemblage from Crescent Beach 

shows a g rea ter s im i l a r i t y to the a r t i f a c t assemblages from other St. Mungo 

components, Ca r l s on ' s Helen Po int Mayne phase component w i l l conta in the o n l y 

subs t an t i a l Mayne phase a r t i f a c t assemblage. 

There are prob lems w i t h the a r t i f a c t assemblage f rom the Mayne phase 

component at Helen Point . Many of the a r t i f a c t s used to def ine t h i s phase 

(for example: q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths , microb lades , c h i p p e d stone po in ts , g r o u n d 

stone po in ts and labre ts ) are more o f ten used to def ine the Locarno Beach 

phase. Th i s impl ies tha t e i the r the Mayne phase i s i nco rpo ra t ed in to the 

Locarno Beach phase , o r i t must be re -examined for the poss i b i l i t y of the 

presence of a Locarno Beach component. A t h i r d poss ib le exp lanat ion i s that 

the Mayne phase i s the source of the Locarno Beach phase . Based on the 

dates Ca r l s on (1985:60) g ives for the Locarno Beach phase i n h i s Pender Cana l 

r epo r t (4000 - 2500 BP ) , there is movement towards i n c o r p o r a t i n g the two 

phases on the Gu l f I s lands . 

I n Chap te r F o u r the debate about the St . Mungo and Mayne phases 

cont inues a long w i t h the i n t r o d u c t i o n of the t h i r d phase (Eayem). St . Mungo, 

Mayne and Eayem are the three subphases compr i s ing the Char l es c u l t u r e . 

The d i v e r s i t y i n a r t i f a c t t ypes r ep r e sen t ed i n the Mayne phase sugges t s 

a great deal of s i te ac t i v i t i e s took place at Helen Po int a n d Crescen t Beach, 

Exped ient made tools (both c h i p p e d a n d bone) dominate the assemblage. The 

degree of ove r lap between the St, Mungo and Mayne phase c u l t u r a l markers 



cannot be asce r ta ined w i thout a close examination of the a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

Quest ions c o n c e r n i n g a r t i f a c t t ypes though t to be c u l t u r a l marke r s for the 

Mayne phase leads to d i s c u s s i o n of w h i c h a r t i f a c t t ypes a re un ique to the 

Mayne phase and wh i ch are p r e sen t i n both the Mayne and Locarno Beach 

phase. B i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed harpoons a n d po ints of an t l e r are one s t y l i s t i c 

marker bu t they are not un i que to the Mayne phase (un l ike the na r r ow -ang l ed 

formed uni faces from the St . Mungo phase) as they are also p resen t i n the 

Locarno Beach phase . Two b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed po in ts of an t l e r are p r e sen t 

from St . Mungo a n d one i s p r e s en t at Glenrose . 

Raw Mater ia l s 

A t Helen Po int , obs id i an was u t i l i z ed as a raw mater ia l , bu t no obs id i an 

was f ound at C rescen t Beach. One major d i f f e rence pe r c e i v ed between St . 

Mungo and Mayne phase components i s the presence of q u a r t z and obs id i an as 

raw mater ia ls . A t bo th s i tes basal t was the dominant raw mater ia l fo r c h i p p e d 

stone tools. Mammal bone dominated the o rgan i c raw mater ia l t yp e s . 

F a u n a l Remains 

A fauna l ana l ys i s has not yet been completed for the Mayne phase at 

Helen Po int , bu t McMurdo (1974:131-139) p r esen t s fauna l data from h i s 

excavat ion u n i t s . How r ep resen ta t i v e these remains are of the o lde r Mayne 

phase (Helen Po int la) i s u n c e r t a i n , bu t the ava i lab le in format ion al lows for 

some tentat i ve conc lus ions . There was no f auna l ana l ys i s at C rescen t Beach 

d u r i n g P e r c y ' s excavat ions. 

In the mammal ca tegory , both land and sea mammals are r ep r e sen t ed 

w i th Coast deer , dog and beaver the most common (McMurdo 1974:133-134). 



Sea mammals (e i ther seals o r sea l ions ) are p r e s en t bu t r a r e . Two f ragments 

of whale bone w i th adze marks were found i n Component l b . 

Salmon, r o c k f i s h a n d l i ngcod are a l l p resumed to be p resen t d u r i n g the 

Mayne phase as they are p r e sen t i n Component l b (McMurdo 1974:135-136). 

None of McMurdo ' s f i s h remeiins r e cove r ed from h is ea r l y component were 

abundan t i n compar ison to the la ter components, bu t a v a r i e t y of f i s h were 

found. Un less Helen Po in t l a was a spec ia l i z ed a c t i v i t y s i te (a doub t fu l 

in ference g i v en the a r t i f a c t assemblage) , one can assume tha t s eve ra l spec ies 

of f i s h were explo i ted . 

She l l f i sh are common a n d s eve ra l va r i e t i e s of clams are we l l r ep r e s en t ed . 

My t i lus i s absent (McMurdo 1974:131-132). Ca r l s on (1970:114) states tha t the 

on ly she l l p r e sen t i n h is Mayne phase component i s h i g h l y f ragmented. 

Seasonal i ty i nd i ca t o r s cannot be determined at t h i s time bu t the v a r i e t y of 

food r esources u t i l i z ed sugges t s more than one season of occupat ion . 

Fea tures 

The dominant feature for the Mayne phase i s hea r ths , w i th Ca r l s on 

(1970:115) s ta t ing tha t c i r c u l a r hea r ths are p r esen t . A t Crescen t Beach , P e r c y 

(1974:25-29) states tha t two bare l y d i s c e rn ib l e hea r ths were p r esen t i n 

Component 1 (as named b y Pe rcy ) . 

Ca r l son states tha t r o ck s lab f ea tures are also p r e s e n t d u r i n g the 

Mayne phase. He does not desc r ibe one, bu t McMurdo (1974:123) does for the 

Helen Po int l b component. McMurdo excavated a c l a y - l i n e d bow l - l i ke 

depress i on , on the bottom of wh i ch was a la rge f lat sandstone s lab cove red 

wi th a lens of da rk cha rcoa l and c lay . The func t i on of s u c h a f ea ture is not 



known, bu t McMurdo postu la tes i t i s a cook ing feature . F o u r s imi lar features 

were unea r thed i n Component 1 at Crescen t Beach. 

Postmolds were obse r v ed w i t h the feature from Helen Po int l b a n d w i t h 

one of the f ea tures from Crescen t Beach. There is no d i s c u s s i o n of postmolds 

from Car l son ' s Component l a . 

A t Helen Po in t Component l b , McMurdo uncove r ed the remains of a 

poss ib le l i v i n g f loor w i th two hea r th sca t t e rs a n d two assoc iated postmolds. I t 

is qui te l i k e l y tha t s imi lar f ea tures were f ound i n Component l a . 

There i s no ind i ca t i on of how r ep resen ta t i v e McMurdo ' s f ea tures i n 

Component l b are of Ca r l son ' s i n Component lau The c l a y - l i n e d bowl feature 

w i th the sandstone s lab i n Component l b shares some s imi lar i t i es w i th f ea tures 

from Crescen t Beach , so Car l son ' s f ea tures i n Component l a cou ld be s imi lar . 

The f ea tures p r e sen t from McMurdo ' s excavat ion i n Component l b are of 

the same type as those f ound i n St. Mungo w i th the poss ib le except ion of the 

sandstone s lab. Ex t r apo l a t i ng from the Component l b data , there i s l i t t l e 

i nd i ca t i on of f ea ture d i f f erences between the Mayne and St . Mungo phase 

f ea tures except for the h i g h number of c l a y - l i n e d f ea tures assoc iated w i th 

Mayne components. Th i s d i f ference i s not subs t an t i a l because there i s a 

s imi lar f eature p r e s en t at St . Mungo ( there was a c l a y - l i n e d feature also 

excavated from the P i t t R i v e r s i te , i t w i l l be d i s cussed i n Chap te r Four ) so 

th i s is not a un ique Mayne phase feature . 

Car l son ' s l i s t of c u l t u r a l t r a i t s for the Mayne phase (1970:115) inc ludes 

extended b u r i a l s , bu t does not ind ica te the number of b u r i a l s i n v o l v e d and 

whether th i s pa t t e rn is exc lus ive . The bu r i a l s from Component l b (McMurdo 

1974:128-130) are semi- f lexed. Two of the bu r i a l s i n Component l b have a 

s ing le s lab of r o ck assoc iated w i th them and the bu r i a l s are i n - g r o u n d 



in te rments (McMurdo 1974:128-129). There was no ev idence of g rave goods. 

Three of P e r c y ' s b u r i a l s dated to the Char l es c u l t u r e , bu t none were 

r e cove r ed from s t r a t i g r a p h i c a l l y con t ro l l ed excavat ions (Pe rcy 1974:33). On ly 

the pos i t i on of one b u r i a l was determined and i t was semi- f lexed (Beattie 

1980:209-212). There is some ev idence of g rave goods bu t my deta i led 

d i s cuss i on of the Crescen t Beach site i n the fo l lowing sec t ion exp la ins w h y the 

g rave goods and t h e i r assoc ia t ion to the b u r i a l s i s quest ionable . There is no 

ev idence ga thered so far sugges t i ng ex tended bu r i a l s are a c u l t u r a l f eature of 

the ea r l y pe r i ods on the Nor thwest Coast. 

Mayne Phase Conc lus i ons 

Once components a t t r i b u t e d to the Mayne phase are more f u l l y p u b l i s h e d 

one can attempt a more t h o r o u g h compar ison of the Mayne phase a n d the St . 

Mungo phase. A t th i s po in t Helen Po in t i s the on l y s i te w i t h a l a r ge Mayne 

component a r t i f a c t assemblage. From the ev idence p r esen t ed so f a r , i t i s 

poss ib le that the Mayne component from Helen Po int i s in te rmixed w i t h a 

Locarno Beach component. Without the f i na l d e s c r i p t i on from Helen Po int , 

def ini te conc lus ions and statements cannot be made at t h i s po in t i n time. The 

a rea encompassed b y the Mayne phase may i nc lude both the Ma in land and the 

Gul f I s lands o r pe rhaps the Gul f I s lands alone. Other unda ted a r t i f a c t 

assemblages may date to the Mayne phase (for example B l i s s L a n d i n g ) , bu t 

on ly those w i th C14 dates and s i gn i f i can t a r t i f a c t assemblages were d i s cussed . 

The Mayne phase may beg in as ea r l y as 5450 BP , depend ing on the 

v a l i d i t y of the o ldest date at Helen Point . The te rminat ion of the phase is not 

known for su re . It is not u n l i k e l y that as time goes on , the dates for both 

the St. Mungo and Mayne phase w i l l o ve r l ap more and more. 



Pe rhaps the greates t c o n t r o v e r s y of the Mayne phase conce rns the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage. On a genera l l e v e l the a r t i f ac t s resemble St . Mungo 

a r t i f a c t s i n that bo th assemblages are dominated b y u n s h a p e d ch i pped stone 

and bone tools. Well-made tools form a def in i te minor i t y i n the assemblages 

w i t h c h i p p e d stone bi faces the most common wel l-made shaped tool . I n bo th 

phases l ea f - shaped and c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces are the dominant shaped 

ch i pped stone bi face s t y l e s . G r o u n d stone techno logy i s p r e sen t i n both 

phases , b u t may be more common d u r i n g the Mayne phase . S t y l i s t i c g r o u n d 

stone tools for the Mayne phase may o r may not i n c lude g r o u n d stone po in ts , 

g r o u n d stone k n i v e s and l ab r e t s (As w i l l be d i s cussed la te r , none of these 

three a r t i f a c t t ype s were d i s cove r ed i n the Char l e s component at C rescen t 

Beach). 

There are d i f f e rences i n the a r t i f a c t t ype s present . Microb lades and 

q u a r t z mic ro l i ths are bo th p r e s en t i n the Mayne phase a n d almost en t i r e l y 

absent i n St . Mungo components (As w i l l be d i s cuss ed l a t e r , one macro b lade 

l ike f lake a n d one q u a r t z m i c ro l i th were d i s cov e r ed i n the Char l e s component 

at Crescen t Beach) . Obs id ian microb lades are f ound at Helen Po int , whi le 

obs i d i an ob jec ts are nea r l y absent f rom St . Mungo components. The g r o u n d 

stone techno logy of the Mayne phase i s more apparen t and i n c ludes bo th 

g r o u n d stone k n i v e s and l ab r e t s , ne i the r of w h i c h are p r e s en t i n S t . Mungo 

a r t i f a c t assemblages (or the Char l e s component at C rescen t Beach) . 

With more in format ion , the de l ineat ion of the components p r e s en t at 

Helen Po in t can be u n d e r t a k e n , answe r ing ques t i ons c once rn ing how much of 

the a r t i f a c t assemblage from Helen Po in t Component l a r e s u l t s from the Mayne 

component and how much from a poss ib le Loca rno Beach component. Th i s s i te 

i s p i v o t a l i n o u r s ea r ch for in format ion c once rn ing the evo lu t i on of the 



C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh E thnog raph i e Pa t t e rn and we must g lean as much 

in format ion from i t as i s poss ib le . 

The f auna l remains from Helen Po in t have not been f u l l y p u b l i s h e d , bu t 

in format ion ga thered from the component fo l lowing the Mayne component 

sugges t s a subs i s t ence base i n c l u d i n g l and and sea r e sources compr i s ing 

mammals (both l and and sea), f i s h and she l l f i sh . McMurdo (1974:136) sugges ts 

l and mammals (Coast deer) were three times more impor tant t han sea mammals. 

The f ea tures p r e sen t i n the Mayne phase may con ta in one new feature 

t ype not p r e v i o u s l y encounte red . From Helen Po in t l b ho r i z on ta l sandstone 

s labs were inco rpo ra t ed in to a c l a y - l i n e d feature and two b u r i a l s . A l t h o u g h 

Car l son (1970:115) states tha t r ock s lab f ea tures are p r e s en t i n the Mayne 

component, he does not spec i f y t h e i r assoc ia t ion w i th o ther f ea tures . On the 

Gul f I s l ands , sandstone compr ises much of the n a t u r a l geology and to see i t 

used i s not s u r p r i s i n g . Whether the use of sandstone s labs impl ies a c u l t u r a l 

d i f ference between the Mayne phase and the St . Mungo i s unc l ea r . 

The b u r i a l in format ion p u b l i s h e d to date sugges t s i n - g r o u n d in terment 

w i th b u r i a l s p a r t i a l l y f lexed, Car l son o r i g i na l l y sugges ted extended bur i a l s 

were the p r e f e r r e d form. U n t i l s u c h ev idence is p u b l i s h e d , the b u r i a l 

pa t t e rns of the Mayne and St. Mungo phases cannot be d i s t i n g u i s h e d . 

A n impor tant s im i l a r i t y between the two phases is the lack of de f in i t i ve 

ev idence for h i g h s ta tus v e r s u s low s ta tus i n d i v i d u a l s . The l ab re t s assoc iated 

w i th the Helen Po in t Mayne component are the on l y poss ib le i nd i ca t i on of 

s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t ion . Other ev idence of poss ib le s ta tus d i f f e rences comes 

from l ab re t wear on one ske le ton at Pender Canal and two at Tsawwassen (to 

be d i s cussed i n Chap te r Four ) , The lack of g rave goods, low numbers of 

p e r sona l ornaments and lack of p h y s i c a l l y modif ied ske le tons leads to the 



conc lus i on tha t the c u l t u r a l g r oups p r e s en t d u r i n g the St . Mungo and Mayne 

phase are not yet r a n k e d i n terms of soc ia l o r gan i za t i on . 

Now that the St . Mungo and Mayne phases have been i n t r o d u c e d , the 

three s i tes to be used i n th i s chap t e r can be p r esen t ed for f u r t h e r 

d i s cuss i on . 

S i te Desc r ip t i ons 

The Glenrose C a n n e r y S i te 

S i te Locat ion 

The Glenrose Canne r y Si te (DgRr 6) is located on the edge of the F r a s e r 

R i v e r Delta w i th in the c i t y boundar i e s of Vancouve r , B r i t i s h Columbia. The 

site has been excavated s e v e r a l times (see Matson 1976:1 for a r ev i ew of i t s 

excavat ion h i s t o r y ) . The fo l lowing site d e s c r i p t i on , un l e s s o therwise s tated i s 

based on Matson (1976). The site i s located on the s ou th bank of the main 

arm of the F r a s e r R i v e r . There are n a t u r a l boundar i e s on the three s ides of 

the si te: to the n o r t h i s the F r a s e r R i v e r , to the sou th i s Panorama Ridge 

wh i ch i s a h i g h r i dge of g lac ia l t i l l (A rmst rong 1956 a n d 1957), and to the 

west i s a small s tream r u n n i n g off Panorama Ridge . There is no d i s t i n c t i v e 

n a t u r a l boundary on the eas t e rn s ide of the s i te . A l t h o u g h the o r i g i n a l s i te 

boundar ies have been d i s t u r b e d b y the b u i l d i n g of the ad jacent Great 

N o r t h e r n Rai lway t r a c k s , the approximate si te a r ea is 260 meters l ong (east of 

the small stream) and about 60 meters on the n o r t h - s o u t h axis (Matson 1976, 

E l d r i d g e 1991). The maximum dep th of p r eh i s t o r i c depos i ts at the site is 

almost 6 meters. 

P resen t vege ta t ion is much modif ied b u t Matson (1976:3-7) g i ves a b r i e f 

d esc r i p t i on of the f l o r a f ound on s i te and t h o u g h t to be r ep resen ta t i v e of the 



n a t u r a l vegetat ion . The s i t e ' s f l o ra and locat ion sugges t that the site ex ists 

now and i n p r e h i s t o r i c times on the p e r i p h e r y of a coasta l Douglas f i r forest . 

Ethnographic Culture Area 

The Glenrose s i te fa l ls w i t h i n the e thnog raph i c boundar i es of the 

Kwant len t e r r i t o r y of the Halkomelem-speaking Coast Sa l i sh Ind ians (Duff 

1952:23). 

Excavation Procedures 

The fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i on of excavat ion p r o c edure s and site s t r a t i g r a p h y 

i s a condensed v e r s i o n of Matson 's (1976:8-15) o r i g i n a l r epor t . The s i te was 

d i r ec t ed and excavated b y d i f f e rent people, t h u s excavat ion methods were not 

the same d u r i n g the two f i e ld seasons spent at Glenrose . In bo th y ea r s the 

excavat ion u n i t s were randomly chosen. The midden was excavated i n 2X2 

meter un i t s except for U n i t s 1 and 5 w h i c h o r i g i n a l l y had a one meter baulk 

s epara t ing them. In the second season, th i s bau lk was excavated and ca l led 

Un i t 55 (1X2). The to ta l a r ea of t h i s sec t ion of the excavat ion was a 5X2 

meter t r e n c h . F i g u r e 2.3 r ep roduces the locat ion of the excavat ion u n i t s . A l l 

excavat ion was b y 10 cm a r b i t r a r y l eve ls . A r t i f a c t s f ound i n s i t u were g i v en 

three d imensional p roven i ence for bo th seasons, bu t i n the f i r s t season, they 

were not keyed in to features . Some excavated mater ia l i n the f i r s t f i e ld 

season was d r y s i f t ed e i ther t h r o u g h 1/4 or 1/8 i n c h s c r een mesh. In the 

second year , on l y 1/8 i n c h s c r een mesh was used and some mater ia l was water 

screened as opposed to d r y sc reened . 

L i k e a l l la rge she l l midden s i tes , the s t r a t i g r a p h y at Glenrose is complex 

and changes dramat i ca l l y t h r o u g h o u t the un i t s . The dep th of the c u l t u r a l 
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depos i ts r anged from 2 to 5.5 meters. The best p i c t u r e of o v e ra l l s i te 

s t r a t i g r a p h y comes from the 2 X 5 meter t r e n c h wh i ch cons i s t ed of un i t s 1, 

1/5, and 5 (Matson 1976:10). The St . Mungo component was composed of a 

mixture of many mater ia ls , bu t the she l l of M y t i l u s edu l i s dominated a l l o ther 

mater ia l f ound i n the s t r a t i g r a p h y . The large quan t i t y of My t i l u s edu l i s 

sugges ts a r o c k y fo reshore was close by (Matson 1976:15), 

Chrono logy 

Of the f our dates obta ined from the St, Mungo component there is one 

quest ionable date, whi le the o ther three c oncur (See Table 2,1), The two 

o ldest dates (41851105 [S 788], and 42401110 B P [Gak 4648]) were obta ined from 

basa l depos i ts i n the component sugge s t i ng an i n i t i a l b e g i n n i n g date no ear l i e r 

t h a n 4400 B.P (see Matson 1976:16,19). A date of 3280+105 BP (Gak 4863) was 

obta ined from the uppermost po r t i on of th i s component p u t t i n g the terminat ion 

date of the St . Mungo phase at no l a t e r than 3100 BP . The one quest ionable 

date (3570195 [Gak 4867]) comes from a sample 1.8 meters d i r e c t l y below the 

3280 BP date. The dep th of the depos i t from w h i c h the sample was taken , and 

the o ther two basa l depos i t dates imp ly th i s date i s too y o u n g (Matson 

1976:19). 

F a u n a l Remains 

The excavat ion of a r b i t r a r y l eve ls at Glenrose and the complexi ty of i t s 

s t r a t i g r a p h y , " . . . d i d not allow for de terminat ion of a season or seasons of 

occupat ion r ep resen t ed by each l aye r o r lens e n c o u n t e r e d " (Imamoto 1976:32). 

Ins tead , seasonal i ty was, "de te rminab le on ly for the major components i n 

g ene ra l " (Imamoto 1976:32). From the f auna l remains p resen t , summer and fa l l 



occupat ion of the s i te were de f in i te , a long w i th a probab le w in te r occupat ion . 

(Imamoto 1976:40). 

Fauna l remains p resen t i n the St . Mungo component inc lude sedmon, e lk 

and deer ( i n c lud ing juven i l e s ) , sea l , beaver , a n d va r i ous spec ies of b i r d s . 

E l k , seal , and deer remains were f ound i n a l l three components and i t is 

a r gued that a l l mammals f ound at Glenrose o c cu r i n the same p ropo r t i ons i n a l l 

three components (Matson 1976:91). E lk is the most impor tant mammal, w i th 

seal and deer be ing of equa l importance v i s - a - v i s each o ther , bu t on l y a t h i r d 

as impor tant compared to e lk (Matson 1976:96). B i r d remains change 

s i gn i f i c an t l y i n p r o p o r t i o n between the Old C o r d i l l e r a n a n d St . Mungo depos i ts . 

This may re f lec t a change i n env i ronment , an inc r eased p u r s u i t of a v i an 

spec ies , o r i t may re f lec t a change i n bo th n a t u r a l and c u l t u r a l processes . 

F i s h remains for the St. Mungo component exh ib i t a v e r y l a rge increase 

compared to the Old Co rd i l l e r an component. Matson (1976:96) sugges t s that 

salmon may r ep r e s en t the most impor tant f auna l r e source for the St . Mungo 

component. S e ve ra l o ther spec ies of f i s h are p r e sen t i n the component 

i n c l u d i n g the fo l lowing: f l ounder , peamouth, s tu r g eon , eu lachon a n d 

s t i ck l eback . In terms of ca lo r i c importance , salmon is most impor tant fol lowed 

by s tu rgeon w i th minnow/suckers and f l ounders , as a g r oup , the t h i r d most 

impor tant (Matson 1976:94). Eu lachon was of the least impor tance , b u t was 

s t i l l p r e sen t t h r oughou t the component (Matson 1976:94). The presence of 

eu lachon and s t i ck l eback sugges t s a late s p r i n g , summer occupa t i on w i th 

salmon sugges t ing the presence of a fa l l occupat ion as we l l (Matson 1976:96). 

The she l l f i sh ana l ys i s p resented the most impor tant in format ion of a l l 

the fauna l remains r ecove red from the St. Mungo component. Ham (1976:52) 

states that My t i lus edu l i s is at least as important as e lk as a food source , 



based on conse r va t i v e meat estimates for the she l l f i sh . Ham's ana l y s i s p r o v e d 

that d u r i n g the ea r l y pe r i od of Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y , mussels were a 

much more impor tant food source t h a n p r e v i o u s l y thought . The g r ow th r i n g s 

of both in tac t musse ls and clams ind ica tes tha t the site was occup ied d u r i n g 

va r i ous seasons t h r o u g h o u t the year (Ham 1976:78). 

Fea tures 

While a func t i ona l ana l y s i s of the f ea tures excavated at Glenrose would 

be des i rab le , i t was not poss ib le because of the excavat ion by a r t i f i c i a l l eve ls 

wh i ch meant that a r t i f a c t and f auna l remains r e l a t i onsh ips to f ea tures were 

not a lways apparen t . Excava t i on b y a r t i f i c i a l l e v e l wou ld also t end to lump 

together l aye rs w h i c h were i n d i r e c t assoc ia t ion w i th l a ye r s wh i ch were not. 

E i g h t h e a r t h f ea tures were excavated f rom the St . Mungo component, ". . 

and i n a l l cases, they were composed of cha rcoa l and f i r e - c r a c k e d r o ck i n a 

wel l de f ined area of qui te r e g u l a r s ize " (Gose 1976:190). Gose assumes that 

these f ea tures r ep r e s en t repeated i n s i t u b u r n i n g on an area of a l i v i n g f loor. 

As Gose po in ts out , these f ea tures may ac tua l l y be the remnants of hear ths 

used e lsewhere and redepos i t ed in to the midden. 

There were two o c cu r r ences of postmolds excavated from St . Mungo, one 

g roup of s ix , and another g r oup of f ou r small (10 cm diameter) assoc iated w i t h 

one large (20 cm diameter) (Gose 1976:193). 

One g r oup of f eatures from Glenrose were de f ined as ' L i v i n g F loors ' . 

A l l of these f ea tures are composed of t h i n compacted l a ye r s of s i l t and f ine ly 

c r u s h e d she l l . Often, o ther features i n c l u d i n g seven b u r i a l s from L i v i n g F loor 

#5, a r t i f a c t s and f auna l remains were assoc iated w i th these L i v i n g F loors . 

Gose notes that some L i v i n g F loors were p r o b a b l y not detected d u r i n g 



excavat ion because no o ther obv ious f ea tures were assoc iated w i th them, 

making them look l i k e a t h i n compact layer . F u r t h e r d i f f i cu l t i es i n de tec t ing 

L i v i n g F loors whi le excava t ing would r e s u l t f rom the t ype of excavat ion be ing 

u n d e r t a k e n wh i ch was i n deep, da rk and small u n i t s , where de tec t ing subt l e 

l ayer changes wou ld not be easy. 

Nineteen b u r i a l s of v a r i ous completeness were r e cove r ed f rom Glenrose 

and of those , e leven are assoc iated ^with the St . Mungo component. The 

bur i a l s inc lude seven adu l t s , one s u b - a d u l t , two c h i l d r e n and one in fant . A l l 

were i n d i v i d u a l in te rments w i th seven r e cove r ed from U n i t s 1, 1/5 a n d 5 

(Sty les 1976:203). Some of the ske le tons were p laced i n c y s t - l i k e depress i ons , 

w i th some degree of f l exure and many i n d i v i d u a l s were p laced on t h e i r left 

s ide (Sty les , p.203-204). Grave i n c lus i ons were not common w i th f i ve bu r i a l s 

from the St, Mungo component con ta in ing g rave goods b u t on l y i n two cases 

(an a d u l t female and a ch i ld ) were more than one a r t i f a c t present . The adu l t 

female ( bu r i a l 5) had a necklace of smal l d r i l l e d she l l beads and a per fo ra ted 

bone pendant whi le the c h i l d had f ragments of a bone tool and a n u l n a tool . 

There i s no ev idence of c r a n i a l deformation or l abre t wear on a n y of the 

bu r i a l s . Thus , the re is no ev idence of s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t ion at t h i s time. 

Glenrose Non -a r t i f a c tua l Data Conc lus i ons 

Glenrose was located to take advantage of both l and and water 

r e sources , for i t was on the bank of the F r a s e r R i v e r at the edge of a coasta l 

Douglas f i r forest . The site is large , sugges t i ng that i n i t s realm, a great 

many ac t i v i t i e s took place. The s t r a t i g r aph i e sequence shows con t inuous site 

depos i t ion t h r o u g h the St . Mungo component w i thout i nd i ca t i on of dramat ic 

change. 



The St. Mungo component dates are i n agreement w i t h each o ther 

c once rn ing the b eg inn ing of the St. Mungo occupat ion . The te rminat ion date 

also f i t s the St . Mungo phase time range . 

The ev idence from fauna l , f i s h and she l l f i sh remains sugges t the site 

was occup ied on a r e g u l a r bas is t h r o u g h o u t the St . Mungo component, and was 

used to some extent d u r i n g a l l f our seasons. The wide v a r i e t y of f auna l 

remains po in ts to a s i te f unc t i on of a poss ib le base camp used i n the summer 

and fa l l a long w i th a probab le w in t e r occupat i on as wel l . 

The wide v a r i e t y of f ea tures , the presence of b u r i a l s and the re la t i ve 

abundance of bo th also sugges t s tha t the site was used as more t h a n a l imited 

a c t i v i t y s i te. From the ev idence accumulated f rom the s i te r epo r t , i t is 

appropr i a t e to sugges t tha t the s i te func t i on of the Glenrose C a n n e r y site 

d u r i n g the St . Mungo phase i n c l u d e d a number of p rocurement ac t i v i t i e s that 

i n vo l v ed ex t rac t ing r e sources from both l and and water , t h r o u g h o u t the year . 

A l t h o u g h problems w i t h excavat ion s t ra t egy h i n d e r the ana l y s i s of s i te 

func t i on on a more deta i led l eve l , ample data i s ava i lab le to allow fo r a genera l 

compar ison and d i s cuss i on of s i te func t i on for the Glenrose Canne ry , St . 

Mungo Cannery and Crescen t Beach s i tes . 

The St . Mungo C a n n e r y Si te 

S i te Locat ion 

The St. Mungo Canne ry Site is approx imate ly 1000 meters downstream 

from the Glenrose Canne ry Site (Matson 1976:2). L i k e G lenrose , St . Mungo has 

been excavated seve ra l t imes. Ham et a l . (1986:43-45) o ve r v i ew these 

excavat ions and t h e i r r e s u l t s i n terms of time per i ods d i s cove r ed o r de f ined. 

Unless otherwise s ta ted , the site d e sc r i p t i on is based on Ham et a l . (1986). 



The site i s located on the south bank of the main arm of the F r a s e r 

R i ve r . The on l y obv ious n a t u r a l boundar i es are Panorama Ridge to the sou th , 

and the F r a s e r R i v e r to the n o r t h . To the west and east, n a t u r a l boundar i es 

were l o w - l y i n g marshy g r o u n d (Boehm 1973:14-15) and a p r e h i s t o r i c stream 

c u t t i n g t h r o u g h and s epa ra t ing a sec t ion of the eas t e rn po r t i on of the midden 

(Ham et a l . 1986:45). Boehm (1973:15) sugges t s tha t d u r i n g i n i t i a l s i te 

occupat i on , i t was almost on sa l t water and f lat g r o u n d . O r i g ina l s i te 

boundar i es have been g r ea t l y d i s t u r b e d t h r o u g h r e s i d en t i a l and canne r y 

b u i l d i n g . A s i gn i f i c an t po r t i on was bu l ldozed in to the r i v e r and both R i ve r 

Road and the Great N o r t h e r n Rai lway c u t t h r o u g h the depos i ts (Boehm 1973:8). 

Boehm est imated tha t the o r i g i n a l s i te bounda ry extended on the east -west 

axis about 275 meters and on the n o r t h - s o u t h axis about 91 meters. Ne i ther 

Ham nor Boehm ind i ca te how much of the midden i s located east of the 

p r e h i s t o r i c stream channe l , a l t hough Ham ind ica tes tha t i t i s on a h i ghe r 

t e r race than the wes t e rn depos i ts and i s more d i s t u r b e d than the r e s t of the 

si te (Ham et a l . 1986:45). The maximum depth of p r e h i s t o r i c depos i ts at the 

site is 2 meters (Ham et a l . 1986:73). 

S i te d i s tu rbance has g r ea t l y modif ied the n a t u r a l vege ta t ion , bu t Ham et 

a l . (1986:12-22) desc r i b es pas t p lan t communities p r e sen t i n the area . The 

genera l conc lus i on i s tha t St . Mungo, l i ke Glenrose , i s on the p e r i p h e r y of a 

coasta l Douglas f i r forest . F i g u r e 2.4 shows the many h i s t o r i c (and assumed 

p reh i s t o r i c ) eco log ica l communit ies p resen t i n the St. Mungo area . Th i s v i s u a l 

r ep resen ta t i on ind i ca tes how advantageous ly located St . Mungo and Glenrose 

were for p r o c u r i n g a v a r i e t y of r e sources from va r i ous n e a r b y ecolog ica l 

hab i ta ts . Ham et a l . (1986:12-22) p a r t i a l l y l i s t des i r ed raw mater ia ls and food 

p resen t i n seven ecolog ica l communit ies. The d i v e r s i t y i n the l i s t is 
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impress i ve . Th i s p rox imi ty to so much ecolog ica l d i v e r s i t y , i n my op in ion , 

f u r t h e r s u p p o r t s my in fe rence c once rn ing the mu l t i - func t i ona l na ture of these 

two s i tes . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

The St. Mungo site is located on l and f a l l i ng w i t h i n the e thnog raph i c 

t e r r i t o r y of the Kwant lan people who are Halkomelem-speaking Coast Sa l i sh 

Ind ians (Duff 1952:23). 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

The fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i on of excavat ion p r o c edure s a n d site s t r a t i g r a p h y 

is a condensed v e r s i o n of Ham et a l . (1986:71-113). A po r t i on of the site was 

threa tened w i th d e s t r u c t i o n due to the c o n s t r u c t i o n of the Annac i s I s land 

b r i dge ac ross the F r a s e r R i v e r . It was excavated d u r i n g A u g u s t 1982 and 

A p r i l 1983 by a c rew u n d e r the d i r e c t i on of L eonard Ham. The f i r s t ob ject ive 

of the excavat ion was to ob ta in an o v e ra l l v iew of the c u l t u r a l and n a t u r a l 

depos i ts p r e sen t on s i te . A 190 meter backhoe s l i t t r e n c h was excavated 

a r o u n d the en t i r e per imeter of the depos i ts u n d e r inves t i ga t i on (Ham et a l . 

1986:Figure 4.1). Based upon the ana l y s i s of s t r a t i g r a p h y exposed by the 

backhoe and pro f i l e maps from past excavat ions , a map de ta i l ing the i n t e g r i t y 

and extent of c u l t u r a l depos i ts p r esen t at St . Mungo was compi led (Ham et a l . 

1986:Figure 4.2). Once an ove rv i ew of s i te s t r a t i g r a p h y was obta ined , 

excavat ion un i t s were sub j e c t i v e l y se lected i n locat ions where s t r a t i g r a p h y 

sugges t ed the p resence of poss ib le house f loors . B locks A to E were set up 

and ranged i n s ize from 2X5 meters (block A) to 2X3 meters (b locks B and C) 

and 2X1 meters (b locks D and E). F i g u r e 2.5 r ep roduces the locat ion of 



excavat ion u n i t s at St . Mungo. S ides of u n i t s not exposed b y the o r i g i n a l 190 

meter s l i t t r e n c h were exposed by shove l to enable a complete f our s ided v iew 

of each u n i t ' s s t r a t i g r a p h y (Ham et a l . 1986:90), A l l in tac t mater ia l was 

excavated by n a t u r a l l a y e r s , w i th t h i c k e r l a ye r s c ross cu t by 10 cm leve ls . 

A l l excavated mater ia l was water sc reened t h r o u g h 1/8 i n c h mesh. Three 

dimensional p roven ience was g i v en to a l l a r t i f a c t s f ound i n s i tu . The exact 

amount of p roven ience g i v en to i n s i t u fauna l remains i s unc lear . 

To g ive some idea about the complexi ty of excava t ing a she l l midden s i te 

b y n a t u r a l l a y e r s , 644 un ique l aye rs were uncove r ed , de f ined , and mapped at 

St, Mungo, A l t h o u g h the number of l a y e r s may seem ind i ca t i v e of a great 

amount of d i v e r s i t y i n the midden mater ia l . Ham et a l . (1986:117) note a h i g h 

degree of homogeneity i n the s t r a t i g r a p h y w i t h sand , a s h and M y t i l u s edu l i s 

she l l the three most v i s i b l e cons t i tuen ts . The h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of M y t i l u s 

edu l i s suppo r t s the hypo thes i s tha t a r o c k y foreshore was close b y (Matson 

1976:15). The dep th of the c u l t u r a l depos i ts range from 0.50 to j u s t o v e r 2.0 

meters. Ham et a l . p rov ide pro f i l e maps for excavat ion un i t s A, B, and C (Ham 

et a l . 1986:97,101 and 104). Un i t s D, E, and F were in t ended as exp lo ra to ry 

t r enches , and whi le the s t r a t i g r a p h y i s d e s c r i b e d (Ham et al . l984:110-113), 

there i s no v i s u a l r epresenta t i ons of the three u n i t s . 

Ham went beyond de l ineat ing n a t u r a l l a y e r s and g rouped s e v e ra l l aye rs 

into a House Component w h i c h , ". . , ident i f i es a component as c on ta in ing 

house f loor l a y e r s , but i t may also conta in l aye rs from outs ide the house " 

(Ham et a l , 1984:94). Ham though t there was ev idence of s eve ra l house 

components i n each of the un i t s excavated, I was unable to d i s cove r the 

t h i c k n e s s and dep th of the house components per l aye r o r un i t . A l t h o u g h 
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there are s t r a t i g r aph i e pro f i l e s , i t would be eas ier to compare the s ize and 

dep th of house components i f metr ic in format ion was ava i lab le . 

Chrono logy 

Ham obta ined 18 r ad i o ca rbon dates from the St . Mungo s i te . Of these, 

f our were re j ec ted because they were e i ther too o ld o r too y oung i n 

compar ison to dates obta ined from o ther un i t s . Acceptab le dates range from 

4050 to 4480 BP (see Table 2.1). 

U n i t C has the younges t dates, w i th U n i t s A, B, D and E fo l lowing i n 

tha t o rde r . The dates from u n i t C range from 3340 to 3455 BP sugge s t i ng the 

poss ib le presence of a Locarno Beach component. The dates for U n i t C are 

s eve ra l h u n d r e d yea rs la ter t han dates from the r e s t of the s i te . Th i s was 

one reason I d i d not i nc lude the in format ion from U n i t C w i th my ana l ys i s of 

St . Mungo (refer to the ea r l i e r St . Mungo phase i n t r o d u c t i o n for f u r t h e r 

d i s cuss i on about U n i t C). 

The dates from Un i t A range from 4050 to 4170 B P , dates f a l l i ng wel l 

w i t h i n those from Glenrose . The dates from U n i t B are a b i t o lde r t han Un i t 

A, r a n g i n g from 4185 to 4290 BP. The o ldest date from the site came from 

Un i t D and is 4480±90 BP (WSU 2857). The on l y date r e t r i e v e d from U n i t E 

was d ismissed because i t was though t to be too o ld . 

While Ham does not say , I assume that a l l c a rbon samples were co l lected 

i n s i tu . Boehm's dates (1973:11) are i n agreement w i t h Ham's and Matson 's . 

Her excavat ion un i t was located almost d i r e c t l y between Ham's Un i t s B and D. 

Two dates from Boehm's basa l deposi t were 4240±105 (I 4688) and 4310+110 (I 

4053) BP w i th a date from the uppe r middle of the deposi t of 3970±105 BP (I 

4685). Ham's o ldest date of 4480 BP comes from a basa l deposi t bu t i s s l i g h t l y 



o lder than both Boehm's and Matson 's . It is reasonable to sugges t a s t a r t i n g 

date for St. Mungo c loser to 4500 BP , based on Ham's ear l i es t date. The on l y 

probab le t e rminat ion date for the St . Mungo component comes from U n i t C 

where any of the s ix dates obta ined cou ld be t e rminat ion dates. 

Fauna l Remains 

Due to the d i f f e rent excavat ion t e chn iques p u r s u e d at St. Mungo, 

seasonal i ty of the site is on a f ine r l e ve l t h a n tha t at Glenrose . It was and is 

theore t i ca l l y poss ib le to determine the season of occupat i on for each layer 

encountered at St . Mungo. Bu t , because th i s s i te is be ing compared to two 

o ther s i tes w i th d i f f e rent excavat ion t e chn iques , I examined the f auna l remains 

to answer genera l ques t ions c o n c e r n i n g site func t i on . 

Ham bel ieves tha t the seasonal i ty ev idence sugges t s tha t St . Mungo was 

a f i s h i n g camp occup i ed d u r i n g the summer a n d fa l l seasons. I cannot 

p r o p e r l y test h is hypo thes i s due to my inexper i ence w i t h fauna l ana l ys i s and 

seasonal i ty s tud i es , bu t the f auna l remains p r e s en t show mul t i - seasona l 

ind i ca to rs of summer, s p r i n g and a poss ib le f a l l occupat ion . 

The on l y major d i f ference i n f auna l remains from St . Mungo a n d 

Glenrose i s a h i g h e r p r opo r t i on of b i r d remains p r e s en t at St. Mungo. Th i s 

might be due to St . Mungo ' s be t te r locat ion v i s - a - v i s Glenrose . St . Mungo is 

c loser to open water where l a r g e r f l ocks of m ig ra t ing water and shore b i r d s 

would be present , and i t i s also c loser to more marsh land wh i ch i s opt imal 

b i r d habitat . 

The fauna l remains inc lude salmon, e lk and deer, seal , beaver and 

va r i ous species of b i r d s w i th l a r g e r b i r d s s u c h as swans and geese most 

f r equen t l y present . Ham does not t h i n k the presence of these l a r g e r b i r d s 



i nd i ca t i v e of a s p r i n g occupat ion for the s i te . Ins tead , he a rgues tha t 

because h is i n t e rp r e t a t i on of the ev idence for s i te occupat ion ind i ca t es a May 

to September occupa t i on , p e rhaps the p r e h i s t o r i c hab i t s of these b i r d s were 

d i f f e rent , and these b i r d s were obta ined i n A u g u s t because there was a 

b r e ed ing popu la t i on p resen t i n the de l ta g r ass l ands . Ham's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

could re f l ec t h is p reconce i ved conv i c t i on of St. Mungo as a fa l l f i s h i n g camp 

f o r c ing him to i n t e r p r e t a l l data as be ing r epresen ta t i v e of a f a l l f i s h i n g 

camp. Bo th Boehm and Imamoto are less asse r t i v e i n th e i r ana l ys i s of 

seasonal i ty , s u g g e s t i n g that among some g r oups of animals , i n c l u d i n g b i r d s , 

the presence of f auna l remains cou ld r e s u l t from e i ther a s p r i n g o r f a l l 

occupat ion of the s i te . 

As w i th Glenrose , e lk i s the most impor tant mammal, w i th dog , beaver , 

deer and seal as a g roup the next most common mammals present . Once aga in , 

th i s secondary g r oup of mammals are equa l l y impor tant v i s - a - v i s each o ther , 

bu t on l y a t h i r d as impor tant compared to e lk (Ham et a l . 1986:136). 

The f i s h remains from St. Mungo sugges t that salmon cons t i tu t es the 

most impor tant f auna l r e source for the s i te , whi le f our teen c lasses of f i s h 

were ident i f i ed (Ham et a l . 1986:122). Salmon remains were 50% of the 

ident i f iab le f i s h remains. The o ther common f i s h species p resen t r a n k e d from 

most to least f r equen t are: f l ounder , s t u r g e on , eu lachon (a s p r i n g ind i ca to r ) , 

h e r r i n g (a late w in te r i nd i ca to r ) , s u c k e r and dog f i sh . A l though f i s h head 

bones and body elements are p r esen t . Ham sugges t s t h e i r d i s t r i b u t i o n is 

heav i l y skewed towards body elements (salmon 97% and f l ounder 76%). 

Ham i n t e r p r e t s the f i s h species i n a d i f f e rent f ash ion than Matson 

(1976). Ham states that s t i ck l eback , minnows, s c u l p i n and peamouth, wh i ch 

r ep r e s en t between 5% and 1% of the ident i f i ed f i s h remains , are not f i s h that 



were eaten. Ham et a l . (1986:124) states tha t these f i s h ente red the site 

t h r o u g h the stomachs of p r e d a t o r y o r s cavenge r f i sh f ound i n l a r g e r numbers . 

He a rgues that a l l of the f i s h spec ies p resen t except for h e r r i n g wou ld be 

p resen t i n the p r e f r e she t r u n s of late May and June on the F r a s e r R i ve r . 

I r e s ea r ched in format ion about eu lachon fo r an u n d e r g r a d u a t e paper . 

From tha t paper I have t a k e n the fo l lowing quote sugge s t i ng an a l t e rna t i ve 

i n t e rp r e t a t i on of s i te occupat ion at St . Mungo: 

. . . many animals fed on the eu lachon when the eu lachon began 
to congregate and enter f r e s h water (see for example B a r r a c l o u g h 
1964). Many k i n d s of f i s h , sea mammals and b i r d s would have 
been ava i lab le a long w i th the spawn ing eu lachon. Inc luded i n the 
l i s t of animals that p r e y e d on the spawn ing eu lachon is the 
l a r ges t f i s h avai lable to the Stalo people. Th i s f i s h i s ca l led the 
whi te s tu rgeon (Ac ipenser t ransmontanus ) and i t has been k n o w n 
to r each we ights of o v e r 1300 l bs i n the F r a s e r R i v e r (Scott and 
Grossman 1973) [Pra t t 1989a:9-10]. 

Eu lachon spawn from m id -March to mid-May (Northcote 1974) and pe rhaps some 

of the f i s h found as St. Mungo re f l ec t an ea r l i e r s p r i n g occupat i on exp lo i t ing 

the eu lachon r u n . The presence of seals would also s u p p o r t t h i s a l t e rna t i v e 

exp lanat ion, as they too took advantage of the spawn ing eu lachon. Ham also 

a rgues that the h e r r i n g remains p r e s en t t h r o u g h o u t the s i te ind ica te that the 

people who came to f i sh the p r e f r e she t r u n s came d i r e c t l y from areas s i tuated 

near the spawn ing g r ounds of the h e r r i n g and b r o u g h t t h e i r h e r r i n g w i th 

them. Ham et a l . (1986:126-127) be l ieve that the salmon remains sugges t an 

A u g u s t a n d September occupat i on of the s i te , a l though a l l f i ve spec ies of 

salmon are p resen t and salmon do migrate from ea r l y s p r i n g to late fa l l . 

While Ham has chosen to a rgue for two v e r y p a r t i c u l a r time pe r i od 

occupat ions i n the summer and fa l l seasons, there is l i t t l e a rgument i n merely 

s ta t ing that the St. Mungo s i te was occup ied for long pe r i ods of con t inuous 

mul t i - season occupat ion . 



The she l l f i sh ana l ys i s cannot c on t r i bu t e to the debate over s i te 

occupat ion because the musse l she l l p r e sen t was too f ragmentary and Ham fe l t 

tha t the clam she l l s were a smal l b iased sample (Ham et a l , 1986:122). The 

ana l y s i s of meat est imates for M y t i l u s edu l i s pu t s i t i n terms of d i e t a r y 

importance beh ind salmon, e lk , deer a n d seal (Ham et a l . 1986:Table 4.4). From 

the she l l f i sh ana l y s i s , M y t i l u s at St . Mungo is not as impor tant a food 

r e source as i t was at Glenrose , a l t hough d i f f e rent measurements are used . 

A t Glenrose , Ham (1976:52) used useable meat ca lcu la ted from minimum 

number of i n d i v i d u a l s for the mammals compared w i th she l l meat for the 

M y t i l u s . A t St. Mungo, he used she l l meat for the My t i l u s as wel l as a second 

to ta l we ight ca l cu la t i on based on l i ve we ight (Ham et a l . 1986:122). Fo r the 

mammals at St. Mungo use useable meat ca lcu la ted from minimum number of 

i n d i v i d u a l s was not used . Ins tead , he ca lcu la ted l i ve we ight of a l l the fauna l 

remains as wel l as she l l f i sh . There fore , a p r o p e r compar ison of importance of 

p a r t i c u l a r r e source s cannot be at tempted. My ques t i on i s , how re l iab le l i ve 

we ight va lues are compared to useable meat va lues? 

Fea tu res 

The ana l y s i s of f ea tures p r e s en t at St . Mungo d i f f e rs from Glenrose. 

Fo r example, almost e v e r y l a ye r from each u n i t i s g rouped toge ther and 

def ined as be ing p a r t of some fea ture , be i t house component o r d r y i n g rack . 

I n d i v i d u a l f ea tures s u c h as hea r ths o r postmolds are not p r esen t ed i n a l ayer 

by l aye r d i s t r i b u t i o n . A l l s ing le f ea tures are g rouped in to house components. 

Un f o r tuna t e l y , Ham does not state the dep th o r a r ea cove red b y h i s many 

house components, so some con t ro l of p roven ience is lost . There w i l l be 



debate c once rn ing Ham's asse r t i ons that he has "house components " (27 i n 

total ) . There are a l t e rna t i v e i n t e rp r e ta t i ons to what he ca l l s house f loors. 

A bet ter term for h i s f ea tures may be l i v i n g f loors , for e v en Ham et a l . 

(1986:94) state tha t there was insu f f i c i en t time for a ho r i z on ta l ana l ys i s of the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n of c u l t u r a l remains p resen t ins ide a n d outs ide the house 

components. It is h a r d to see how one cou ld p r o p e r l y def ine a house f loor 

w i thout a ho r i z on ta l d i s t r i b u t i o n ana l y s i s . Boehm (1973:11) states tha t l i v i n g 

f loors are p r e sen t t h r o u g h o u t her excavat ion a n d def ines them as ". . . 

marked by hea r th c l u s t e r s and extens ive ash depos i t s " . She makes no 

mention of postmolds. 

To r e t u r n to Ham's concept of house component, whi le most house 

components conta in ev idence of postmolds, the numbers range from 55 to 0. 

Without in format ion c once rn ing the d i s t r i b u t i o n of the postmolds i t i s 

premature to state that the presence of a g r oup of postmolds ind i ca tes an 

average house s ize of 4.5X4 meters (Ham et a l . 1986:85). Th i s a s s e r t i on of 

house size is even more quest ionable when one reexamines Ham's statement 

c once rn ing the lack of time avai lable to enable separa t i on of l a y e r s f ound 

ins ide o r outs ide of house components. Th is est imat ion of house size i s also 

s u r p r i s i n g c o n s i d e r i n g Ham's l a r ges t un i t was U n i t A at 2X5 meters. Th is 

impl ies that a complete house was not complete ly excavated. 

Bes ides postmolds, th ree c l a y - l i n e d f ea tures , and one hea r th were also 

excavated. 

Ham et a l . ind icate tha t seve ra l hea r th complexes and hea r th l aye rs were 

encountered a l though there is no d i f f e rent ia t ion between the two. Some of 

what Ham v iews as i n s i tu house components cou ld be remnants of redepos i ted 



hear ths used e lsewhere , po in ted out b y Gose (1976:190) when he d i d the 

feature ana l ys i s at Glenrose. 

Debate about the number of f eatures and what they r ep r esen t w i l l 

con t inue , bu t suf f ice i t to say that the f ea tures p r e sen t ind icate semi 

permanent site occupat ion . 

One complete ske le ton was r ecove red from St. Mungo. Th is came from 

Un i t C, there fore , i t ' s r e l a t i onsh ip to the o lde r St . Mungo components i s 

unce r t a in . The d i f ference i n the number of b u r i a l s r ecove red at St . Mungo 

v e r s u s Glenrose (one v e r s u s 11) may be notewor thy , o r i t may be due to 

chance. Seven of the 11 St. Mungo component b u r i a l s at Glenrose were 

uncove r ed from the same un i t . Sca t t e red human remains were f ound 

th roughou t Un i t s A and B, w i th none r e cove r ed from D, E o r F at St . Mungo. 

Ham et a l . (1984:181) sugges t the absence of human remains i s due to 

above g r o u n d inhumat ions e i ther i n t ree b u r i a l s o r bentwood boxes. Boehm 

(1970:59) states tha t at least f our b u r i a l s were p r esen t at St . Mungo i n the 

Marpole component wh i ch was located d i r e c t l y above the Char l es component. 

These b u r i a l s were f ound i n a large s a n d y p i t tha t had been excavated into 

the main deposit . In l i gh t of the i n - g r o u n d b u r i a l s p r e sen t at Glenrose and 

the la te r component at St . Mungo, Ham et a l . ' s exp lanat ion i s u n l i k e l y . 

Pe rhaps a bet ter exp lanat ion is tha t people who d ied at the St. Mungo site 

were b u r i e d e lsewhere on s i te . Compar ison of c u b i c meters of excavated 

mater ia l from the two d igs show them to be r o u g h l y the same size (36 for St . 

Mungo and 38 for Glenrose) so pe rhaps sample e r r o r i s not a prob lem. 

Pe rhaps the sca t t e red human remains f ound t h r o u g h o u t St . Mungo are a 

f u r t h e r sugges t i on that some of Ham's House Components are areas where 

re fuse from l i v i n g f loors were d i s ca rded . The absence of bu r i a l s at St. Mungo 



may imply the site was less heav i l y u t i l i z ed re la t i ve to Glenrose . It i s the 

on l y sugges t i on of a d i f ference i n si te func t i ons between the two s i tes . 

St . Mungo Non -a r t i f a c tua l Data Conc lus i ons 

L i k e Glenrose , St . Mungo was s i tuated i n an area tha t al lowed for the 

explo i tat ion of bo th l and and sea r esources . Seven b io log ica l communities 

( i n c lud ing the F r a s e r R i v e r but not the ocean) are close to the s i te . Si te 

boundar i e s are l a rge , a l though not qu i te as l a rge as Glenrose b u t ne i the r 

s i t es ' boundar i es sugges t a sho r t te rm l imited a c t i v i t y s i te . The s t r a t i g r a p h y 

demonstrates con t inuous occupat ion of the site t h r oughou t the St . Mungo 

phase. Most l i k e l y , s i te occupat ion extends in to the b eg inn ing of the Locarno 

Beach phase i n at least one po r t i on of the s i te (Uni t C). 

Dates from St . Mungo are i n agreement w i th Glenrose w i th the poss ib le 

except ion of the o ldes t date from U n i t D wh i ch pushes back the beg inn ing 

date of the St. Mungo phase to about 4500 BP . The terminat ion date for the 

St . Mungo phase at St . Mungo is less c lear , bu t Matson 's sugges t i on of 3300 

BP is not d i spu t ed . 

While the ev idence from the f auna l , f i s h and she l l f i sh remains at St. 

Mungo sugges t mul t i - season occupat ion on a r e g u l a r bas is , there are problems 

w i th the data assumpt ions , p resen ta t i on and in t e rp r e ta t i ons l eav ing quest ions 

c once rn ing seasona l i ty and subs i s t ence . The major d i f ference between 

Glenrose and St. Mungo i n terms of subs i s t ence is i n p r opo r t i on r a t h e r than 

in k i n d . The major food r esources were e lk , deer , seal , beaver , l a rge b i r d s , 

salmon and My t i l u s . Di f ferences i n b i r d (more common at St. Mungo) and 

My t i lus (more common at Glenrose) p ropo r t i ons are the most dramat ic , bu t a l l 

major f auna l remains are p resen t at both s i tes. 



The wide v a r i e t y of food r e sources ava i lab le and the large number of 

des i rab le raw mater ia ls i n wa lk ing range sugges t both s i tes were base camps, 

as does the presence of a la rge number of f ea tures and t h e i r r e la t i ve 

abundance . 

The f ea tures at St . Mungo and Glenrose compliment each o ther w i th on l y 

one un ique fea ture p resen t - three c l a y - l i n e d p i t s excavated from St . Mungo. 

From the ev idence accumulated from the site r e p o r t s , i t is app rop r i a t e 

to sugges t that the site func t i ons of the Glenrose Canne r y and St . Mungo 

Canne ry s i tes d u r i n g the St. Mungo phase i n c l u d e d a l a rge number of 

p rocurement ac t i v i t i e s i n v o l v i n g h u n t i n g and ga the r ing r e sources from many 

d i f f e rent hab i ta ts . These ac t i v i t i e s went on t h r o u g h more t h a n one season, 

poss i b l y a l l year . In conc lus i on , there is no r ea l i nd i ca t i on tha t the s i te 

func t i ons of Glenrose and St. Mungo are d i f f e rent . 

The C r e s c en t Beach S i te 

S i te Locat ion 

The Crescen t Beach Site (DgRr 1) i s s i tua ted i n Mud Bay at the mouth 

of the N ickomekl r i v e r i n the boundar i e s of C r escen t Beach wh i ch i s pa r t of 

the Mun i c i pa l i t y of S u r r e y , B r i t i s h Columbia. The site o r i g i n a l l y ex tended 

some 18 ha, bu t the major i ty of these depos i ts a re now des t r oyed o r g r ea t l y 

d i s t u r b e d . Crescen t Beach has been excavated seve ra l t imes (see Matson et a l . 

1991 for a rev iew of i t s excavat ion h i s t o r y ) . There are n a t u r a l boundar i e s on 

a l l s ides of the si te: to the n o r t h is Mud Bay and i ts accompany ing t i da l f lats 

a long w i th the Nickomekl R i v e r , to the sou th . West is B o u n d a r y Bay and i t s 

accompany ing t i d a l f la ts , and to the east is a geolog ical format ion known as 

the White Rock Up l ands (upon wh i ch there i s i nd i ca t i on of she l l midden 



[ persona l observat ion ] ) . The White Rock Up l ands , l i ke Panorama Ridge , is 

composed of unconso l ida ted Ple istocene mater ia l (Ham 1982:14). Spec i f i c 

measurements of s i te boundar i e s are not ava i lab le , bu t l i k e Glenrose a n d St . 

Mungo, the site r u n s a long the beach face w i th the na r row axis r u n n i n g from 

the water towards d r y l and . Maximum dep th of depos i ts i s about 270 cm. 

P r e sen t vege ta t ion i s much modif ied, bu t Ham (1982:19-50) g i ves a 

deta i led out l ine of the f our teen major p lant/eco log ica l communit ies p r e sen t i n 

the ad jacent area . Th i s number i s exact ly double those communit ies f ound 

near Glenrose and St . Mungo, sugge s t i ng even more d i v e r s i t y i n the raw 

mater ia l and r esources ava i lab le for procurement . Most of th i s added 

d i v e r s i t y comes from Crescen t Beach 's p h y s i c a l p rox imi ty to a vas t extent of 

open water and t i d a l f la ts , r eg ions absent from Glenrose and St. Mungo. Some 

of th i s in format ion c once rn ing eco log ica l communit ies s h o u l d be r e ga rded w i th 

some susp i c i on because B o u n d a r y Bay was not formed u n t i l the end of the St. 

Mungo phase (Ham 1982:13), so the exact eco log ica l communit ies ava i lab le from 

the water may be d i f f e rent . L i k e Glenrose and St . Mungo , Crescen t Beach is 

on the p e r i p h e r y of a coasta l Douglas f i r fo res t (Ham 1982:22). F i g u r e 2.4 

shows the ecolog ica l communit ies ava i lab le i n the prox imi ty of the three s i tes . 

The c loseness of a l l three s i tes to so much eco log ica l d i v e r s i t y i s the f i r s t 

i nd i ca t i on of poss ib le site func t i on s im i l a r i t y between the three s i tes . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

Crescen t Beach is located i n the e thnog raph i c t e r r i t o r y of two Coast 

Sa l i sh g r oups c lose ly r e la ted , the Halkomelem s p e a k i n g N ickomekl people and 

the S t r a i t s Sa l i sh speak ing Semiahmoo people. Ham (1982:70) states that 

e thnog raph i ca l l y . C r escen t Beach was a v i l lage si te for the Nickomekl . 



C u r r e n t l y , C rescen t Beach l i es i n Semiahmoo t e r r i t o r y and as P e r c y (1974:13) 

po ints out , th i s i s p r o b a b l y a more recent movement on the pa r t of the 

Semiahmoo who moved into the Mud Bay a rea a f te r the N ickomekl became 

ex t inc t i n the mid 1800s. 

The h i s t o r i c e thnog raph i c r e c o r d may have l i t t l e r e l a t i onsh ip w i t h the 

p r e h i s t o r i c archaeo log ica l r e c o r d , bu t speak ing i n genera l te rms, a l l three 

s i tes (Glenrose, St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach) are located i n the e thnograph i c 

boundar i es of l and used by Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh g r oups and i t i s poss ib le tha t 

proto-Halkomelem speak ing people o r i g i na l l y i nhab i t ed a l l three s i t es . A wors t 

case scenar io would have the Crescen t Beach s i te po s s i b l y occup i ed b y p r o t o -

S t ra i t s speak ing people whi le Glenrose and St . Mungo were occup i ed b y p r o t o -

Halkomelem speak ing people. Never the less , a l l have common ances t r y . How 

much time i t would take for the language and c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences to evolve 

between two c lose ly re la ted g r oups s u c h as Halkomelem a n d S t r a i t s Sa l i sh 

speakers can on l y be answered by a l i ngu i s t . Based on statements by Sut t l es 

(1990) i t is l i k e l y tha t there was easy exchange between the two g r oups . 

Excava t i on P r o c edure s 

The fo l lowing d i s cuss i on is a condensed v e r s i o n of P e r c y (1974) and 

Matson et a l . (1990,1991) and P ra t t et a l . (1991). P e r c y ' s work i s f i r s t 

i n t r o d u c e d and then supplemented. 

P e r c y d i r ec t ed a sa lvage excavat ion on Bayv iew s t ree t i n the s p r i n g and 

summer of 1972. Six t r enches (A to F) r a n g i n g from 1.5 (B, C and F) to 1.7 

(A) and 2.0 (E and F) meters wide and from 4 (A,B,C and E) to 6 (D and F) 

meters l ong were excavated across Bayv iew s t ree t i n an a r ea to be d i s t u r b e d 

by the b u i l d i n g of sewer l ine connector . Excavat ions were by 10 cm a r b i t r a r y 



l eve ls . No three d imensional p roven ience of a r t i f a c t s was kept . A l l excavated 

mater ia l was d r y sc reened u s i n g a 1/4 i n c h s c r een mesh. 

In the summer of 1989 and 1990 R.G. Matson d i r e c t ed two f ie ld season's 

of work at Crescen t Beach. Matson was in t e r e s t ed i n Crescen t Beach i n p a r t 

because i n the s p r i n g of 1988 I had w r i t t e n a pape r c o n c e r n i n g the Char l es 

cu l tu r e (Pra t t 1988) and i n th i s pape r I po inted out tha t Crescen t Beach was 

the on l y known site on the Ma in land to con ta in bo th Loca rno Beach and 

Char l es c u l t u r e components. Matson 's r e s e a r c h focused on r e t r i e v i n g more 

in format ion c o n c e r n i n g the Locarno Beach phase, whi le my r e s ea r ch in t e r es t 

lay i n ob ta in ing more in format ion about the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Matson app l i ed to 

SSHRC for a two year g ran t and rece i ved f u n d i n g i n the s p r i n g of 1989. 

Research commenced i n May 1989. We excavated i n the v i c i n i t y of P e r c y ' s 

o r i g i n a l t r enches to al low for bet ter compar ison of ou r da ta w i th h i s . 

Excava t ing near h i s t r enches also gave us the advantage of h a v i n g some 

advanced knowledge of s t r a t i g r a p h y , based on what he had w r i t t e n i n the 

f i na l r e p o r t (See F i g u r e 2.6 for a map of ou r excavat ions v i s - a - v i s P e r c y ' s 

and some of the o ther excavat ions tha t have t aken place at Crescen t Beach). 

Two 2X8 meter t r enches des ignated Nor th and Sou th were la id out . 

Excavat ions were b y n a t u r a l l a y e r s , w i t h t h i c k e r l a y e r s c r o s s c u t b y 10 cm 

a r b i t r a r y leve ls . A r t i f a c t s , l a rge f auna l remains and f ea tures f ound i n s i t u 

were g i v en three d imensional p roven ience . Excava ted mater ia l was water 

screened t h r o u g h 1/8 i n c h s c r een mesh. 

The nature of P e r c y ' s excavat ion (an emergency sa lvage d i g on a v e r y 

s t r i c t time budget ) , lead to the c o n s t r u c t i o n of minimal s t r a t i g r a p h i e pro f i l es 

(Percy 1974:24b). Never the l ess , h is work gave us some idea c o n c e r n i n g what 

to expect at C rescen t Beach. We d id not have to d ig s l i t t r enches a r ound ou r 





excavat ion p i t s i n o rde r to see wal l p ro f i l e s ; we p laced the Sou th t r e n c h so 

tha t a sect ion of the excavat ion h i t the o ld sewer t r e n c h hole. We worked our 

way toward the depos i t u n t i l the in ter face between d i s t u r b e d and in tac t 

midden was encounte red , c leaned and pro f i l ed . 

The s t r a t i g r a p h y showed more d i v e r s i t y t h a n p r esen t at e i ther Glenrose 

o r St . Mungo. There were many k i n d s of c lams, f i s h and she l l f i sh remains and 

the so i l matr ix r anged from a s h , to s and , to g r a v e l , to c lay . Our use of 

n a t u r a l l a y e r s pa id off i n tha t we eas i l y i so la ted and con t ro l l ed Sou th T r e n c h 

proven ience . In the Nor th t r e n c h , d i s t u r b a n c e was great and we d i d not 

encounte r in tac t depos i ts u n t i l 195 cm below datum. We excavated a 1X1 meter 

tes t u n i t ca l l ed Fnw and from 195 cm to 270 cm we uncove r ed a somewhat 

homogenous da rk , sandy , matr ix w i t h l i t t l e she l l p r esen t , bu t tha t wh i ch was 

p r esen t was My t i l u s . We were fo rced to d i g i n 10 cm a r b i t r a r y l eve ls i n Fnw 

because we were i n the c lass i c 'phone booth ' s i tua t i on much l i ke tha t at 

Glenrose w i th l i t t l e l i gh t to he lp gu ide o u r s ea r ch for s t r a t i g r a p h i e b r eaks . 

To make th ing s even more d i f f i cu l t i n Fnw we also had to work a r o u n d an 

in tac t juven i l e b u r i a l and two small c l a y - l i n e d f ea tures . The dep th of the 

c u l t u r a l mater ia l i n the a r ea of the site i n w h i c h P e r c y and we wo rked r anged 

from 200 to 270 cm. The dep th of depos i ts at Crescen t Beach fa l l i n between 

those from Glenrose and St. Mungo. 

In the summer of 1990 we con t inued w o r k i n g i n bo th the N o r t h and 

Sou th t r enches . In the Nor th t r e n c h a backhoe opera tor removed 190 cm of 

o v e r b u r d e n w i th in the boundar i es of the 1989 Nor th t r e n c h . We knew that the 

in tac t depos i ts were capped off by a t h i c k s te r i l e l aye r of c lay , of wh i ch the 

backhoe operator removed approx imate ly half. 



Un i t Fnw was reopened and the juven i l e b u r i a l was removed. The walls 

were p ro f i l ed and the s t r a t i g r a p h i e in format ion was used to excavate the o ther 

un i t s . Excavat ion e f for ts concen t ra t ed on sect ions of U n i t s D, E and F. The 

depos i ts were excavated b y n a t u r a l l aye rs and the same p rocedures were 

fol lowed as i n the Sou th t r e n c h . 

Chrono logy 

P e r c y has one date f o r t r e n c h E of 4270+80 BP (Gak 4925), r ecove red 

between 180 to 190 cm dep th below sur face i n Component One (the name P e r c y 

used for h i s ear l i es t component) . I t h i n k th i s date is too o ld f o r the depth 

from w h i c h i t was r e cove r ed . I t shou ld be c loser to 3300 BP , b u t i t dates 

Component One to the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

We r ecove red seve ra l dates from ou r two seasons of excavat ion. The 

ca rbon samples un less o therwise s ta ted were r ecove red i n s i tu . In the South 

t r e n c h the Char l e s component t e rminat ion date l i es somewhere between 

32101110 BP (WSU 4247) a n d 3590185 BP (WSU 4245). The 3210 BP date comes 

from a l a ye r almost at the base of the Locarno Beach component, whi le the 

3590 BP date comes from near the top of the Char l es component. The end of 

the Char l es component i n the South t r e n c h fa l ls i n the same time pe r i od as 

the terminat ion dates from Glenrose and St. Mungo Char l e ' s component. The 

te rminat ion of the Char l es component i n the No r th t r e n c h fa l ls i n a l a r g e r time 

pe r i od , p r i o r to 3060180 BP (SFU 727) and a f ter 3710180 BP (WSU 4244). The 

o ldest date from o u r excavat ion was 4440180 ( S F U 795) BP from a water 

screened sample r ecove red from Fnw leve l 240 to 250 cm. 



F a u n a l Remains 

P e r c y d i d not do a f auna l ana l ys i s of the remains r ecove red from 

Crescen t Beach. He s tates , "Va r i ous t ypes of subs i s t ence ac t i v i t i e s s u c h as 

land mammal h u n t i n g , b i r d s n a r i n g , f i s h i n g and she l l g a the r ing are also 

imp l i ed " (Pe rcy 1974:267). 

Our f auna l ana l ys i s for the 1989 f ie ld season was c a r r i e d out b y Pac i f i c 

ID i n V i c to r i a . A t the time of w r i t i n g we do not as of ye t have complete 

r e s u l t s of the f auna l ana l y s i s of b i r d s and mammals for the 1990 season. The 

fo l lowing is t aken from the f auna l ana l y s i s done b y Pac i f i c I.D. (Susan 

C r o c k f o r d and Rebecca Wigen 1990b) for the 1989 Crescen t Beach f i e ld season. 

None of the 1989 depos i ts i n the South t r e n c h were St . Mungo i n age. 

In the Nor th t r e n c h the depos i t below approx imate ly 220 cm was St . Mungo i n 

age. We d id not rea l i ze tha t two d i f f e rent phases were p r esen t i n the Nor th 

t r e n c h . The f auna l ana l ys i s for the Nor th t r e n c h was t rea ted as one 

component and the two components were mixed i n the ana l y s i s . Fu r the rmor e , 

1989 excavat ions i n the No r th t r e n c h were by a r b i t r a r y l eve ls and mix ing of 

depos i ts was unavo idab le . The sample of mammal and b i r d remains from the 

Nor th t r e n c h is v e r y small (57 NISP w i th 33.3 % ident i f i ab le ) . The ident i f i ed 

remains are the fo l lowing: raccoon (12.3%), beaver (8.8%), h a r b o u r seal (5.3%), 

elk (1.8%) and dog (1.8%). Of the 66.7 % un ident i f i ab l e p ieces, 12.3% were 

c lass i f i ed as la rge l and mammal and 1.8 % large sea mammal. With s u c h small 

numbers i t is i napprop r i a t e to make any grand iose conc lus ions . There are 

s eve ra l spec ies p resent , w i th both land and sea mammals r ep r e sen t ed a l though 

the i r re la t i ve importance cannot be determined at th i s time. Six pieces of b i r d 

bone were ident i f i ed and the fo l lowing species r ep r esen t ed : Common loon (one), 



l a rge grebe (one), small g u l l (one), r o b i n (one), medium duck (one), and r a v e n 

(one). 

There were some seasonal i nd i ca t o r s p resen t . Bones from v e r y young 

raccoon and h a r b o u r seal ind ica te summer depos i t i on . As wel l , s u b a d u l t 

remains of beaver and elk a lso ind ica te summer co l l ec t ion . Th is small sample 

sugges t s tha t at least a po r t i on of the site was used d u r i n g the late 

s p r i n g / e a r l y summer season cons i s t en t l y o v e r a l ong pe r i od of time. 

From the r a t h e r wide range of spec ies p r e s e n t for s u c h smal l samples of 

mammals and b i r d s , the use of these animals was oppo r tun i s t i c . 

The fo l lowing d i s cuss i on of f i s h remains is a summation of the work 

done b y S u s a n C r o c k f o r d a n d Rebecca Wigen at Pac i f i c ID (1990a a n d 1991a 

and 1991b) on bo th seasons of excavat ions . The f i s h remains from the Char l es 

component at C rescen t Beach exh ib i t a great v a r i e t y of spec ies p r e s en t 

i n c l u d i n g a l l those p r e v i o u s l y f ound at Glenrose and St . Mungo. F l a t f i s h (with 

S t a r r y f l ounder be ing the assumed species ) are the most common f i sh remains 

found i n Component One, w i t h salmon second. S u c k e r / c h u b are also p r e sen t 

as wel l as h e r r i n g . 

There is a change i n f l ounder and salmon b u t c h e r i n g t echn iques p r esen t 

t h r o u g h time at the s i te . However, t h i s d i f f e rence i n b u t c h e r i n g t e chn iques 

does not take place u n t i l the end of Component One i n the Sou th t r e n c h ( in 

approx imate ly l a y e r CV). C r o c k f o r d and Wigen (1990a, 1991a, 1991b) conc lude 

that f l ounder head pa r t s are u n d e r r ep r e s en t ed at the s i te due to th e i r 

f r a g i l i t y , bu t neve r the l ess , 27.2% of f l ounder remains were head p a r t s , 

sugges t ing that f l ounder were p rocessed and/or consumed whole on site. On 

the o ther hand , salmon head pa r t s are almost en t i r e l y absent a f te r l aye r CX 

( layer CV upwards ) i n the South t r e n c h . Th i s p r o c e s s ing and/or consumpt ion 



di f f erence between salmon and f l ounder does not exist u n t i l the t r a n s i t i o n 

from Component One to Component Two at C rescen t Beach. Th roughou t most of 

Component One, f l ounder and salmon have p ropo r t i ons of head-bones to 

backbones i n d i c a t i n g the spec ies en te red the depos i ts as whole f i sh . 

Salmon and f l ounder c r a n i a l pa r t s are p r e sen t t h r o u g h o u t the ear l i es t 

component at St . Mungo (Ham et a l . 1986:126). A t St. Mungo, the p r o p o r t i o n of 

f l ounder head to body elements i s almost the same as at Crescen t Beach (24% 

head v e r s u s 76% body) . Ham in f e r s that f l ounder head and body p a r t s were 

p rocessed and/or consumed separa te ly . Salmon head p a r t s are lower at St . 

Mungo (3% of to ta l salmon elements) t han f l ounder . 

The s im i l a r i t y i n the f i sh remains and the ind i ca t i on of d i f f e ren t 

p r o c e s s ing methods for d i f f e rent f i s h at both s i tes d u r i n g pa r t of the same 

time pe r i od is s t r i k i n g . Fo r now, I am inc l i n ed to follow C r o c k f o r d ' s log ic and 

state tha t f l ounder head pa r t s are miss ing from St. Mungo not because the 

heads were p rocessed separa te ly , bu t because the head p a r t s are f rag i l e and 

do not s u r v i v e as we l l as the body pa r t s . A t Crescen t Beach, bes ides the 

sh i f t i n l a ye r CV away from p r o c e s s ing and or consumpt ion of salmon on s i te 

as whole f i sh towards the p r o c e s s ing and o r consumpt ion of salmon on site 

w i th absent headpar t s , something else takes place. L a y e r s CX to CY conta in 

s imi lar p ropo r t i ons of f l ounder to salmon (with both compr i s ing on average 40% 

to 45% of the to ta l NISP pe r l ayer ) . F rom l aye r CW u p w a r d there i s a move 

away from f l a t f i sh toward salmon w i t h the ra t io be ing anywhere from 60% 

salmon to ove r 80% salmon i n l aye r CO, while the p r opo r t i on of f l ounde r 

decreases to a f a i r l y s teady 20% w i th minor var ia t i ons . Bes ides a change i n 

procurement and or consumpt ion pa t t e rn for salmon, we also see a marked 

increase i n dependence on salmon v i s - a - v i s f l a t f i sh . 



It is t empt ing to conc lude tha t the changes at the end of the Char l es 

component r e s u l t from the i n v en t i on and use of s torage t echn iques for salmon. 

Boehm (1973:95) states that i f salmon were p r e p a r e d for p r e s e r v i n g i n ear l i e r 

times as they were p r e p a r e d by the U p p e r Stalo e thnog raph i ca l l y , the heads 

were removed before p r e s e r v a t i o n (Duff 1952:63-64). If the major i ty of salmon 

were eaten d r i ed o r smoked, archaeo log is ts would f i nd a n inc r eased percentage 

of post c r a n i a l ske l e ta l elements re la t i ve to c r a n i a l elements. In o the r words , 

the lack of head elements v i s - a - v i s body elements at a s i te may ind ica te a 

w in te r o r ea r l y s p r i n g occupat ion . Th i s same conc lus i on i s also r eached by 

C r o c k f o r d and Wigens (1990a, 1991a, 1991b) as wel l as C r o c k f o r d et a l . (1990) 

and Matson (1992). 

On the o ther hand , i t may be unwise to overemphas ize the lack of head 

salmon head p a r t s , because they too are f rag i l e and t h e i r p r opo r t i ons can be 

low, even at s i tes e thnog raph i ca l l y known to be places where they were 

p rocessed (Matson 1992). Th i s does not he lp i n de te rmin ing the b e g inn ing of 

s t o r i n g salmon. 

From the in format ion ga thered so far , one cou ld conc lude tha t d u r i n g 

the la ter pa r t of the Char l es component at Crescen t Beach a n d St . Mungo , 

salmon were processed d i f f e r en t l y from o ther f i sh because salmon were a l r eady 

be ing d r i e d and s t o r ed for w in te r food. Th i s i s an impor tant f i n d i n g w i th 

major r epe r cuss i ons for theor i es c once rn ing the evo lut ion of the Nor thwest 

Coast E thnog raph i c pa t t e rn . 

C r o c k f o r d conc ludes tha t the lack of s e l e c t i v i t y i n f l ounder s ize at 

Crescen t Beach ind ica tes the f i s h were t aken on a r e g u l a r bas is . Th i s 

sugges ts that the f l ounder were explo i ted t h r o u g h o u t the year r a t h e r than 

d u r i n g one spec i f i c season. It shou ld be noted that s t a r r y f l ounder (which 



were f ound i n the f auna l remains) are easier to ca t ch d u r i n g i n the s p r i n g 

(Matson et a l . 1991). Other seasonal markers would have to be f ound i n o r d e r 

to s u p p o r t t h i s sugges t i on . The f l ounde r were t aken b y e i ther beach seines 

o r t i da l t r aps w h i c h would also t r a p o ther spec ies s u c h as s u c k e r / c h u b . 

C r o c k f o r d and Wigen (1990a, 1991a and 1991b) state tha t the f i s h remains from 

Crescen t Beach are sugges t i v e of a late spr ing/summer occupat ion at Crescen t 

Beach, w i th a probab le w in t e r occupat i on as wel l . 

The she l l f i sh ana l ys i s has r e c en t l y been completed b y L i s a R a n k i n 

(1991a, 1991b). She l l f i sh seasona l i ty i s ongo ing bu t no conc lus ions have been 

reached. R a n k i n ana l y zed 28 she l l f i sh samples from the two seasons of f i e ld 

work at Crescen t Beach. She l l f i sh i n the No r th t r e n c h are dominated by 

My t i lus t h r o u g h o u t the time pe r i od r ep r esen t ed . In the Sou th t r e n c h , the 

Char l e s c u l t u r e component i s also dominated by My t i l u s . 

R a n k i n d i s cove r ed from the she l l f i sh ana l y s i s of Component One that 

there was some v a r i a t i o n between the she l l f i sh r ep r e s en t ed i n the sample 

sc reens from wh i ch she drew her she l l f i sh data. A l l of the she l l f i sh samples 

were screened t h r o u g h nested 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 and 1/16 t h i n c h sc reens . With 

the she l l f i sh samples from the o ldest component, most of the she l l f i sh was 

r ecove red from the 1/8 t h i n c h sc reen . Th i s is due to the f rag i l e na ture of 

My t i l u s w h i c h c rumbles much more eas i l y t h a n o ther she l l f i sh spec ies . 

In the Nor th t r e n c h R a n k i n (1991a:47) states that the abso lute weight 

va lues of she l l f i sh for the lower component she l l f i sh samples are v e r y small i n 

compar ison to the Sou th t r e n c h . These va lues range from 1.0 to 17.0 grams. 

She states that th i s is p a r t i a l l y due to the f rag i l e na ture of My t i l u s wh ich 

would be eas i ly c r u s h e d and washed t h r o u g h the water sc reens . To prove o r 

d i sp rove th i s theo ry she took a so i l sample from Component One i n the Nor th 



T r e n c h and sc reened i t i n the lab. From th i s sample 65% of the she l l f i sh 

sample was M y t i l u s and the abso lute we ight f e l l j u s t above those of the o ther 

she l l f i sh samples t aken from the Nor th t r e n c h (23 grams) . The she l l f i sh 

samples t aken from Component One i n the Sou th t r e n c h do not r e l y qui te as 

heav i l y on M y t i l u s , there i s a l i t t l e b i t more d i v e r s i t y , b u t My t i l u s i s s t i l l the 

dominant she l l f i sh . It shou ld be r e i t e ra t ed tha t one poss ib le exp lanat ion for 

the homogeneity of the she l l f i sh samples from the Nor th t r e n c h is due to the 

excavat ion by a r b i t r a r y l eve ls d u r i n g the f i r s t season, w h i c h would d i s t o r t 

n a t u r a l boundar i es between l aye r s . To me, the most i n t e r e s t i n g fact 

c once rn ing the she l l f i sh from Component One at Crescen t Beach is the lack of 

i t , espec ia l l y i n the Nor th T r e n c h . The abso lute we ights of the she l l f i sh i n 

the Nor th t r e n c h are v e r y low espec ia l l y when compared to the la te r 

components. It i s d i f f i cu l t to compare R a n k i n ' s ana l ys i s w i th those from 

Glenrose and St. Mungo because d i f f e rent ana l y t i c a l t e chn iques were p u r s u e d . 

There i s l i t t l e ev idence at Crescen t Beach that M y t i l u s edu l i s was the 

most impor tant food r esource . While musse l was u t i l i z e d , i t was not the 

dominant r esource and i t seems an u n l i k e l y r eason w h y p r e h i s t o r i c people 

were at Crescen t Beach, I n terms of seasonal i ty , musse l is u sua l l y seen as a 

probab le w in te r food source , bu t i n the case of the Nor th t r e n c h , i t seems to 

have been u t i l i z ed d u r i n g the s p r i n g as wel l . 

Fea tures 

P e r c y d i scove red many features from h is Char l es component. Three 

c l a y - l i n e d features were uncove red . Two were c o n s t r u c t e d on f la t g r o u n d a n d 

had bu i l t up wal ls , whi le the t h i r d was a c l a y - l i n e d depress ion . Assoc ia ted 

w i th a l l three features were f i re c r a c k e d r ock , a l though the c lay d i d not show 



s i gns of f i r i n g . One fea ture also had a heaped up concent ra t i on of h i g h l y 

p u l v e r i z e d white she l l . A second feature had two smal l postmolds on the r im 

d i r e c t l y oppos i te each o ther . A f o u r t h probab le c l a y - l i n e d feature was 

encounte red bu t i t had been p r e v i o u s l y d i s t u r b e d and i t s exact na ture i s 

u n k n o w n (Percy 1974:27-29). P e r c y postu la tes tha t a poss ib le func t i on of 

these f ea tures was re la ted to the poss ib le cu l t i v a t i on of nat ive tobacco. Lime 

was mixed w i t h the tobacco when chewed, and P e r c y hypo thes i ses tha t the 

c l a y - l i n e d f ea tures were used to steam clam she l l s wh i ch were then p u l v e r i z e d 

into a powdery c ons i s t ency and added to tobacco (Percy 1974:26). 

Two hea r th f ea tures were encounte red , both s u r r o u n d e d b y f i r e c r a c k e d 

rock w i th quant i t i es of b u r n t she l l and f l e cks of charcoa l . One also conta ined 

a mixture of a g r easy so i l c on ta in ing s izeable quant i t i es of f i s h remains. 

There i s no ques t i on tha t l i v i n g f loors were p r esen t at Crescen t Beach, 

but the na ture of the excavat ion d id not allow for the excavat ion p rocedures 

r e q u i r e d to encounte r and def ine s u c h in tang ib l e f ea tures . 

P e r c y uncove r ed s e ve ra l b u r i a l s , three of w h i c h he p laced in to the 

Char l es component, a l though none of these were ac tua l l y r e cove r ed from h i s 

excavat ion t r enches . They were r e cove r ed when the S u r r e y Mun i c i pa l i t y work 

c rew was d i g g i n g the sewer t r e n c h , so p roven ience i s s k e t c h y . Some of h is 

Locarno component b u r i a l s may be Char l es c u l t u r e i n age. One b u r i a l was 

complete enough to conc lude tha t i t was a semi- f lexed adu l t female. The 

p r e s e r va t i on fac to rs of the o ther two b u r i a l s was v e r y poor; both were adu l t s 

w i th one be ing female (Beattie 1980:209—212). Grave goods were i n c l u d e d w i th 

a l l three b u r i a l s , one had a s p l i n t e r awl , cobb le -core tool and a u t i l i z ed f lake. 

The second had a bone awl and a she l l adze b lade, whi le the t h i r d had a 

cobb le -core tool . The lack of s t r a t i g r aph i e c o n t r o l makes one susp i c i ous 



conce rn ing the presence of g rave goods, they cou ld have come from 

somewhere else. Due to the sa lvage na ture of these b u r i a l ' s r e c o v e r y , no 

b u r i a l p i t s were ev ident . 

Our excavat ions uncov e r ed two small c l a y - l i n e d depress i on s imi lar to 

P e r c y ' s second t ype wh i ch had been scooped out and l i n ed w i th c lay . There 

was no th ing assoc iated w i t h these two fea tures wh i ch were ho r i z on ta l l y located 

w i th in 20 cm of each o ther . 

One hea r th feature was uncove r ed . It was de f ined b y an enc i rc lement 

of f i re c r a c k e d r o c k and a p ro fus i on of a s h and charcoa l s ca t t e r ed th r oughou t 

the r o c k s . 

The juven i l e b u r i a l was r e cove r ed from a dep th of approx imate ly 210 cm 

located i n a smal l b u r i a l p i t i n close assoc ia t ion w i th the two c l a y - l i n e d 

depress ions . Th i s smal l c h i l d was i n a semi- f lexed pos i t i on and the r e was no 

assoc iated g rave goods. The presence of these f ou r i n - g r o u n d b u r i a l s 

coord inate w i th those from Glenrose and add f u r t h e r ev idence to negate Ham's 

hypo thes i s of above g r o u n d bur i a l s o c c u r r i n g at St . Mungo. 

Crescen t Beach N o n - A r t i f a c t u a l Data Conc lus ions 

L i k e both Glenrose and St . Mungo, Crescen t Beach i s s i tua ted i n an a rea 

from wh i ch many procurement ac t i v i t i e s cou ld take place. Four t e en ecological 

communities ex ist c lose to Crescen t Beach, making i t more d i ve rse t h a n e i ther 

Glenrose o r St. Mungo. The three s i tes are la rge , a l though data about the 

Char les component at Crescen t Beach is not as accura te as that for Glenrose 

and St. Mungo. 

E thnog raph i ca l l y , there i s some ev idence that a l l three s i tes were 

occup ied by c lose ly re la ted g roups . The r e l a t i onsh ip between h i s t o r i c and 



p r e h i s t o r i c g r oups is something that may become c l eare r a f ter I have f i n i shed 

p u r s u i n g my r e s e a r c h ques t i ons . Suf f ice i t to say tha t somewhere i n the a r ea 

of these three s i tes proto-Halkomelem speake rs ex is ted . 

The s t r a t i g r aph i e sequence ind ica tes con t inuous site occupat ion w i th 

no h ia tus between the Char l e s and Locarno Beach components, at least i n the 

South T r e n c h . There i s some ind i ca t i on of a b r i e f h ia tus i n the N o r t h T r e n c h 

between Component One and Two. There fore , a l l three s i tes show con t inuous 

occupat ion t h r o u g h o u t the Char l es c u l t u r e . Abandonment of Glenrose and St. 

Mungo was p r o b a b l y due to the p h y s i c a l changes exh ib i t ed as the F r a s e r Delta 

bu i l t up and made access to open water more d i f f i cu l t , whi le also chang ing the 

ecological community assoc ia ted w i th the n e a r b y Rocky Foreshore . 

Dates from Crescen t Beach do not ind ica te a def in i te t e rmina l date, bu t 

the Char l es component i s p r e s en t b y 4440 BP and terminates sometime between 

3590 and 3210 BP . The on l y con f l i c t of dates comes from the date P e r c y 

obta ined and the dates we obta ined . P e r c y ' s date of 4270 BP i s too o ld i n 

r e l a t i onsh ip to o u r s , bu t i t s t i l l fa l ls i n the time frame fo r the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

The f auna l ana l y s i s from Crescen t Beach shows a s im i l a r i t y between the 

p rocess ing of f l a t f i sh and salmon for both Crescen t Beach and St . Mungo. 

Crescen t Beach also shares w i t h Glenrose and St . Mungo a s im i l a r i t y i n the 

v a r i e t y of spec ies r e cove r ed a n d p resumab ly p rocessed and/or consumed i n 

the site boundar i es . To date, the ev idence from the f auna l , f i s h and she l l f i sh 

remains at Crescen t Beach sugges t a mul t i - season occupat i on on a r e g u l a r 

bas is . The major d i f f e rence i n subs i s t ence between the three s i tes i s i n 

p ropo r t i on r a t h e r than i n k i n d . 

The number of raw mater ia ls and food r e sources ava i lab le close to 

Crescent Beach sugges t s a base camp site func t i on as does the presence of 



the v a r i e t y of f ea tures and the i r r e la t i ve abundance . Th i s i s also t rue for 

Glenrose and St . Mungo. There are no un ique features p resen t at Crescen t 

Beach, each t ype i s f ound at the o ther two s i tes . One fea ture t ype miss ing 

from Crescen t Beach is the presence of l i v i n g f loors . P e r c y d id not have time 

to look for l i v i n g f loors , and h i s excavat ion b y a r b i t r a r y leve ls c r o s s c u t any 

l aye rs r e s u l t i n g from human ac t i v i t y . We d id not f i nd l i v i n g f loors because 

our excavat ion i n the Char l e s component on ly began i n the South t r e n c h 

midway t h r o u g h the second season, whi le the Char l es component i n the No r th 

t r e n c h was excavated d u r i n g the f i r s t season, i t was a 1x2 meter p i t and 

d u r i n g the second season the component was excavated at a s lower rate b y 

the F i e l d School . There i s s t i l l a g rea t deal of i n t ac t Char l e s component le f t 

at Crescen t Beach. The number of f ea tures p r e sen t d u r i n g the Char l es 

component at C rescen t Beach i s there fore u n d e r - r e p r e s e n t e d . 

Non-Artifactual Conclusions for Glenrose, St. Mungo and Crescent Beach 

From the accumulat ion of ev idence ga thered from si te r e p o r t s , i t is 

p laus ib l e that the Glenrose Canne ry , St . Mungo Canne ry and Crescen t Beach 

s i tes d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e sha r ed s imi lar s i te func t i ons i n the genera l 

sense. Each was used as a base camp for two or more seasons and poss i b l y 

t h r oughou t the year . A la rge number of ac t i v i t i e s took place at each site. 

While spec i f i c ac t i v i t i e s p r e sen t at each site may not corre la te pe r f e c t l y w i th 

each o ther , on the genera l l eve l , the s i tes were p r i v y to s imi lar g r o u p s of 

ac t i v i t i e s . There is no ev idence that the s i tes were spa r s e l y occup i ed d u r i n g 

the same pe r i od o ve r and ove r aga in for the procurement of one spec i f i c food 

r esource . The subs i s t ence po ints to many r esources be ing explo i ted . There is 



also no ind i ca t i on that spec ia l i zed non - r e sou r c e re la ted ac t i v i t i e s were the 

pr ime motive for the occupat ion of these s i tes . 

Th i s conc ludes the i n t r o d u c t i o n to the three s i tes used for t h i s ana l ys i s . 

Now tha t i t has been deemed p laus ib l e that the three s i tes shared s imi lar s i te 

func t i ons , the a r t i f a c t assemblages for the th ree s i tes can be i n t r o d u c e d . 

Be ing able to ho ld site f unc t i on r e l a t i v e l y cons tant for a l l three s i t es , I can 

examine the three a r t i f ac t assemblages for ev idence of change a n d assume tha t 

any ev idence d i scove red i s not a r e s u l t of major d i f f e rences i n s i te func t i on . 



Artifact Classification 

There are two subsec t i ons i n th i s f i na l po r t i on of Chapte r Two. I n 

sec t ion one, the va r i ab l e s us ed to r e c o r d in format ion about the a r t i f a c t 

assemblages are i n t r o d u c e d and reasons for the choices d i s cuss ed . The f i r s t 

sec t ion p r esen t s the cod ing format used for t h i s ana l y s i s . Sec t ion two 

desc r ibes the a r t i f a c t t y p e s for each s i te ' s a r t i f a c t assemblage and also 

cont inues a d i s c u s s i o n of the a r t i f a c t assemblage on a genera l l e ve l i n o r d e r 

to p rov i de more in format ion about the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

Variables and Artifact Coding Format 

The task of o r g a n i z i n g the va r i ab l e s was g r ea t l y in f luenced by the work 

of archaeo log is ts s u r r o u n d i n g me, espec ia l l y P ro f esso rs Dav id Pokoty lo and 

R.G. Matson. From the i r wo rk I l ea rned the importance of ca r e fu l l y choos ing 

and de f in ing the va r i ab l e s needed for ana l y s i s . The in format ion used i n th i s 

ana l ys i s was deve loped assuming the ana l ys i s would use a computer for most 

of the work . A dbase c lone programme ca l led P C F I L E (But ton 1990) was used 

to store a l l the en t r i e s from each s i te . The data were a lso t r a n s f e r r e d to 

SYSTAT (Wi lk inson 1990) for most of the s t a t i s t i c a l ana l y s i s . Append ix A 

inc ludes the cod ing format k e y used i n th i s ana l y s i s . 

Genera l a r t i f a c t p roven i ence was r e co rded u s i n g f ou r va r i ab l e s : Si te 

Name (Borden Des ignat ion) , Excava t i on Un i t , L a y e r and Leve l . The remain ing 

va r i ab l e s focused on d i f f e ren t aspects of the a r t i f a c t s . A r t i f a c t Number 

r e co rded the o r i g i n a l cata logue number . 

De f in ing the va r i ab l e A r t i f a c t Type r e q u i r e d the most time and e f fort i n 

terms of the ent i r e ana l y s i s . A r t i f a c t Type i s k ey because a l l ana l y s i s was 



based on th i s va r i ab l e a n d i f i t was not exp l i c i t , f u r t h e r work would on l y 

confuse the matter. The a r t i f a c t c lasses were a r r a n g e d into a two t i e r ed 

system w i th genera l c lasses s u c h as: ch i pped stone, g r o u n d stone, bone, an t l e r 

and she l l r e p r e s e n t i n g the f i r s t t i e r . Spec i f i c a r t i f a c t c lasses were g i v en 

deta i led names. The genera l and spec i f i c o rgan i za t i on of the data al lowed for 

ana l ys i s on seve ra l l eve ls . 

Ano the r impor tant va r i ab l e i s Raw Mate r ia l because i t , a long w i t h 

A r t i f a c t Type , i s k e y for l ook ing at in te r -assemblage v a r i a b i l i t y . The names 

used for a l l l i t h i c raw mater ia ls were based on geolog ica l terms. Raw mater ia ls 

were o rgan i z ed i n s u c h a way that raw mater ia ls c r ea t ed t h r o u g h s imi lar 

processes o r from s imi lar animals were g rouped in to the approp r i a t e fo l lowing 

c lasses : M ine ra l , Igneous, Sed imentary , Metamorphic , Bone, Tooth, A n t l e r and 

She l l . In th i s way, raw mater ia ls were o r gan i z ed i n two t i e r s , a l l ow ing 

ana l y s i s of both gene ra l raw mater ia l c lasses v i s - a - v i s each o ther a n d spec i f i c 

raw mater ia l c lasses v i s - a - v i s each o ther (s imi lar to the o rgan i za t i on of the 

a r t i f a c t t ypes ) . Table 2.2 l i s t s a l l of the raw mater ia l t ype s f ound at Glenrose , 

St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach. 

F o r in format ion about the degree of w o r k i n g on some of the c h i p p e d 

stone a va r i ab l e ca l l ed Cortex Cover was c rea ted . Th i s va r i ab l e a l lows for 

compar ison of s tages of c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t manufacture . 

A l l a r t i f a c t s were we ighed and measured for L e n g t h , Width a n d 

Th i ckness . Weight was i n grams and r e co rded to the 10th of a gram. L e n g t h 

was de f ined as the maximum dimension. Width was de f ined as the greates t 

dimension p e r p e n d i c u l a r to L e n g t h . T h i c k n e s s was de f ined as be ing at a r i g h t 

angle to L e n g t h and Width. A l l measurements were i n cent imetres and 

r eco rded to a 10th of a cent imetre. 



Table 2.2 Raw Mater ia l T y p e s Termino logy 

MINERAL; 10. U n k n o w n M ine ra l 
11. Quar t z C r y s t a l 
12. Cha lcedony 
13. Nephr i t e 
14. Ve in q u a r t z 

IGNEOUS; 20. U n k n o w n Igneous 
21. Gran i t e 
22. Rhyo l i t e 
23. Andésite 
24. Basa l t 
25. Obs id i an 

SEDIMENTARY: 
31. Sandstone 
32. S i l t s tone 
33. Mudstone 
34. B r e c c i a 
35. C h e r t 

METAMORPHIC; 
41. Greenstone 
42. Quar t z i t e 
43. Slate 
44. S c h i s t 
45. Gne iss 
46. Steat i te 

BONE; 50. U n k n o w n Bone 
51. Mammal 
52. B i r d 
53. B u r n e d Bone 
54. B u r n e d Mammal 
55. Tu r t l e Bone 

TOOTH: 60. U n k n o w n Tooth 
61. Rodent Inc i so r 
62. Mammal Tooth 
63. Sea Mammal Tooth 
64. Dog Canine 

ANTLER; 70. U n k n o w n A n t l e r 

30. U n k n o w n Sed imentary 

40. U n k n o w n Metamorphic 

S H E L L ; 80. U n k n o w n S h e l l 
81. Clam 
82. Ca l i f o rn ia Musse l 



To d i f f e rent ia te between measurements t aken on complete v e r s u s b r o k e n 

a r t i f ac t s a Qua l i t y of Measurement va r i ab l e was g i v en for L e n g t h , Width and 

T h i c k n e s s . In th i s way, I c ou ld s ing l e out a l l a r t i f a c t s w i t h in tac t marg ins 

v e r s u s those wi thout . With some a r t i f a c t t ype s i t i s d i f f i cu l t to determine 

completeness of the tool , and i n these cases a l l measurements were r e co rded 

as obta inable bu t not complete. 

Artifact Classification and Analysis 

To answer my r e s e a r c h ques t i on c o n c e r n i n g in te r -assemblage v a r i a b i l i t y 

between the Glenrose , St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach a r t i f a c t assemblages, i t 

was impor tant to create and use an a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on able to p r o v i d e 

in format ion a l lowing for compar ison between the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

One impor tant measure of v a r i a b i l i t y i s the presence and o r absence of 

c e r t a i n c lasses of a r t i f a c t s o r raw mater ia l t ypes . The Mayne phase was 

o r i g i n a l l y de f ined on the bas is of the presence o r absence of c e r t a i n a r t i f a c t 

t ypes though t to be un ique to that phase. A n y compar ison of a r t i f a c t 

assemblages must invo l ve l ook ing for d i f f e rences i n the a r t i f a c t t ype s p r esen t 

o r absent . The A r t i f a c t Types are p r esen t ed w i th th i s purpose i n mind . 

The a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on employed to o rgan i ze and p r esen t the a r t i f ac t s 

used i n th i s thes i s evo l ved from the s i te r epo r t s where the a r t i f a c t s were 

f i r s t p u b h s h e d (Ham 1984, Matson 1976, Matson et aL 1990, P e r c y 1974 and 

P r a t t et aJ. 1991). The c lass i f i ca t i on was also in f luenced b y the pas t 

t r ad i t i ons of archaeo log is ts who have worked i n the Nor thwest Coast. These 

t r ad i t i ons have f ocused on c r ea t i ng t echno log ica l a r t i f ac t categor ies f o r stone 

tools, and func t i ona l a r t i f a c t categor ies for bone, an t l e r and she l l tools . The 

site r epo r t s cove r two d i f f e rent decades and changes i n archaeo log ica l 



pe rspec t i v e s , mak ing compar isons between a r t i f a c t s d i f f i cu l t un l ess the 

p h y s i c a l a r t i f ac t s were ava i lab le for compar ison a n d ana l y s i s . 

Deal ing w i th data from three s i tes r e q u i r e s s e a r c h i n g for s imi lar i t i es i n 

a r t i f ac t c l ass i f i ca t i on i n o r d e r to he lp organ ize a n d p r esen t the data . There 

i s agreement between the a r t i f a c t typo log ies . A l l use the fo l lowing genera l 

a r t i f a c t categor ies ; c h i p p e d stone, g r o u n d stone, bone, an t l e r and she l l . My 

f i r s t s tep was c r ea t i n g these same categor ies . The p resen ta t i on of the data 

from the r epo r t s i s v e r y d i f f e rent , w i t h Matson and P e r c y p r e s e n t i n g data i n 

the ' c l a s s i c ' t r a d i t i o n of a r t i f a c t t ype s f ound i n the genera l a forementioned 

categor ies of s tone, bone, an t l e r o r she l l . Ham uses many t r a d i t i o n a l terms 

and categor ies , b u t he p r e s en t s h i s data i n ' func t i ona l g r o u p s ' w h i c h are as 

follows; Tool manufacture , Woodwork ing , F i b r e a n d S k i n Work ing , Decorat ive 

and Ceremonial , H u n t i n g , F i s h i n g , B u t c h e r i n g and Tool F ragments . These 

d i f f e r ing approaches to data p r esen ta t i on r e q u i r e d me to make a dec i s ion 

conce rn ing how I shou ld p r e s e n t my data. 

In spi te of these d i f f e rences , the c l ass i f i ca t i on at the a r t i f a c t l e ve l is 

the same for a l l th ree r epo r t s . S imi lar a t t r i b u t e s are u t i l i z e d as i s the motto 

" L i k e goes w i th l i k e " . I n the Nor thwest Coast t h i s t ype of o r gan i za t i on has 

i t s roots i n monographs c o n c e r n i n g e a r l y p r e h i s t o r y on the Nor thwes t Coast 

s u c h as Bo rden (1970), Ca r l s on (1960, 1970), Matson (1976) and M i t che l l (1971). 

Th i s t ypo l ogy is o r gan i z ed on the same genera l l e v e l as Matson (1976) 

and P e r c y (1974). In each of the major g r o u p i n g s of ob jec ts ( ch ipped stone, 

ch ipped and g r o u n d stone, g r o u n d stone, pecked a n d g r o u n d stone, bone, 

an t l e r and shel l ) the a r t i f a c t t ypes have been o r d e r e d i n a spec i f i c manner. 

In each of the aforementioned genera l categor ies , the c l ass i f i ca t i on s t a r t s w i th 

minimally modif ied ob jec ts ( such as pebble core tools, ab ras i v e s tones and 



worked bone f ragments ) a n d g r a d u a l l y works t h r o u g h more a n d more complex 

a r t i f a c t t ypes , e n d i n g w i t h a miscel laneous ca tegory con ta in ing those 

f ragments not c lass i f i ab le beyond the genera l l eve l . Th i s o rgan i za t i on can be 

looked upon as h i e r a r c h i c a l i n na ture . I n some of the c h i p p e d stone 

categor ies , a p a r a g r a p h i n t r o d u c e s a g r oup of ob jec ts ( for example Formed 

Ch ipped Stone Bi faces) w h i c h are t h e n s u b g r o u p e d and spec i f i c s u b g r o u p s are 

d i s cuss ed separa te ly . The s u b g r o u p s for the l i t h i c tools are based on sha r ed 

techno log ica l a t t r i b u t e s s u c h as genera l shape , degree of angle r e t ouch and 

amount of w o r k i n g . Th i s t ype of a r rangement was also attempted for o rgan i c 

implements, bu t the o rgan i za t i on i s f i r s t and foremost based on func t i ona l 

s im i l a r i t y , because t echno log i ca l s im i l a r i t y i s not as we l l unde rs t ood . 

Th i s o rgan i za t i on was es tab l i shed w i th the in t en t i on of c r e a t i n g a 

c lass i f i ca t i on exp l i c i t i n i t s de f in i t i on of the d i f f e ren t a r t i f a c t categor ies 

t r ad i t i ona l l y used for Nor thwest Coast a r t i f a c t s . 

Append ix B p r e s en t s the complete a r t i f a c t t ype desc r i p t i ons for a l l three 

s i tes . The tables of summary s t a t i s t i c s from Append i x B are occas iona l ly 

r e f e r r e d to t h r o u g h o u t th i s chap te r . The f i r s t l ine of in format ion for each 

A r t i f a c t Type conta ins the A r t i f a c t Type name. Second ly , a p a r a g r a p h 

compares and d i s cusses s imi lar i t i es and d i f f e rences i n each a r t i f a c t c lass . 

These d i s cuss i ons are the f i r s t step of the ana l y s i s . Th i s d i s c u s s i o n i s based 

on Table 2.3 wh i ch p r e s en t s the numbers and p ropo r t i ons of a l l of the A r t i f a c t 

Types found at each s i te . Sometimes there i s a second p a r a g r a p h d i s c u s s i n g 

d i f f erences i n raw mater ia l t ypes amongst the th ree artifaxit assemblages. 

Tables o r bar g r a p h s demonstrate some of the raw materied t ype d i f f erences . 

The a r t i f a c t categor ies are de f ined u s i n g spec i f i c parameters e n s u r i n g 

that fu tu re archaeo log is ts can compare my a r t i f a c t ca tegory de f in i t i ons w i th 



the i r own. Quite o f ten, t h i s i s not poss ib le w i t h the a r t i f a c t data from c e r t a i n 

archaeo log ica l r epo r t s . Based on the de f in i t i on of a r t i f a c t c lasses alone, i t c an 

be d i f f i cu l t to t e l l w h y an archaeo log is t p laced a c e r t a in a r t i f a c t in to a c e r t a i n 

a r t i f a c t ca tegory . Often, a v i s u a l examination o r at least a c l ea r i l l u s t r a t i o n of 

the a r t i f a c t is needed i n o r d e r to u n d e r s t a n d what k i n d s of a r t i f a c t s the 

author i s c l a s s i f y i n g . In mak ing my a r t i f a c t c lass i f i ca t i on de f in i t i ons exp l i c i t , 

my assumpt ions about the data are e v iden t a n d there fore ava i lab le for 

d i s cuss i on and compar ison . 

The separa t i on of Nor thwest Coast a r t i f a c t s into c h i p p e d stone, g r o u n d 

stone, pecked and g r o u n d stone, bone, an t l e r a n d she l l categor ies re f l ec ts a 

commonly used t r ad i t i ona l d i v i s i on based on t echno log i ca l d i f f e rences . Th i s 

t ype of c l ass i f i ca t i on focuses on the manu fac tu r ing p rocess r e spons ib l e for the 

f ina l a r t i f ac t . Raw mater ia l i s an impor tant p a r t of the manu fac tu r ing p rocess , 

i n fact , raw mater ia l def ines what t echno log ica l processes can and cannot be 

u t i l i z ed . Th i s emphasis on raw mater ia l is re f l ec ted i n the names of some 

ar t i f ac t c lasses ; g r o u n d stone kn i f e and an t l e r wedge are two s u c h examples. 

The a t t r i b u t e s used to def ine the techno log ica l a r t i f a c t c lasses a re also 

t r ad i t i ona l ones s u c h as shape , edge-ang le a n d s ize . 

Once i t i s determined an object is an a r t i f a c t and the p r o d u c t of a 

manu fac tur ing process ( ra ther t han a b y p r o d u c t wh i ch i s ca l l ed debi tage ) , 

the next stage is to def ine the object as shaped or unshaped . 

Unshaped tools have been modif ied b y processes s u c h as c h i p p i n g o r 

g r i n d i n g , bu t the o r i g i n a l shape of the object i s s t i l l d i s c e rn ib l e . The 

major i ty of unshaped implements are ch i pped stone, bu t some bone, an t l e r a n d 

she l l ob jects can also be cons ide red unshaped a r t i f a c t s . G round stone o r 

pecked and g r o u n d stone a r t i f ac t s cannot be c ons ide r ed unshaped , un l ess the 



t echno log ica l p rocesses tha t c rea ted them have not been used ove r the en t i r e 

sur face of the a r t i f a c t , and the o r i g i n a l form of the rock can be determined. 

It i s impor tant to d i f f e rent ia te between u n s h a p e d and shaped tools because 

shaped tools "... r e f l ec t de l iberate s h a p i n g on the p a r t of the manu fac tu r e r " 

(Sanger 1970:76) and th i s des i re for a spec i f i c shape sugges t s the item was 

c rea ted for a spec i f i c f unc t i on . Th i s r e l a t i onsh ip between shaped tools and 

spec i f i c func t i ons i s based on the assumpt ion tha t the manufacture of shaped 

tools, when compared to unshaped tools , r e q u i r e s a g rea te r inves tment of time 

and ene rgy , and there fo re , there was some spec i f i c purpose i n mind (B in fo rd 

1979, 1980, Chapman 1977, Hayden 1986). Fu r the rmor e , g i v en the inves t ed time 

and e f fort , shaped tools had a l onge r use—life and were cu ra t ed (B in fo rd 1973, 

1979), bo th h a v i n g major impl icat ions for Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts . 

Table 2.3 p r e s en t s a summary of the A r t i f a c t Types p r esen t at each s i te , 

the p r o p o r t i o n of each a r t i f a c t assemblage r ep r e sen t ed b y each A r t i f a c t Type , 

a long w i t h the number of a r t i f a c t s . The percentage for each a r t i f a c t t ype i n 

Crescen t Beach was ca l cu la ted w i thout i n c l u d i n g g r o u n d stone d i sc and she l l 

beads due to the h i g h numbers of these two a r t i f a c t t ype s wh i ch g r ea t l y 

skewed the percentages a n d d i d not al low fo r a meaningful compar ison 

between the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. The p r opo r t i ons for g r o u n d stone 

d isc and she l l beads have been ca l cu la ted based on the en t i r e a r t i f a c t 

assemblage r e cove r ed from Crescen t Beach (1197). 

The A r t i f a c t Types d e s c r i p t i on compr ises a major po r t i on of the r e s t of 

th i s chapte r . The to ta l number of a r t i f a c t s for the th ree a r t i f a c t assemblages 

are d i f f e rent from those numbers p r esen t ed i n the o r i g i n a l r epo r t s . There are 

seve ra l reasons for th i s . P r o b a b l y the most impor tant one i s the p h y s i c a l 

d i sappearance of some of the Crescen t Beach a r t i f a c t s . Of course , t h i s means 



Table 2.3 Artifacts From Glenrose, St. Mungo and Crescent Beach 
Charles Culture Components 

Artifact Type Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 
Number X Number % Number X 

Core 54 7.1 49 6.8 55 9.6 
Bipolar Implement 4 .5 26 3.6 49 8.6 
TOTAL NUMBER 58 7.6 75 10.4 104 18.2 

Chipped Stone Implements 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implements 
Hammerstone 13 1.7 14 2.0 4 .7 
Anvilstone 1 .1 1 .1 4 .7 
Hammerstone Anvilstone - - - - 1 .2 
Pebble Tool Unifar^ 16 2.1 16 2.2 16 2.8 
Pebble Tool Biface 7 .9 3 .4 3 .5 
TOTAL NUMBER C. S. IMPLEMENTS 37 4.8 34 4.7 28 4.9 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Flake Tools 
Cortex Spall 11 1.5 3 .4 14 2.4 
Utilized Flake 82 10.8 44 6.1 118 20.6 
Quartz Microlith - - - - 1 .2 
Unifac. Steep-Angled Retouch. Flake 45 5.9 17 2.4 28 4.9 
Notched >-Angled Unifac. Ret. Flake 2 .3 - - - -Unifac. <-Angled Retouched Flake 86 11.3 57 7.9 19 3.3 
Bifacially Retouched Flake 12 1.6 14 2.0 2 .4 
Microblade-Like Flake 3 .4 - - - -Macroblade-Like Flake - - - - 1 .2 
TOTAL NUMBER C. S. F. TOOLS 241 31.8 135 18.8 183 32.0 
* >=Steep-angled <=Narrow-angled 
Shaped Chipped Stone Tools 
Microblade 1 .1 - - - -Graver 2 .3 - - - -Drill 1 .1 - - - -Steep-Angled Formed Uniface 10 1.3 2 .3 - -Narrow-Angled Formed Uniface 30 3.9 18 2.5 3 .5 
Leaf-Shaped Biface 19 2.5 7 1.0 7 1.2 
Square-Tang Stemmed Biface 1 .1 - - - -Contracting Stem Biface No Shoulders 1 .1 5 .7 2 .4 
Contract. Stem Biface With Shoulders 2 .3 8 1.1 4 .7 
Biface Proximal Fragment 7 .9 3 .4 3 .5 
Biface Medial Fragment 5 .7 7 1.0 3 .5 
Biface Distal Fragment 4 .5 1 .1 - -Unidentifiable Biface Fragment 13 1.7 16 2.2 8 1.4 
Chipped <-Angled Tabular Bifare Obj. - - - - 1 .2 
Chipped/Ground Biface Leaf-Shaped 1 .1 - - - -Chipped/Ground Biface Medial Frag. - - 1 .1 - -Chipped/Ground Biface Distal Frag. - - 1 .1 - -Chipped and Ground Stone Fragment - - 1 .1 - -TOTAL NUMBER SHAPED C. S. TOOLS 97 12.6 70 9.6 31 5.4 
TOTAL NUMBER CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 433 56.8 314 43.5 346 60.5 



Table 2.3 Continued 

Artifact Type Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 
Number % Number X Number % 

Ground Stone Implements 
Abrasive Stone 16 2.1 10 1.4 13 2.3 
Formed Abrasive Stone 2 .3 2 .3 5 .9 
Leaf-Shaped Ground Stone Biface 2 .3 - - - -Ground Stone Biface Proximal Frag. 1 .1 1 .1 - -Ground Stone Disc Bead 5 .7 4 .6 (508) (42.4) 
Decorated Ground Stone 6 .8 4 .6 1 .2 
Miscellaneous Ground Stone 8 1.1 5 .7 1 .2 
TOTAL NUMBER G. S. I. (NO BEADS) 40 5.4 26 3.7 20 3.6 
TOTAL NUMBER G. S. I. (WITH BEADS) 40 5.4 26 3.7 528 3.6 

Pecked and Ground Stone Implements 
Mortar - - 1 .1 - -Pipe 1 .1 - - - -TOTAL NUMBER P. AND G. S. IMPLEMENTSl .1 1 .1 - -
Bone Implements 
Worked Bone Medial Fragment 72 9.5 118 16.4 80 14.0 
Worked Bone End Fragment 30 3.9 41 5.7 35 6.1 
Rodent Incisor 1 .1 3 .4 3 .5 
Net Mesh Spacer - - 1 .1 - -Peg 1 .1 1 .1 - -Bone Hook Object - - - - 1 .2 
Perforat^ed Bone Pendemt 13 1.7 13 1.8 1 .2 
Ground Molar - - 4 .6 - -Tooth Pendant 8 1.1 8 1.1 2 .4 
Bone Bead - - 2 .3 4 .7 
Ring 1 .1 - - - -Tube - - 2 .3 - -Whistle - - 1 .1 - -Splinter Bone Awl 27 3.6 36 5.0 15 2.6 
SpKt Rib Awl - - - - 6 1.1 
Formed Bone Awl 24 3.2 13 1.8 12 2.1 
Metapodial Awl - - 1 .1 - -Bird Bone Awl - - 1 .1 2 .4 
Ulna Awl 3 .4 1 .1 2 .4 
Blanket Pin - - 1 .1 - -Bone DrUl - - - - 1 .2 
Unipoint 8 1.1 3 .4 4 .7 
Bipoint 1 .1 2 .3 1 .2 
Pointed Bone Object Fragment 1 .1 - - - -Bone Chisel With Unilat. Taper End 24 3.2 21 2.9 10 1.8 
Bone Wedge 1 .1 1 .1 - -Non-Facetted Point Lanceolate-Shaped 5 .7 2 .3 - -Non-Facetted Point No Central Cavity - - 1 .1 - -Non-Fac. Point With Central Cavity 1 .1 5 .7 4 .7 
Non-Facetted Point Fragment - - 2 .3 1 .2 



Table 2.3 Continued 

Artifact Type Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 
Number % Number X Number X 

Bone Implements Continued 
Unid. Wedge, Chisel, Point, Fragment 7 .9 19 2.7 12 2.1 
Unilaterally Barbed Fixed Point - - 1 .1 - -Frag. Unilaterally Barbed Harp/Point 1 .1 1 .1 1 .2 
Bilaterally Barbed Fixed Point 1 .1 - - - -Bone Barb 3 .4 - - - -Fish Hook Shank - - 1 .1 - -Decorated Bone Object 1 .1 3 .4 - -Grub 1 .1 3 .4 — — 

TOTAL NUMBER B. IMPLEMENTS 235 30.8 312 43.0 197 34.8 

Antler Implements 
Worked Antler Medial Fragment 5 .7 11 1.5 1 .2 
Worked Antler End Fragment 2 .3 12 1.7 2 .4 
Punch 7 .9 4 .6 1 .2 
Antler Unipoint - - - - 1 .2 
Antler Bipoint - - - - 1 .2 
Antler Wedge 32 4.2 27 3.8 1 .2 
Unilaterally Barbed Fixed Point 1 .1 2 .3 - -Frag. Unilat. Barbed Fixed Pt./Harp. 1 .1 - - 1 .2 
Bilaterally Barbed Fixed Point - - 2 .3 - -Antler Haft - - 1 .1 - -Anthropomorphic Object 1 .1 - - - -Comb - - 1 .1 - -TOTAL NUMBER A, IMPLEMENTS 49 6.4 60 8.4 8 1.6 

Shell Artifacts 
Shell Pendant - - - - 1 .2 
Shell Bead 1(135) .1 - - (116) (9.7) 
Shell Adze Blade - - 2 .3 1 .2 
Misc. Ground Shell Fragment 2 .3 3 .4 - -TOTAL NO. S. ARTIFACTS (no beads) 3 .4 5 .7 2 .4 
TOTAL NO. S. ARTIFACTS (with beads) 3 .4 5 .7 118 

TOTAL NO. ARTIFACTS (no beads) 761 99.9 718 99.8 573 100.2 
TOTAL NO. ARTIFACTS (with beads) 896 - 718 99.8 1197 -



that some compar isons are not complete ly accura te i nd i ca t o r s of the 

d i f f e rences i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages. Ano the r reason for d i f f e rences i n the 

numbers of a r t i f a c t s p r e sen t is due to d i f f e rences i n the de f in i t i on of 

a r t i f a c t s . In the St. Mungo r epo r t , many pieces of bone debi tage were 

i n c l u d e d i n the a r t i f a c t t a l l y . I have omitted these ob jec ts for t h i s ana l y s i s 

because they are b y - p r o d u c t s r a t h e r t han a r t i f a c t s and they were not 

ana l y zed for the o ther two s i tes . 

L i t h i c A r t i f a c t s 

In ea r l y Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r i c s i t es , l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s are the l a r g e s t 

ca tegory of a r t i f a c t s excavated. The range a n d v a r i e t y of l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s i s 

great a n d there are many d i f f e rent t echno log ica l p rocesses of a r t i f a c t 

manufacture (for example p e r c u s s i o n f l a k i n g , g r i n d i n g o r peck ing ) . Some 

ar t i f ac t s rece ive v e r y l i t t l e modi f icat ion, and some rece ive modi f icat ion i n v e r y 

spec i f i c areas s u c h as th e i r edge. Some a r t i f a c t s have been so complete ly 

modif ied that they no l onger exh ib i t a n y s im i l a r i t y to t h e i r o r i g i n a l unmodi f i ed 

state. I have d i v i d e d l i t h i c tools in to the fo l lowing genera l categor ies : 

ch i pped stone, g r o u n d stone and pecked and g r o u n d stone. 

C h i p p e d Stone 

Two categor ies of a r t i f ac t s i n th i s c l ass i f i ca t i on do not r ea l l y qua l i f y as 

tools because they are usua l l y though t of as b y - p r o d u c t s . These are cores 

and b ipo lar cores . In de te rmin ing in format ion about s i te func t i on a n d i n t e r -

assemblage v a r i a b i l i t y , cores are an impor tant a r t i f a c t c l ass . There fore , cores 

are i n c l u d e d i n th i s a r t i f ac t desc r i p t i on . 



CORE: 

Table 2.3 l i s t s the v a r i e t y of cores p r e s e n t at the three s i tes . Table 2.4 

shows the raw mater ia l t ypes cores cons i s t of f rom Glenrose , St . Mungo and 

Crescen t Beach. Basal t i s the overwhe lming p r e f e r r e d raw mater ia l fo r cores , 

a c coun t ing for 79.6% at Glenrose , 75.5% at St. Mungo , and 76.4% at Crescen t 

Beach. A t G lenrose , quar t z i t e is the next most popu la r raw mater ia l (7.4%) 

whi le at Crescen t Beach c h e r t i s the second most popu la r raw mater ia l (9.1%). 

At St . Mungo the second most popu la r raw mater ia l i s compr ised of an 

u n k n o w n igneous raw mater ia l t ype (18.4%). Glenrose has the most v a r i e t y i n 

core raw mater ia ls w i t h seven t ypes whi le C rescen t Beach has s ix and St . 

Mungo has f our . I expected more v a r i e t y i n the core raw mater ia ls from 

Crescen t Beach (due to i t s h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of cores ) , b u t th i s i s not the 

case. There i s minimal ev idence of a d i f f e rence i n pre fe rence of raw mater ia ls 

between the three s i tes . Che r t i s more popu la r at Crescen t Beach , bu t i t on l y 

compr ises f ive of 55 cores . None of the raw mater ia l t y p e s p r esen t cou ld be 

cons ide red p a r t i c u l a r l y exotic, bu t note the one v e i n q u a r t z core p resen t at 

Glenrose . There i s some ev idence v e i n q u a r t z was u t i l i z ed as a raw mater ia l 

when i t was p resen t , bu t i t was not a c t i v e l y sought at the three s i tes . 

Table 2.4 Raw Material Types for Cores From Glenrose, St. Mungo and 
Crescent Beach 

Raw Material Type Glenrose % St. Mungo % Crescent Beach X 

Vein Quartz 1.9 0 0 
Unknown Igneous 1.9 18.4 5.5 
Granite 3.7 0 0 
Andésite 3.7 0 0 
Basalt 79.6 75.5 76.4 
Unknown Sedimentary 0 0 1.8 
Breccia 0 2 0 
Chert 1.9 0 9.1 
Greenstone 0 0 1.8 
Quartzite 7.4 4.1 5.5 



BIPOLAR IMPLEMENT: 

There are d i f f e rences appa ren t i n Table 2.3. The most obv i ous i s the 

pauc i t y of b ipo la r implements at Glenrose . Th i s cou ld be s t a t i s t i c a l l y 

s i gn i f i can t . Un f o r tuna t e l y , debate i n archaeo logy ove r b ipo la r implements 

( i n c lud ing the number of d i f f e ren t a r t i f a c t t ypes and t h e i r funct ions ) leaves 

l i t t l e in format ion for me to p lay w i th . B ipo la r r educ t i on i s used i n la te r time 

per i ods for the c r ea t i on of q u a r t z mic ro l i ths . It i s i n t e r e s t i n g b u t not 

s u r p r i s i n g tha t b ipo la r r e d u c t i o n i s p r e sen t ea r l i e r i n p r e h i s t o r y t h a n u s u a l l y 

though t . B ipo la r r e d u c t i o n shares a c lose r e l a t i onsh ip w i t h raw mater ia l 

because i t i s best used for r e d u c i n g small pebb les . One cou ld a r g u e tha t the 

d i f ference i n b ipo la r t echno logy re f l ec ts d i f f e rences i n raw mater ia l a va i l ab i l i t y 

at the three s i tes . Th i s a rgument does not work for the d i f f e rence between 

Glenrose and St . Mungo wh i ch are v i r t u a l l y i d en t i c a l env i ronmenta l l y . 

L ook ing at the raw mater ia ls from w h i c h the b ipo la r implements are 

made, basal t i s the dominant raw mater ia l f o r a l l three s i tes . A t Glenrose , 

f our b ipo la r implements are made from basal t . A t St . Mungo , 23 of 26 b ipo la r 

implements are made from basal t . The o ther three b ipo la r implements at St. 

Mungo are made from cha lcedony , c h e r t and quar t z i t e . A t C rescen t Beach 45 

of 49 b ipo la r implements are made from basalt . Of the f our o ther b ipo l a r 

implements, two are made of che r t , one i s made of an u n k n o w n metamorphic, 

and one i s made from quar t z i t e . As w i t h the cores , basa l t i s o b v i o u s l y the 

raw mater ia l of choice. When the raw mater ia l t ypes of b ipo la r implements are 

compared to the raw mater ia l t ypes of cores , i t i s apparen t that the r e i s less 

v a r i e t y i n the t ype of raw mater ia l des i r ed for the manufacture of b ipo la r 

implements. While there is one v e in qua r t z core from Glenrose , the re are no 



quar t z b ipo lar implements from any of the s i tes . Th i s f u r t h e r i l l u s t r a t e s tha t 

qua r t z was not r e g u l a r l y u t i l i z ed d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e on the Main land. 

Core a n d B ipo la r Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Look ing at the cores and b ipo la r implement t abu la t i on , the re was a great 

deal more core and b ipo la r r e d u c t i o n o c c u r r i n g at C rescen t Beach, espec ia l l y 

when compared to Glenrose (18.2% v e r s u s 7.6%). St . Mungo at 10.4% is l ean ing 

towards a s im i l a r i t y w i th Glenrose . Th i s d i f f e rence amongst the th ree s i tes 

impl ies a d i f f e rence i n f l i n t k n a p p i n g ac t i v i t i e s between Glenrose , St . Mungo 

and Crescen t Beach. One way to test t h i s hypo thes i s of d i f f e rent emphasis i n 

f l i n t k n a p p i n g ac t i v i t i e s would be to examine the debi tage from the three 

a r t i f ac t assemblages. 

U n s h a p e d C h i p p e d Stone Implements 

In th i s l a rge ca tegory , a d i v i s i on is made between unshaped c h i p p e d 

stone implements tha t are cobble core tools a n d those d e r i v e d from unshaped 

b y - p r o d u c t s o r f lakes . 

C O B B L E CORE TOOLS 

Cobble tools ( i n c lud ing poss ib le cores) are made of l a rge cobb les and 

are d i s cuss ed f i r s t . These a r t i f a c t s can be f u r t h e r separa ted depend ing on 

the degree of modi f icat ion. The two categor ies are modif ied cobb les and 

f l aked cobble core tools. 



MODIFIED COBBLES 

HAMMERSTONE: 

Crescen t Beach has the most b ipo la r implements b u t the fewest 

hammerstones. What was be ing used for b ipo la r r educ t i on? 

The dominant raw mater ia l fo r a l l hammerstones i s i gneous pebb les o r 

cobb les eas i l y r e t r i e v e d from the beach f ron t at a l l th ree s i tes . A t Glenrose 

ID of the 13 hammerstones are made from igneous raw mater ia l , i n c l u d i n g f our 

made from basalt . A t St . Mungo 11 of the 14 hammerstones are made from 

igneous stone, i n c l u d i n g one made from basalt . A t Crescen t Beach three of 

the f ou r hammerstones are of a n u n k n o w n igneous materiaL The r e s t of the 

hammerstones are made from metamorphic stones w i th quar t z i t e dominat ing 

( three quar t z i t e at Glenrose , and two at St. Mungo) . U n k n o w n metamorphic 

comprise the r e s t of the metamorphic category . 

ANVILSTONE a n d HAMMER ANVILSTONE: 

One would expect more anv i l s t ones at the site w i t h the most b ipo lar 

r e d u c t i o n , yet there shou ld be more anv i l s t ones at C rescen t Bea<;h. The on l y 

hammerstone/anvi lstone p r esen t i s f ound at Crescen t Beach. 

FLAKED COBBLE CORE TOOLS 

PEBBLE TOOL UNIFACE a n d PEBBLE TOOL BIFACE: 

Cobble tools are p r e sen t at a l l s i tes . Un i f ac i a l cobble tools are more 

common when compared to b i fac ia l cobble tools. 

A t Glenrose n ine of 16 un i f ac i a l pebble choppe r s a re made f rom basal t 

whi le St . Mungo has three of 16, and Crescent Beach has f our of 16. Th is i s 

the on ly major d i f f e rence i n pebble tool raw mater ia l t ypes for the three s i tes . 

Igneous and metamorphic raw mater ia ls are used for a l l pebble tools. A l l of 



the pebble tools (both un i f a c i a l and bi facial ) are composed of raw mater ia ls 

from wh i ch cores have a lso been manufac tured . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

A r t i f a c t s i n c l u d e d i n Unshaped Ch ipped Stone Implements are not 

numerous i n any of the a r t i f a c t assemblages. The pe r c en t s are a l l w i t h i n ,2% 

of each o ther , w i t h Crescen t Beach hav ing the h i ghes t percentage (4.9%) of 

these implements whi le Glenrose and St . Mungo (4.8% a n d 4.7%) are v e r y close 

beh ind . Th i s s im i l a r i t y i s somewhat s u r p r i s i n g because I expected Crescen t 

Beach to have more hammerstones a n d anv i l s t ones due to the h i ghe r 

percentage of cores and b ipo la r implements p resen t . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F l ake Tools 

Debitage and u n s h a p e d f lakes are d i f f e rent ia ted b y edge treatment. The 

outer marg ins of debi tage have not been ex t ens i v e l y u t i l i z ed o r r e t ouched , 

while those of u n s h a p e d f lakes do exh ib i t e i the r u t i l i z a t i on o r r e t ouch . 

COBBLE F L A K E TOOLS 

CORTEX S P A L L : 

Un l i k e b ipo la r implement p ropor t i ons where St . Mungo and Crescen t 

Beach were more s imi lar , cor tex spa l l p r opo r t i ons show Glenrose and Crescen t 

Beach to be more a l ike . Whether th e i r p resence re f l ec ts the emphasis of any 

spec i f ic a c t i v i t y at the s i tes i s d i f f i cu l t to say w i thout a more deta i led 

ana l ys i s of these a r t i f a c t s . 

The raw mater ia l t ypes for cor tex spa l l tools show some v a r i e t y from 

site to s i te . Glenrose has cor tex spa l l tools made from f i ve d i f f e rent raw 



mater ia ls : u n k n o w n igneous (one), andésite (one), basal t ( four) , qua r t z i t e 

( four) and gne iss (one). The three cor tex spa l l tools from St. Mungo are made 

from u n k n o w n igneous , basal t and quar t z i t e . A t Crescen t Beach qua r t z i t e i s 

the dominant raw mater ia l (e ight of 14 are made from i t ) , w i th basa l t ( f ive 

tools) and c h e r t (one tool) c ompr i s ing the r e s t of the raw mater ia l assemblage. 

The v a r i e t y of raw mater ia l t ypes from Glenrose may or may not be due to a 

w ide r u t i l i z a t i on of d i f f e ren t raw mater ia l t ypes p resen t at o r near the s i te . 

Some of t h i s v a r i e t y c ou ld be due to n o n - c u l t u r a l fac tors s u c h as 

mis ident i f i ca t ion w h i c h i s a problem w i t h so many u n s h a p e d and nons t y l i s t i c 

ch i pped stone tools. 

UTIL IZED F L A K E TOOLS 

UTIL IZED F L A K E : 

I t is unc l ea r to me the importance of the smal l p r o p o r t i o n of u t i l i z ed 

f lakes at St . Mungo. 

There i s a f a i r degree of d i v e r s i t y i n the raw mater ia ls f ound i n the 

u t i l i z ed f lake ca tegory as demonstrated i n Table 2.5. Basa l t i s the dominant 

raw mater ia l c ompr i s ing 75.6% (62 of 82) of the u t i l i z ed f lakes at G lenrose , 

90.9% (40 of 44) at St . Mungo, and 72% (85 of 118) at C rescen t Beach. The 

second and t h i r d most common raw mater ia ls for the th ree s i tes are the 

fo l lowing : quar t z i t e (14.6% or 12), andésite (3.7% or three) at Glenrose ; slate 

(4.6% or two), bo th b r ecc i a and quar t z i t e (2.3% or one for each) at St . Mungo; 

quar t z i t e (16.1% or 19), u n k n o w n igneous (5.1% o r six) at Crescen t Beach. 

Bo th Glenrose and Crescen t Beach have e ight raw mater ia l t ypes p r e s e n t whi le 

St . Mungo has f our . There is once aga in minimal v a r i e t y between the raw 

mater ia l t ypes p r esen t at the three s i tes . 



Table 2.5 Raw Material Types for 
Utilized Flakes From Glenrose, St. Mungo and Crescent Beach 

Raw Material Type Glenrose % St. Mungo % Crescent Beach X 

Vein Quartz 1.2 0 0 
Unknown Igneous 1.2 0 5.1 
Andésite 3.7 0 0 
Basalt 75.6 90.9 72 
Obsidian 1.2 0 .9 
Mudstone 0 0 .9 
Breccia 0 2.3 0 
Chert 1.2 0 2.5 
Unknown Metamorphic 0 0 .9 
Greenstone 0 0 1.7 
Quartzite 14.6 2.3 16.1 
Slate 0 4.6 0 
Schist 1.2 0 0 

RETOUCHED FLAKE TOOLS 

QUARTZ MICROLITH: 

Quar t z mic ro l i ths are not an impor tant presence . There i s a s ing le 

example from Crescen t Beach. I t was d i s cove r ed 1.5-1.7 meters below the 

sur face b u t i t i s not c lear whe ther i t was f ound i n s i t u i n U n i t B l . None 

were f ound i n the Char l es component d u r i n g the 1989 a n d 1990 excavat ions . 

Quar tz micro l i ths are not common i n the Char l e s c u l t u r e a c c o r d i n g to t h i s 

data. Quar t z micro l i ths as a s t y l i s t i c marke r of the Loca rno Beach phase , at 

least i n quan t i t y , s t i l l s tands . 

UNIFACLALLY RETOUCHED FLAKES 

UNIFACIALLY STEEP-ANGLED RETOUCHED FLAKE and NOTCHED STEEP-ANGLED 

UNIFACIALLY RETOUCHED FLAKE: 

The presence of s t eep-ang l ed r e touched f lakes i s f a i r l y s u b s t a n t i a l at 

Glenrose and Crescen t Beach (6.2% and 4.9%) bu t not at S t . Mungo (2.4%). If 

the func t i ons of cortex spa l l tools and s teep-ang l ed r e t ouch f lakes ove r l ap . 



note tha t both of these a r t i f a c t t ypes are not common at St . Mungo. Th i s 

impl ies that s c r a p i n g ac t i v i t i e s were not as common at St . Mungo as they were 

at Glenrose o r C rescen t Beach. 

The two no tched s t e ep -ang l ed r e t ouch f lakes from Glenrose are made 

from basal t . Table 2.6 d i s p l a y s the raw mater ia l t ypes f o r the un i f ac i a l l y 

s t eep-ang l ed r e touched f lakes . Not s u r p r i s i n g l y , basa l t i s the major raw 

mater ia l t ype for each site (64.4% or 26 of 45 at Glenrose , 70.6% or 12 of 17 at 

St . Mungo, and 67.9% or 19 of 28 at Crescen t Beach) . Glenrose has s ix 

d i f f e ren t raw mater ia l t ypes r ep r e s en t ed . Quar t z i t e i s the second most 

common l i t h i c t ype , w i th 10 of 45 a r t i f a c t s o r 22.2% made from i t . The four 

o ther raw mater ia l t ypes bes ides basa l t and quar t z i t e are the fo l lowing: 

andésite (6.7%, three ) , o b s i d i a n (2.2%, one), s late (2.2%, one) and s c h i s t (2.2%, 

one). Why would a known exot ic raw mater ia l s u c h as o b s i d i a n be used as an 

unshaped f lake tool? P e rhaps i t was so uncommon as a raw mater ia l , that 

when encounte red people exper imented w i t h i t and made a r t i f ac t s f rom i t that 

would not be made from obs id i an i n la te r times. Ano the r exp lanat ion i s that 

d u r i n g the manufacture of a formed tool , a piece of debi tage was p r oduced 

tha t was appropr i a t e for an expedient tool t ype . The s t r u c t u r e of obs i d i an i s 

s u c h tha t i t s opt imal f unc t i on wou ld be as a c u t t i n g tool where there would be 

less dange r of the marg in s h a t t e r i n g and less need of edge r e t ouch . The 

three o ther l i t h i c t ypes from St . Mungo are: cha l cedony (5,9%, one), unknown 

igneous (17,7%, three) and quar t z i t e (5,9%, one). The three non -basa l t l i th i c 

t ypes from Crescen t Beach are : u n k n o w n igneous (7.1%, two), c he r t (7.1%, two) 

and quar t z i t e (17,9%, f ive ) . One small pa t t e rn I see is the lack of d i v e r s i t y i n 

raw mater ia l t ypes , w i th l i t t l e u t i l i z a t i on of non -basa l t l i t h i c t ypes . 



Table 2.6 Raw Material Types for Steep-Angled Retouched Flakes 
From Glenrose, St. Mungo and Crescent Beach 

Raw Material Types Glenrose % St. Mungo % Crescent Beach X 

Chalcedony 
Unknown Igneous 
Andésite 
Basalt 
Obsidian 
Chert 
Quartzite 
Slate 
Schist 

64.4 

22.2 
2.2 
2.2 

2.2 
0 

0 
0 

6.7 

5.9 
17.7 

0 
70.6 

0 
0 

5.9 
0 
0 

67.9 

17.9 

0 
7.1 

0 

0 
7.1 

0 
0 

UNIFACIALLY NARROW-ANGLED RETOUCHED FLAKE: 

The in format ion i n Table 2.3 shows a major d i f f e rence between the 

p ropo r t i ons of na r r ow -ang l ed r e t ouched f lakes p resen t at the three s i tes , b u t 

th i s may be p a r t i a l l y exp la ined b y the l a r g e r p r opo r t i on of u t i l i z ed f lakes at 

Crescen t Beach. 

There is less d i v e r s i t y i n the number of raw mater ia l t y p e s for 

un i f ac ia l l y na r r ow -ang l ed r e t ouched f lakes when compared to those for 

un i f ac i a l l y s t eep-ang l ed r e touched f lakes . A t Glenrose s ix l i t h i c t ype s were 

used to create na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f lakes (the same number f o r s t eep-

ang led implements) , bu t a h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of na r r ow -ang l ed r e t ouched 

implements are made from basal t (83.7%, 72 of 86). Quar t z i t e i s the second 

most popu la r raw mater ia l , bu t i t is on l y hal f the p r o p o r t i o n i t was w i t h 

s teep-ang le r e t ouched implements (11.6%, 10 of 86 v e r s u s 22.2%, 10 of 45). 

There i s a s imi lar s i tua t i on at St . Mungo where basa l t accounts for 96.5% of 

the l i t h i c mater ia l t ypes (55 of 57 a r t i f ac t s ) . Th i s i s a lso the case for 

Crescen t Beach where basa l t compr ises 79% of the l i t h i c mater ia l t ype s (15 of 

19 ar t i f ac ts ) . 



When the p ropo r t i ons of cor tex spa l l s , u t i l i z ed f lakes , q u a r t z micro l i ths , 

un i f ac i a l l y s t eep -ang l ed r e touched f lakes and notched s t eep -ang l ed un i f ac ia l l y 

r e t ouched f lakes a re added to na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f l akes , the p ropo r t i ons 

po int to fewer expedient f lake tools at St . Mungo (16.8%) w i th Glenrose and 

Crescen t Beach bo th hav ing l a r g e r p r opo r t i ons (29.8% and 31.4%). One 

ques t i on i s why are Glenrose and St . Mungo d i f f e rent from each o ther i n 

terms of expedient f lake tools? 

T u r n i n g once aga in to unifaciedly na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f l akes , i t i s 

easy to see how one cou ld m i s in t e rp r e t the data from th i s s ing le a r t i f a c t t ype 

i f i t was p r esen t ed on i t s own w i thout data f rom o ther a r t i f a c t t ypes . The 

data impl ies that St . Mungo a n d Glenrose have a s imi lar p r o p o r t i o n of n a r r o w -

ang led r e touched f lakes whi le C rescen t Beach has a much smal ler number . 

Yet , o ve r a l l . C r escen t Beach has a much h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of un i f a c i a l l y 

r e t ouched f lake tools i n compar ison to St . Mungo. 

BIFACIALLY RETOUCHED FLAKES 

BIFACIALLY RETOUCHED FLAKE: 

U p to now, St . Mungo has not had the l a r ges t p ropo r t i ons of a s ing le 

a r t i f a c t t ype among the unshaped f lake tools , b u t here among the b i fac ia l l y 

r e touched f lake tools we see St . Mungo w i th s l i g h t l y more than Glenrose. 

B i fac ia l l y r e t ouch f lakes were not v e r y impor tant at Crescen t Beach , a l though 

they are p resent . 

The b i fac ia l l y r e touched f lakes from Crescen t Beach and Glenrose are 

made from basal t . A t St . Mungo , 10 of 14 are made from basal t , two are of 

u n k n o w n igneous, one is of rhyo l i t e and one is of che r t . 



B L A D E - L I K E TOOLS 

MICROBLADE-L IKE F L A K E a n d MACROBLADE-L IKE F L A K E : 

The low number of ob jec ts r ep r e sen t ed i n mic rob lade - l i ke a n d 

macrob lade- l ike f lakes sugges t s the absence of a p r e p a r e d blade t echno logy at 

any of the three s i tes . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools: Conc lus i ons 

L i k e the core a n d b ipo la r implement data , the data from the ca tegory 

Unshaped Ch ipped Stone F lake Tools conta ins some unant i c i pa t ed r e s u l t s . The 

most unexpected be ing the d i f f e rences between Glenrose a n d St . Mungo ( in the 

past they were compared based more on s imi lar i t i es and less on d i f f e rences i n 

the a r t i f a c t assemblages) . There are almost twice as many unshaped f lake 

tools at Glenrose when compared to St . Mungo (31.8% v e r s u s 18.8%). The data 

from cores and b ipo la r implements does not ind ica te s u c h a s u b s t a n t i a l 

d i f f erence i n f lake tools. Ne i ther does the data from the o ther non- f l ake 

unshaped ch i pped stone implements. Ano ther r e s u l t not sugges t ed b y the 

core and b ipo lar implement data, i s the s im i l a r i t y between the p r o p o r t i o n of 

f lake tools from Glenrose and Crescen t Beach (31.8% v e r s u s 32%). A t h i r d 

c onundrum is why St . Mungo , w i th the second h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of cores and 

b ipo lar implements, lags beh ind the o ther s i tes i n u n s h a p e d f lake tools. 

L ook ing at the s ta t i s t i c s for cores i n Append i x B one might a sk i f the 

cores from Glenrose are smal ler ( imply ing they were complete ly exhausted 

before abandonment) than those from Crescen t Beach? The smal ler s ize of the 

Glenrose cores would compensate for the s im i l a r i t y to C r e s c en t Beach i n terms 

of a h i g h p r opo r t i on of unshaped f lake tools (31.8% v e r s u s 32%) b u t a s l i g h t l y 

lower p r opo r t i on of cores than i s p r e sen t at Crescen t Beach (7.1% v e r s u s 



9.6%). The data for mass does not ind ica te tha t the cores at Glenrose are on 

average smal ler t h a n those from Crescen t Beach . Does t h i s imply tha t at 

Glenrose , many u n s h a p e d f lake tools were b r o u g h t in to the site ( hav ing been 

made e lsewhere)? The h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped f lake tools at Crescen t 

Beach i s assoc iated w i th the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of cores and b ipo la r implements 

because f lake tools cou ld be p r o d u c e d d u r i n g p r e l im ina ry core o r b ipo la r 

r educ t i on . There i s a negat ive r e l a t i onsh ip between the p r o p o r t i o n of 

unshaped f lake tools and co res/b ipo la r implements at St . Mungo a l though th i s 

r e l a t i onsh ip i s not so s t r o n g . St . Mungo had the second h i ghes t p r opo r t i on of 

cores and b ipo la r implements whi le the p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped c h i p p e d stone 

implements is ba r e l y hal f of tha t for Glenrose a n d Crescen t Beach. Pe rhaps 

some of the u n s h a p e d c h i p p e d stone implements manufac tured at St . Mungo 

were c u r a t e d to a n d used at Glenrose. There i s a s t r o n g negat ive co r r e l a t i on 

between the p r o p o r t i o n of u n s h a p e d f lake tools and cores/b ipo la r implements 

at Glenrose . 

One genera l conc lus i on of the ana l ys i s so far i s tha t the ac t i v i t i e s at 

the three s i tes d i d not r e q u i r e a spec ia l i z ed l i t h i c technology . The 

mul t i func t i ona l na tu r e of many of these tools also i l l u s t r a t e s a lack of 

spec ia l i z ed c h i p p e d stone implements at t h i s time i n Nor thwest coast 

p r e h i s t o r y . Spec ia l i z ed c h i p p e d stone tools are c u r a t e d , r epa i r ed when b r o k e n 

( ra ther t han d i s ca rded ) , and mainta ined f o r a l onger l i fe , and a l l of these 

fac tors c on t r i bu t e to skew ing the archaeo log i ca l r e co rd to show abundan t 

expedient tools a n d there fore , poss ib le o ve r ep resen ta t i on of t h e i r importance 

i n s i te ac t i v i t i e s . There fore , my statements about si te ac t i v i t i e s a n d the lack 

of spec ia l i zed l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s shou ld be t es ted before a de f in i t i ve statement 

can be made. The percentages from a l l three a r t i f a c t assemblages ind icate 



f lake tools of an exped ient and unshaped na ture p lay an impor tant role i n 

each s i te ' s ac t i v i t i e s . 

Ano ther gene ra l c onc lus i on f rom the ana l y s i s of the u n s h a p e d c h i p p e d 

stone tools is the s im i l a r i t y i n raw mater ia l t ype s u t i l i z ed at each s i te . There 

are some va r i a t i ons i n p ropo r t i ons b u t there are no meaningful d i f f e rences . 

There are no d i s c e rn ib l e pa t t e rns i n the raw mater ia l da ta beyond basa l t 

be ing a raw mater ia l used for the manufacture of almost e v e r y a r t i f a c t t ype 

p r esen t i n th i s sec t ion . 

Shaped Ch ipped Stone Tools 

Shaped ch i pped stone tools are modif ied ove r most of t h e i r sur faces and 

the o r i g i n a l mass of mater ia l i s s i gn i f i c an t l y a l t e red (Kornbacher 1989:105). 

Ch ipped stone shaped implements are of ten symmetr ica l i n plane v iew. These 

shaped ob jec ts are o f ten p r o d u c e d d i f f e r en t l y from unshaped tools. S u l l i v a n 

a n d Rozen (1985) po in t out tha t core r educ t i on and shaped tool manufacture 

are d i f f e rent r educ t i on s t ra teg i es . Many unshaped c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t s are 

p r oduced from the b y p r o d u c t s of core r educ t i on , whi le many shaped ch ipped 

stone tools are the des i r ed end p r o d u c t of many s teps of spec ia l i z ed and 

ca r e fu l shaped tool manufacture . There is more though t and p l a n n i n g 

r e q u i r e d i n the p r o d u c t i o n of shaped ch ipped stone tools. 

B L A D E TOOLS 

MICROBLADE: 

With the data from b lade - l i ke and microblade implements pooled together , 

there is l i t t l e sugges t i on of a p r e p a r e d core and blade t echno logy ex i s t ing at 

any of the three s i tes . As d i s c us s e d in the i n t r o d u c t i o n to the Mayne phase 



ar t i f a c t assemblage, b l ade - l i k e and blade tools are sometimes p r o d u c e d 

un in t en t i ona l l y d u r i n g lab exper iments i n v o l v i n g f l i n t k n a p p i n g . There must be 

more s u b s t a n t i a l ev idence for a p r e p a r e d core a n d blade techno logy than the 

s ing le item p resen t ed here . 

GRAVER a n d DRILL : 

The re la t i ve lack of g r a v e r s and d r i l l s at these s i t es cou ld r e s u l t f rom 

spec i f i c func t i ons be ing per formed b y unshaped c h i p p e d stone f lake tools. 

Th i s is not the case, as bo th a r t i f a c t t ypes are f ound o n l y at Glenrose wh i ch 

had a h i g h p r opo r t i on of unspec i a l i z ed f lake tools. 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE UNIFACES 

STEEP -ANGLED FORMED UNIFACE : 

If s t eep-ang led formed uni faces are added to cor tex spa l l s and 

un i fac ia l l y s t eep-ang l ed r e t ouched f l akes , Glenrose has the h i ghes t p r opo r t i on 

(8.7% v e r s u s 7.3% for C rescen t Beach and 3.1% for St. Mungo) of implements 

w i th s t eep-ang l ed edges. I am u n s u r e whether the presence of 10 s teep-

ang led formed uni faces re f l ec ts the importance of the a c t i v i t y the tools were 

used for . T rad i t i ona l l y , s t eep -ang l ed tools are assoc ia ted w i t h s c r a p i n g h ides 

of large land mammals. These animals were a p a r t of the subs i s t ence pa t t e rn 

at Glenrose , bu t they were not the most impor tant r e sourc e . 

NARROW-ANGLED FORMED UNIFACE : 

There i s a d i f ference i n the number of n a r r o w - a n g l e d formed uni faces 

f ound at each s i te . Cou ld t h i s d i f ference be r e la t ed to raw material? 

Pe rhaps , but once aga in (as w i th the b ipo lar implements) Glenrose and St. 

Mungo are from v i r t u a l l y i d en t i ca l env i ronments so d i f f e rences i n raw mater ia l 



acqu i s i t i on would be minimal (based on env i ronmenta l f ac to rs , not cu l tu ra l ) . 

Because na r r ow -ang l ed formed uni faces are a sugges t ed s t y l i s t i c marke r for 

the St . Mungo phase , t h e i r presence at Crescen t Beach i s more impor tant t han 

sugges ted by the table alone. 

While w o r k i n g on my a r t i f a c t t ypo logy , I d i s cove r ed a prob lem 

conce rn ing the d i f f i cu l t y of de f in ing unshaped v e r s u s shaped uni faces . The 

de f in i t i on of shaped v e r s u s unshaped uni faces can be sub j ec t i v e , a n d 

compar isons between d i f f e ren t s i tes must be done t h r o u g h a v i s u a l examination 

of the data. 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE BIFACES 

LEAF-SHAPED BIFACE: 

Is the h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of l ea f - shaped bi faces p r e sen t at Glenrose 

f u r t h e r sugges t i on f o r the importance of l and mammals as an i n t e g r a l p a r t of 

the subs i s t ence base? Is i t poss ib le some of these ob jec ts were used as hand 

he ld k n i v e s ? The bi faces from Glenrose are more d i v e r se i n s ize (Table B.22). 

A l l of the l ea f - shaped bi faces from Glenrose are made from basal t . S ix 

of St . Mungo ' s l ea f - shaped bi faces are made from basal t and the o the r one i s 

made from obs id i an . A t C rescen t Beach f ive of seven l ea f - shaped bi faces are 

manufac tured from basal t w i t h the o ther two manufac tured of c h e r t and 

greenstone. Che r t at C rescen t Beach was used for a v a r i e t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes , 

both unshaped and shaped . 

SQUARE-TANG STEMMED BIFACE, CONTRACTING STEM NO SHOULDERS BIFACE 

a n d CONTRACTING STEM WITH SHOULDERS BIFACE: 

Stemmed bi faces are not common at the three s i tes , bu t they are least 

common at Glenrose (.5%) wh i ch had the h ighes t p r o p o r t i o n of unstemmed leaf-



shaped bi faces. A t St . Mungo stemmed bi faces are on l y s l i g h t l y more common 

t h a n unstemmed ones (1.8%), At C rescen t Beach , stemmed bi faces are f ound 

i n almost the same p r o p o r t i o n as unstemmed t ypes (1.1%). 

The c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces of Glenrose are made from basal t . Th i s i s 

a lso t r u e for St . Mungo except for one c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi face w i thout 

shou lde r s made from cha lcedony . The c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces f rom Crescen t 

Beach are made of basal t . 

The v a r i a t i o n i n stemmed bi faces at Glenrose a n d St . Mungo (one cou ld 

even a rgue tha t t h i s i s s t y l i s t i c var ia t i on ) i s i n t e r e s t i n g c o n s i d e r i n g tha t the 

two s i tes are so s imi lar to each o ther i n terms of non -a r t i f a c tua l data . 

Whether t h i s d i f f e rence i s s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i gn i f i c an t is unc l ea r . C r escen t Beach 

does not have as many bi faces as e i the r of the o ther s i t es , bu t those i t does 

have are forms f ound at both Glenrose and St, Mungo. I n none of the 

categor ies does i t have the least numbers p resen t . 

INCOMPLETE FORMED BIFACES 

BIFACE PROXIMAL, MEDIAL, DISTAL a n d UNIDENTIFIABLE FRAGMENTS: 

The data f rom the bi face f ragment categor ies agrees w i t h p r e v i o u s data 

for the shaped biface category . Glenrose has a s l i g h t l y h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of 

biface f ragments (3,8%), v e r s u s e i ther St . Mungo (3.7%) o r Crescen t Beach 

(2.4%). Within the t ypes of b r o k e n bi faces p r e s en t at each s i te , as w i t h the 

unstemmed v e r s u s stemmed bi faces, Glenrose a n d St . Mungo dominate d i f f e rent 

categor ies w i th Glenrose hav ing the most prox imal f ragments (.9% v e r s u s .4% 

for St. Mungo and .5% for Crescen t Beach) and St . Mungo h a v i n g the most 

medial f ragments (1.0% v e r s u s .7% for Glenrose and .5% for C r e s c en t Beach). 



F o r a l l shaped biface categor ies , Glenrose and St. Mungo are essent ia l l y 

equa l (6.8% v e r s u s 6.5%), whi le C rescen t Beach has the lowest p r o p o r t i o n 

(4.7%). Does the lower number of b i faces at Crescen t Beach re f l ec t a c u l t u r a l 

d i f ference? Th i s k i n d of v a r i a t i o n cou ld r e s u l t from sample s i ze , o r d i f f e rent 

emphasis of s i te ac t i v i t i e s . From the p r o p o r t i o n of bifeices at Glenrose and St . 

Mungo there i s l i t t l e sugges t i on (based on the a r t i f a c t t ypes alone) that large 

l and mammals were more impor tant at Glenrose . A l l t ypes of bi faces are 

presen t at Crescen t Beach , bu t they are not common. S t y l i s t i c a l l y , the 

bi faces f rom the three s i tes are v e r y s imi lar . I n compar ison to the unshaped 

ch ipped stone f lake tools, i t i s obv i ous how uncommon shaped bi faces of any 

shape o r s ize are at any of the s i tes . 

SHAPED CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

CHIPPED SLATE NARROW-ANGLED TABULAR BIFACE OBJECT: 

Th i s is an u n u s u a l ob jec t from Crescen t Beach w i t h i t s c loses t pa ra l l e l 

to a g r oup of implements f o u n d at the Locarno Beach s i te w h i c h on l y d i f f e r i n 

shape a n d not manufacture . 

CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE BIFACE LEAF-SHAPED: Th i s a r t i f a c t f rom 

Glenrose i s the o n l y example of a c h i p p e d a n d g r o u n d stone po int . 



CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE B I F A C E FRAGMENTS 

CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE B I F A C E MEDIAL, DISTAL AND UNIDENTIF IABLE 

FRAGMENTS: 

There i s a pauc i t y of c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone implements i n the three 

a r t i f a c t assemblages. Th i s was not a n impor tant t echno logy at these s i tes 

d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . 

Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools: Conc lus i ons 

In compar ison to the h i g h numbers and p ropo r t i ons of Unshaped 

C h i p p e d Stone F lake Tools, the to ta l number and p r o p o r t i o n of a l l Shaped 

Ch ipped Stone Tools i s much lower. Th i s i s not unexpected . Glenrose has 

12.6% whi le St . Mungo has 9.6% and Crescen t Beach , at 5.4%, i s a d i s tan t t h i r d . 

Glenrose has a h i g h number of bo th shaped and u n s h a p e d ch i pped stone 

implements. On the o ther h a n d , at St . Mungo there i s a h i g h number of 

shaped tools. One poss ib le exp lanat ion for the pauc i t y of unshaped implements 

i s the concen t ra t i on on mak ing be t te r formed a n d more spec ia l i z ed c h i p p e d 

stone tools. A t Crescen t Beach one cou ld make the oppos i te argument . 

U n s h a p e d ch i pped stone implements are more des i r ed f o r on -s i t e ac t i v i t i e s a n d 

few shaped ch i pped stone implements are r e q u i r e d . 

C h i p p e d Stone Tools: Conc lus i ons 

The h i ghes t p r opo r t i on of a l l ch ipped stone tools i n a s ing le a r t i f a c t 

assemblage is at Crescen t Beach , where 60.5% of the a r t i f a c t s p r e s e n t are made 

from c h i p p e d stone. Of tha t p r opo r t i on on ly 5.4% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t 

assemblage cons i s t s of a r t i f a c t t ypes of a shaped ( v e r sus unshaped ) na ture . 

Th is sugges t s that at Crescen t Beach, expedient c h i p p e d stone tools were the 



dominant a r t i f ac t t ype (when cores a n d b ipo la r implements are exc luded , 36.9% 

of a l l ch i pped stone tools from Crescen t Beach are unshaped ) and s t y l i s t i c a l l y 

d i s t i n c t i v e o r d iagnos t i c a r t i f a c t s are i n v e r y s h o r t s u p p l y . There cou ld be 

o ther exp lanat ions w h y shaped c h i p p e d stone implements are uncommon at 

C rescen t Beach and two of the most obv ious exp lanat ions are c u r a t i o n 

p rac t i c es and the lack of spec ia l i z ed s i te ac t i v i t i e s . 

A t Glenrose , 56.8% of the a r t i f a c t assemblage i s compr i sed of ch i pped 

stone implements. Th i s number i s almost as h i g h as Crescen t Beach , and i n 

fact , may be more meaning fu l because of the l a r g e r a r t i f a c t assemblage 

excavated at Glenrose , Of t h i s 56.8%, 12,6% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage 

cons i s t s of shaped c h i p p e d stone too ls , l eav ing 36.9% of a l l ch i pped stone 

implements unshaped ( exc lud ing cores and b ipo la r implements) . A l a r g e r 

p r opo r t i on of G lenrose ' s to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage is r ep r e s en t ed b y shaped 

ch i pped stone tools. S ince many of G lenrose 's shaped c h i p p e d stone 

implements are b i faces , i s t h i s sugges t i v e of a d i f f e rence i n p rocurement 

ac t i v i t i e s between Glenrose and Crescen t Beach w i th the re be ing more of a 

focus on land mammals at Glenrose? While Glenrose a n d Crescen t Beach share 

s imi lar p ropo r t i ons of u n s h a p e d ch i pped stone too ls , the d i f f e rences i n 

p ropor t i ons of co res/b ipo la r implements and shaped tools po in t to v a r i a t i o n 

between Glenrose and Crescen t Beach, 

The b i gges t d i f f e rence exh ib i t ed i n the data so f a r i s tha t between St . 

Mungo and the o ther two s i tes . A t St . Mungo 43.5%, of the tota l a r t i f a c t 

assemblage is compr ised of c h i p p e d stone. When cores and b ipo la r implements 

are s u b t r a c t e d , on l y 23.5% of the a r t i f ac t s be long i n the unshaped ca tegory 

(compared to 36.9% for Crescen t Beach and 36.6% for Glenrose ) . F u r t h e r m o r e , 

of the 43.5%, 9.6% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage be long to shaped c h i p p e d 



stone a r t i f a c t categor ies . There i s a lower ra t io of unshaped c h i p p e d stone 

v e r s u s ch i pped stone implements at St . Mungo when compared to Glenrose and 

Crescen t Beach. There are s eve ra l poss ib le exp lanat ions f o r t h i s d i f f e rent 

pa t t e rn i n c l u d i n g c u r a t i o n p rac t i c e s , a d i f f e rent emphasis on site ac t i v i t i e s , 

and/or a d i f f e rent focus on procurement s t ra teg i es . Th i s d i f ference i n 

c h i p p e d stone tool p r opo r t i ons between St . Mungo and Glenrose sugges t s tha t 

whi le Glenrose and St . Mungo are s imi lar to each o ther i n terms of a r t i f a c t 

assemblages, some d i f f e rences p r esen t are not eas i l y exp la ined. 

G r o u n d Stone Implements 

G r i n d i n g i s a t echn ique wh i ch can s t r e n g t h e n a r ounded sur face and 

he lp smooth the sur face of an a r t i f a c t (Crabtree 1972:68). The g r i n d i n g 

process may r e s u l t i n ex tens ive and in t en t i ona l modi f icat ion (Kornbacher 

1989:105). The g r i n d i n g process r e q u i r e s tha t more time and e n e r g y be 

inves t ed i n the manufacture of the a r t i f a c t compared to unshaped , more 

expedient , c h i p p e d stone tools. Because the g r i n d i n g p rocess changes the 

o r i g i n a l shape of the raw mater ia l , a l l g r o u n d stone implements are b y 

de f in i t i on shaped r a t h e r t h a n unshaped . Slate i s the p r e f e r r e d raw mater ia l 

for many g r o u n d stone too ls , and th i s is re f l ec ted i n t r ad i t i ona l d e s c r i p t i v e 

names s u c h as g r o u n d slate kn i f e . Slate has one s t r o n g c leavage plane and 

because i t can be b r o k e n in to r e l a t i v e l y t h i n t abu l a r p ieces , i t was a 

compatible choice for g r i n d i n g and a b r a d i n g . 



ABRASIVE STONES 

ABRASIVE STONE: 

A b r a d e r s , l i k e many c h i p p e d stone tools , are mul t i func t iona l . The i r 

presence sugges t s that g r o u n d stone t echno logy was p r esen t at a l l three 

s i tes , bu t the importance of th i s t echno logy cannot be assessed f rom the 

a b r a d e r s alone. There are many s i zes of a b r a d e r s p r e s en t (see Table 2.3). 

FORMED ABRASIVE STONE: 

Compared to unshaped ab ras i v e stones, formed ab ras i v e s tones are not 

common. Th i s may be ano ther r e f l ec t i on of the un impor tance of g r o u n d stone 

techno logy d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e . C r escen t Beach has the l a r g e s t 

p r opo r t i on a n d number of formed ab ras i v e stones (.9%, f i ve ) , yet i t a lso has 

the lowest amount of g r o u n d stone implements w i t h one impor tant except ion 

( g r ound stone d i sc beads) . 

FORMED GROUND STONE BIFACES 

LEAF-SHAPED GROUND STONE BIFACE: 

Two g r o u n d stone bi faces are p r e sen t at Glenrose , whi le the r e are no 

examples from e i ther St. Mungo o r C r e s c en t Beach. 

GROUND STONE BIFACE FRAGMENTS 

GROUND STONE BIFACE PROXIMAL FRAGMENT: 

There i s a r a r i t y of g r o u n d stone bi faces, espec ia l l y i n compar ison to 

Locarno Beach phase a r t i f ac t assemblages. 



GROUND STONE DISC BEAD: 

I f the in format ion from g r o u n d stone d i s c beads was not i n c l u d e d i n 

th i s ana l y s i s , the i n t e rp r e t a t i on would be that g r o u n d stone techno logy was 

bare l y p r e sen t at C rescen t Beach. The presence of l a rge numbers of beads 

sugges t s that g r o u n d stone t echno logy was most apparen t at Crescen t Beach. 

The p ropo r t i ons for g r o u n d stone d isc beads have been ca l cu la ted based 

on the en t i r e a r t i f a c t assemblage r e cove r ed f rom Crescen t Beach (1197), bu t 

the p ropo r t i ons for a l l o ther a r t i f a c t t ypes were ca l cu la ted w i th g r o u n d stone 

and she l l beads exc luded . In t h i s way, the o ther a r t i f a c t t ypes c a n be 

compared more accura t e l y to the o ther a r t i f a c t t ypes from Glenrose and St. 

Mungo. A l l s i tes used the same s c r e en s i ze , bu t some of the d i f f e rence cou ld 

r e s u l t f rom d i f f e ren t excavat ion and r e c o v e r y methods i n the f i e ld . Fo r 

example, because P e r c y ' s d i g was a sa lvage pro j ec t , there was insu f f i c i en t time 

to concentra te on p r o c u r a i of small ob jec ts , w h i c h would s l i p t h r o u g h the 1/4 

i n c h sc reens . T race ' s excavat ion (1981) uncove r ed 198 g r o u n d stone d isc 

beads so we knew that o u r la rge number of beads was not u n u s u a l for the 

s i te . G r o u n d stone d i sc beads are imposs ib le to see when excava t ing da rk 

midden so i l . G r ound stone d i sc beads are a lso d i f f i cu l t to see when wet 

s c r e e n i n g , and they eas i l y s l i p t h r o u g h screens . 

As beads are c ons ide r ed pe r sona l adornment and po tent ia l s ta tus 

marke r s , the d i f ference i n the three a r t i f a c t assemblages cou ld be a r e su l t of 

two d i f f e rent c u l t u r e s p r e s en t at G lenrose/ St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach. 

Th i s is the f i r s t i nd i ca t i on of a major d i f f e rence between the three s i tes . F o r 

more in format ion on the g r o u n d stone d isc beads from Crescen t Beach see 

Thom (1991a and 1991b). 



The beads are not compr i sed of a s ing le raw mater ia l , nor i n genera l , 

are they as wel l made as beads from later c u l t u r a l phases . B u t , the presence 

of beads does not ind ica te tha t C rescen t Beach soc ie ty d u r i n g the Char l es 

c u l t u r e was s t ra t i f i ed . The beads were r e cove r ed t h r o u g h o u t the depos i ts and 

there were no spec i f i c concent ra t i ons of beads assoc ia ted w i th the b u r i a l . A 

large number of g r o u n d stone d i sc beads were r e cove r ed from Char l e s c u l t u r e 

depos i ts at the Tsawwassen site (Areas 1991), bu t they were pos i t i v e l y 

assoc iated w i th b u r i a l s . C l ea r l y , the exact place of g r o u n d stone d i s c beads 

i n the Char l es c u l t u r e must be c l a r i f i ed . G r o u n d stone d i s c beads are the 

f i r s t i nd i ca t o r of poss ib le d i f f e rences between the three s i tes . 

DECORATED GROUND STONE: 

Please note that the decorated g r o u n d stone f rom Crescen t Beach is a 

f ragmentary piece of s late w i th i nc i s ed l ines . It i s not of the same t ype as 

tha t f ound at Glenrose and St . Mungo. The decorated g r o u n d stone subc lass 

f ound at St . Mungo components (see Append ix B) does not appear at Crescen t 

Beach. 

While g r o u n d stone d i s c beads are not cons ide red s t y l i s t i c marke rs of 

the St. Mungo phase , decorated g r o u n d stone ob jec ts are . There i s a f a i r 

( ce r ta in ly not abundant ) quan t i t y of these implements p r e s en t at Glenrose 

( four of the s ix decorated g r o u n d stone implements be long i n th i s subg roup ) 

but , there is on l y one p r e s en t at St . Mungo from u n d i s t u r b e d depos i ts ( three 

are r epo r t ed by Boehm 1973). These ob jects are not as common as one might 

t h i n k . Decorated g r o u n d stone ob jects are also f ound i n the F r a s e r Canyon 

d u r i n g the Eayem phase. Pe rhaps , t h e i r presence i n St, Mungo components i s 

an ind i ca to r of c lose t r a d i n g and c u l t u r a l r e l a t i onsh ips w i t h c u l t u r a l g roups 



l i v i n g up the F r a s e r R i v e r . There fore , i t i s poss ib l e tha t s u c h s t y l i s t i c 

marke rs as i n c i s ed metamorphosed s late tab le ts are i nd i ca t o r s of a d i f ference 

i n t rade r e l a t i onsh ips r a t h e r than ind i ca t i ons of c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences between 

Glenrose , St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach . If the g r oups at Glenrose and St . 

Mungo are the same as those at C rescen t Beach, some ob jec ts shou ld have 

worked the i r way o ve r to C rescen t Beach, mak ing th i s exp lanat ion 

unsa t i s f ac to ry . 

T h u s , these implements are the second i nd i ca t o r of poss ib le c u l t u r a l 

d i f f erences between the th ree s i tes . The two poss ib le a r t i f a c t t ype s so f a r 

sugges t i ve of c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences among the th ree a r t i f a c t assemblages are 

g r o u n d stone a r t i f a c t t ypes and not c h i p p e d stone. 

MISCELLANEOUS GROUND STONE: 

Misce l laneous g r o u n d stone implements are p r e s e n t at aU s i t es , bu t i t s 

presence at Crescen t Beach i s minimal. 

Ground Stone Implements: Conclusions 

The h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d stone implements i s f ound at Glenrose 

(5.4%) w i th St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach h a v i n g s imi lar p r opo r t i ons (3.7% a n d 

3.6%). The p ropo r t i ons for C rescen t Beach do not i n c lude the g r o u n d stone 

d i sc beads wh i ch , when added into the ca l cu la t i on , compr ise 42.4% of Crescen t 

Beach 's to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage. The abundance of g r o u n d stone d i sc beads 

at Crescen t Beach i s not eas i l y exp la ined , and pe rhaps i t shou ld not be o v e r -

ana lyzed u n t i l more in format ion is ga thered from mainland Char l es components. 

The beads are the f i r s t major i nd i ca t o r of d i f f e rences between Crescen t Beach, 

Glenrose and St . Mungo. There are also n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ions f o r the 



di f f e rences i n bead p ropo r t i ons i n c l u d i n g d i f f e r i ng f i e ld r e cove ry methods and 

the smal l s ize of the beads from Crescen t Beach. 

The second impor tant d i f f e rence between the three s i tes can be f ound i n 

the spec ia l i n c i s ed tab le ts made from metamorphosed slate. These ob jec ts have 

been used as a s t y l i s t i c d iagnost i c of the St . Mungo phase s ince St . Mungo 

was f i r s t de f ined. A t ne i the r Glenrose o r St . Mungo are these tab le ts common. 

One smal l f ragment of a s imi lar ob jec t was d i s cove r ed at P i t t R i v e r as wel l . 

There may be n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ions for the a r t i f ac t t ype ' s absence at 

Crescen t Beach i n c l u d i n g go ing back and l ook ing at the non-art i fg ict data f rom 

Crescen t Beach for ev idence of a more spec ia l i z ed site func t i on . A second 

exp lanat ion for the a r t i f a c t t ype ' s absence cou ld be the smal l sample s ize . 

D i s r e g a r d i n g the g r o u n d stone d isc beads at Crescen t Beach , there are 

on l y modest numbers of g r o u n d stone implements at the three s i tes . Th i s i s 

an impor tant s im i l a r i t y because the re have been quest ions c once rn ing the 

presence of g r o u n d stone implements d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . 

P e cked a n d G r o u n d Stone Implements 

The combinat ion of pecked and g r o u n d stone processes r e s u l t s i n an 

a r t i f a c t w i th i r r e g u l a r l y p i t t ed o r c r u s h e d areas on i t s sur face due to a 

spec ia l t ype of p e r c u s s i o n f l a k i n g ca l l ed ' p e c k i n g ' . P e c k i n g the sur face of 

stone invo l ves d e l i v e r i n g repeated blows w i th s u c h i n t e n s i t y that the sur face 

of the ob jec t i s p u l v e r i z e d (Kornbacher 1989:103). P e c k i n g is used to ach ieve 

the p r e l im ina ry d e s i r e d shape , an a b r a d e r i s t h e n used to g r i n d the 

r oughened sur face to a smoother f i n i s h (Stewart 1973:41). The p e c k i n g and 

g r i n d i n g process a l t e rs the o r i g i n a l shape of the raw mater ia l , mak ing a l l 

pecked and g r o u n d stone ob jects by de f in i t i on , shaped r a t h e r t han unshaped . 



MORTAR a n d P IPE : 

Pecked and g r o u n d stone ob jec ts are not common d u r i n g the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e as is shown i n the r a r i t y of s u c h implements. There is u n c e r t a i n t y 

c once rn ing the context of the pipe from Glenrose , making the presence of 

these two a r t i f a c t t ypes v e r y ra re . 

Pecked a n d G r o u n d Stone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Pecked and g r o u n d stone t echno logy was of l i t t l e importance d u r i n g the 

Char l es c u l t u r e at these s i tes . In fact , th i s techno logy may be e v en more 

uncommon, as the exact p roven ience of the p ipe from Glenrose is u n c e r t a i n 

and i t may be long to the Marpole phase a r t i f a c t assemblage. 

Bone Tools 

Bone, an o rgan i c raw mater ia l , i s more f rag i l e t h a n ino r gan i c stone. 

Processes s u c h as g r i n d i n g and/or ab ras i on are u sua l l y r e spons ib l e for the 

sur face modi f icat ions found on bone a r t i f a c t s . Unshaped bone a r t i f a c t s may 

be d i f f i cu l t to d i s t i n g u i s h from fauna l remains because the on l y ev idence for 

w o r k i n g may be an u n n a t u r a l wear pa t t e rn on the a r t i f a c t ' s sur face . Often, 

on ly an exper i enced fauna l ana l y s t can t e l l the d i f f e rence between s l i g h t l y 

modif ied a r t i f ac t s and fauna l remains. Bone a r t i f a c t s are u sua l l y 

sp l i t/sec t ioned or sp l i n t e r ed f ragments removed from the pa ren t mater ia l . 

Th i s c lass i f i ca t i on of bone a r t i f a c t s (as we l l as the an t l e r a r t i f a c t s tha t 

follow) ass i gns func t i ona l names to ob jec ts based on e thnog raph i c analogy . 

Func t i on - f r e e names for bone and an t l e r ob jec ts have not yet been c rea ted on 

the Northwest Coast. More lab exper imentat ion i n bone and an t l e r too l 

manufacture is r e q u i r e d before s u c h a step can be implemented. 



Th is c l ass i f i ca t i on focuses on c l a s s i f y i ng bone and an t l e r tools , 

there fore , ob jec ts tha t are the b y - p r o d u c t of bone and an t l e r too l 

manufac turer are not i n c l u d e d . 

Shaped Bone Tools 

L i k e a l l o the r shaped tools , the o r i g i n a l shape and t ex ture of the bone 's 

r e source mater ia l has been a l t e r ed s i gn i f i c an t l y . I n compar ison to ino rgan i c 

stone, bone i s more p l iab le and can be shaped t h r o u g h many d i f f e rent 

processes i n c l u d i n g c u t t i n g , c h o p p i n g , g r i n d i n g , e n g r a v i n g and d r i l l i n g 

(Stewart 1973:110). 

MINIMALLY WORKED BONE 

WORKED BONE MEDIAL FRAGMENT: 

Append ix B a n d Table 2.3 both p o r t r a y the importance of bone tools at 

a l l th ree s i tes . The data f rom the measurements of the w o r k e d bone 

f ragments also demonstrates the f r a g i l i t y of o r gan i c tools wh i ch break eas i l y 

i n compar ison to c h i p p e d stone tools. Stem a n d leaf p lo ts of the two va r i ab l es 

we ight and l eng th , were u t i l i z ed to see whether there was any ev idence of 

s ize d i f f e rent ia t i on between the three s i tes (see Append i x B) . Stem a n d leaf 

plots allow for v i s u a l examination of the data and can q u i c k l y po in t to any 

s u b - g r o u p s i n the data (see T u k e y 1977). The stem and leaf p lots of we ights 

for wo rked bone medial f ragments r e v ea l a d i f f e rence between St . Mungo and 

the o ther two s i tes . A t St . Mungo small (less t h a n 1 gm) f ragments of wo rked 

bone dominate whi le at the o ther two s i tes smal ler f ragments are not as 

common. Stem a n d leaf p lo ts of the l eng ths also show tha t a l a r g e r number of 

St. Mungo ob jects are small . Crescen t Beach worked bone medial f ragments 



show a w ide r d i s t r i b u t i o n of l eng ths a n d at G lenrose , the wo rked bone medial 

f ragments c l u s t e r a r o u n d 2 and 3 cm. Di f ferences i n ca ta logu ing methods as 

wel l as d i f f e rences i n the c l ass i f i ca t i on of bone f ragments as f auna l remains 

cou ld con t r i bu t e to these d i f f e rences . 

Ano the r p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for the dominance of smal l bone f ragments at 

St . Mungo cou ld be due to the na ture of the St . Mungo pro jec t . There was 

enough pe r sonne l and time to g ive excavators and sc r eene rs time to look for 

and co l lect smal ler ob jec ts whi le i n the f i e ld . Th i s would help to skew the 

data. Excava t ions at Glenrose and P e r c y ' s excavat ion at Crescen t Beach took 

place near l y two decade ago and i t i s l i k e l y tha t s l i g h t l y wo rked bone 

f ragments were not recovered/cata logued as r i g o r o u s l y as i n the more r ecent 

St . Mungo pro jec t . Th i s may also be t r u e for ob jec ts s u c h as b ipo l a r 

implements. 

WORKED BONE END FRAGMENT: 

As w i th the s ta t i s t i c s for medial f ragments , end f ragments a lso d isc lose 

some d i f ferences between the three s i tes (Appendix B) . As is shown i n the 

mean for the St, Mungo wo rked bone end f ragments , the re i s much more 

skewness i n i t s da ta t h a n there is i n e i the r Glenrose o r C rescen t Beach. I 

have no sugges t i ons why worked bone medial f ragments are more common than 

worked bone end f ragments . 

RODENT INCISOR a n d NET MESH SPACERS 

Rodent i n c i s o r s are not common objects . The s ing l e example of a net 

mesh spacer makes any hypotheses about t h i s a r t i f a c t a n d i t s f u n c t i o n 

po in t l ess . If i t d i d func t i on as a net mesh spacer , there shou ld be more 



r ep r e sen t ed i n the artifaxit r e c o r d (it wou ld take a great dea l more than one 

net mesh spacer for a d ip net ) . 

PEG: 

L i k e many o the r bone ob jects these, w h i c h have been ca l led pegs , are 

an anomaly. 

BONE HOOK OBJECT: 

Append ix B g ives the measurements of the bone hook object bu t i t s 

un iqueness does not allow for f u r t h e r comment a n d i t s incomplete na ture does 

not c l a r i f y func t i ona l i n t e rp r e t a t i on . 

BONE PENDANTS 

PERFORATED BONE PENDANT, GROUND MOLAR and TOOTH PENDANT: 

Table 2.3 does not sugges t an impor tant d i f f e rence between Crescen t 

Beach and the o ther two s i t es . There i s a pauc i t y of pe r f o ra t ed bone 

pendants at C rescen t Beach ( three i n total) compared to Glenrose (21) and St . 

Mungo (25). There are two per fo ra ted bone pendants and f our tooth pendants 

miss ing from the Crescen t Beach a r t i f a c t assemblage ( they were p r e s en t i n the 

o r i g i n a l catalogue, bu t they cou ld not be f ound fo r th i s ana l ys i s ) . From an 

examination of P e r c y ' s p i c t u r e s and d raw ings (Percy 1974:210, 212 a n d 218), 

there is no s im i l a r i t y i n s t y l e between Crescen t Beach 's m iss ing per fo ra ted 

bone pendants and those at Glenrose o r St. Mungo. The table does not re f lec t 

the s t y l i s t i c s im i l a r i t y i n pe r f o ra t ed bone pendants at Glenrose a n d St . Mungo 

and the absence of th i s s t y l e at Crescen t Beach. Th is s t y l i s t i c d i f f e rence 

cou ld be an ind i ca to r of c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences due to the na ture of the a r t i f ac t 



t ype . Pe rsona l adornment i s a notable a r ea i n wh i ch g r o u p s of people express 

the i r c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y o r d i f f e rences . I n te rms of personed adornment 

d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e at C rescen t Beach, emphasis was on g r o u n d stone 

d i sc beads, wh i ch i s not the case at Glenrose o r St . Mungo. There i s more 

s im i l a r i t y between the tooth pendants from the th ree s i t es w i th bo th grooved 

and inc i s ed hole tooth pendants p r e s e n t at a l l three s i tes . 

ROUND BONE OBJECTS 

BONE BEAD: 

Bone beads are not common. At C rescen t Beach where o ther beads were 

v e r y common, bone beads are not p r e s en t i n l a rge numbers . 

RING, TUBE a n d WHISTLE: 

Nei ther r i n g s , b i r d bone tubes o r b i r d bone whis t l es aire common d u r i n g 

the Char l es c u l t u r e . Whether o r not t h i s impl ies a d i f ference i n ceremonia l 

r i t u a l s compared to e thnog raph i c in format ion cannot be p r o v e n f o r c e r t a in . 

Both b i r d bone tubes and wh is t l es p layed impor tant ro les i n ceremonia l r i t u a l 

at the time of contact . 

AWLS 

SPLINTER BONE AWL a n d SPLIT RIB AWL: 

If sp l i t r i b awls are added to s p l i n t e r awls . C r escen t Beach has a more 

comparable number of s p l i n t e r awls (21 v e r s u s 27 for Glenrose a n d 36 for St . 

Mungo) . Sp l i t r i b awls are an i n t e r e s t i n g s u b g r o u p of s p l i n t e r awls and the i r 

presence sugges ts the p o s s i b i l i t y of a spec ia l i z ed a c t i v i t y o r a c u l t u r a l 

p re fe rence for a p a r t i c u l a r s t y l e of awl . 

Of the s p l i n t e r awls from Glenrose 17 of 27 (63.0%) have been 

ca tegor i zed as un iden t i f i ed bone. Three of the 27 s p l i n t e r awls (11.1%) are 



b i r d bone and the o the r s ix are mammal bone. A t St . Mungo 25 of 36 sp l i n t e r 

awls are b i r d bone (69.4%) wh i ch i s a h i g h p ropo r t i on . A l though the sample 

s ize of sp l i n t e r awls from Crescen t Beach is smal ler t h a n tha t f rom St . Mungo 

(15 v e r s u s 25), 60% (nine of 15) are b i r d bone. We know from the f auna l 

remains tha t b i r d s were u t i l i z ed ex tens i ve l y at St . Mungo. The b i r d bone 

s p l i n t e r awls are v e r y d i s t i n c t i v e f ragments w h i c h were not encounte red i n 

the ana l ys i s of the Locarno Beach components from Locarno Beach a n d Whalen 

Farm. Archaeo log i s t s w i l l have to be aware of t h i s a r t i f a c t t ype to see how 

w idespread i t is on the Ma in land , Vancouve r I s l and and the Gul f I s l ands . 

FORMED S P L I T BONE AWL: 

At Glenrose , formed and s p l i n t e r awls comprise s imi lar p r opo r t i ons of the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage (3.2% and 3.6%). A t St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach , 

s p l i n t e r awls are more common than formed awls (5.0% v e r s u s 1.8% at St . 

Mungo and 3.7% v e r s u s 2.1% at C rescen t Beach) . A genera l p a t t e r n for awls i s 

l a c k i n g amongst the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. When the p r opo r t i ons for 

s p l i n t e r and formed awls are added toge ther for each s i te , there i s a good 

agreement amongst the s i tes w i th Glenrose and St . Mungo hav ing 6.8% and 

Crescen t Beach 5.8%. 

The raw mater ia l p r opo r t i ons for formed bone awls are somewhat 

d i f f e rent from tha t f o r s p l i n t e r bone awls . A t Glenrose 10 (41.7%) are 

u n k n o w n bone, n ine are mammal bone (37.5%), and f i ve are b i r d bone (20.8%). 

The formed bone awls from St . Mungo are most ly mammal bone (76.9% o r 10 of 

13) w i th three made from b i r d bone (23.1%). The 12 formed bone awls from 

Crescen t Beach are mammal bone. 



METAPODIAL AWL, BIRD BONE AWL and ULNA AWL: 

None of the three spec ia l awl categor ies de f ined by raw mater ia l t ype 

are common or concent ra t ed at a n y p a r t i c u l a r s i te . P e rhaps th i s re f l ec ts t h e i r 

spec ia l i zed func t i ons . 

A f t e r amalgamating a l l of the awl categor ies from each s i te , Glenrose and 

St . Mungo have nea r l y i d en t i c a l p r opo r t i ons (7.2% v e r s u s 7.1%) w i th Crescen t 

Beach fo l lowing c lose ly b eh ind (6.6%). None of the a r t i f a c t assemblages conta in 

a l l s ix awl t ypes . The b i gges t d i f f e rence i s the un iqueness of the sp l i t r i b 

awls from Crescen t Beach. Once aga in the re are d i f f e rences between Glenrose 

and St . Mungo. Glenrose has s imi lar p ropo r t i ons of s p l i t and formed awls 

compared to St. Mungo, where s p l i n t e r awls are twice as numerous as formed 

awls (St. Mungo had the lowest p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped c h i p p e d stone tools so 

does th i s mean tha t more time was spent at St . Mungo manu fac tu r ing formed 

l i t h i c v e r s u s formed bone implements?) . It i s i n t e r e s t i n g tha t whi le St . Mungo 

has the h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of bone too ls , not a l l of thes tools are we l l formed. 

The sp l i t r i b awls at Crescen t Beach are p r o b a b l y a more impor tant ind i ca to r 

of c u l t u r a l d i f f erences than the d i s s im i l a r i t y between s p l i n t e r and formed awl 

p ropor t i ons at Glenrose and St . Mungo. P e rhaps more time a n d care were 

taken i n the manufacture of awls at Glenrose because the ac t i v i t i e s were 

important enough to make i t bene f i c ia l to create an awl w h i c h was a bet ter 

made and shaped tool . 

BLANKET PIN: 

Blanke t p ins are more o f ten f ound i n l a t e r Gul f of Georg ia depos i ts bu t 

the s ing le example from St . Mungo sugges t s tha t they a re also p r e s en t d u r i n g 

the Char l es component. 



BONE DRILL: 

Bone d r i l l s are use fu l and the i r pauc i t y i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages 

impl ies tha t o ther tools were used f o r d r i l l i n g o r pe rhaps tha t some bone 

d r i l l s have gone unrecogn i z ed . 

SMALL POINTED BONE OBJECTS 

UNIPOINT, BIPOINT a n d POINTED BONE OBJECT FRAGMENT: 

U n i p o i n t s , b ipo in ts and po in ted bone ob jec ts show l i t t l e d i f f e rence 

between the a r t i f a c t assemblages. These a r t i f a c t s are not common i n Char les 

components. 

BONE CHISELS, WEDGES, AND POINTS 

BONE CHISELS 

BONE CHISEL WITH UNILATERALLY TAPERED END: 

As the p ropo r t i ons from Table 2.3 ind i ca t e , bone ch i se l s w i th un i l a t e r a l l y 

t ape red ends are p r e s en t a n d f a i r l y common i n a l l three a r t i f a c t assemblages, 

w i th Glenrose h a v i n g twice the p r o p o r t i o n of C rescen t Beach (3.2% v e r s u s 

1.8%) a n d St . Mungo showing a s imi lar p r o p o r t i o n to Glenrose (2.9%). Th i s 

a r t i f ac t t ype i s p r e s en t d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase as wel l . 

BONE WEDGE: 

As Table 2.3 d i sp l ays , bone wedges are not v e r y common based on my 

separa t i on of bone wedges a n d ch i se l s . It i s p robab le tha t bone ch i s e l s and 

wedges ove r lap each o ther both i n shape and func t i on . 



BONE POINTS 

NON-FACETTED BONE POINT LANCEOLATE-SHAPED: 

Lanceo la te -shaped bone po in ts are not common, so t h e i r absence at 

Crescen t Beach cou ld be due to sample s ize r a t h e r t han c u l t u r a l p rocesses . 

NON-FACETTED BONE POINT WITH NO CENTRAL CAVITY: 

Non- facet ted bone po in ts l a c k i n g c e n t r a l cav i t i es are more common 

d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase. 

NON-FACETTED POINT WITH CENTRAL CAVITY: 

Non- facet ted po ints w i t h c e n t r a l cav i t i es are f ound at a l l th ree s i tes . 

NON-FACETTED BONE POINT FRAGMENT: 

Group ing a l l of the d i f f e ren t bone po in t categor ies toge ther 

demonstrates the v a r i e t y of these ob jec ts p r e sen t i n the th ree Char l e s 

components. What Table 2.3 does not show is how many of these a r t i f a c t 

t ypes are also p r e s en t d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase, b u t i n g rea te r 

numbers . D u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase , facet ted bone po in ts appear for 

the f i r s t time. Non- facet ted bone po in ts demonstrate c o n t i n u i t y between the 

Char l es and Locarno Beach phases . 

UNIDENTIFIED BONE WEDGE, C H I S E L , POINT FRAGMENT: 

There are a great number of ob jects sugges t i v e of bone ch i s e l s , wedges 

and po in ts , bu t they are too f r agmenta ry for f u r t h e r ana l y s i s . 

It is impor tant to r e i t e ra te the c o n t i n u i t y demonstrated between the 

bone ch i s e l , wedge and po in t a r t i f a c t t ypes from the Char l e s and Locarno 

Beach phases . There is a d i f ference i n p ropo r t i ons t h r o u g h time, b u t many of 

the a r t i f ac t t ypes ove r l ap . St . Mungo has the l a r ges t p r o p o r t i o n of a r t i f ac t s 



tha t f a l l into these categor ies (7.1%) whi le Glenrose and Crescen t Beach have 

5% and 4.8% r e spec t i v e l y . There are no obv ious incons i s t enc i es amongst the 

o v e r a l l g r oups . The large p r o p o r t i o n of a r t i f ac t s be long ing to these 

categor ies a t tes ts to the importance of these a r t i f a c t t yp e s . More in format ion 

and exper imentat ion f o cus ing on p laus ib l e func t i ons i s needed, 

BARBED BONE POINTS AND HARPOONS 

UNILATERALLY BARBED FIXED POINT, FRAGMENT UNILATERALLY BARBED 

HARPOON/POINT and BILATERALLY BARBED FIXED POINT: 

Barbed bone po in ts are not common (five are p r e s en t for the th ree 

s i tes ) , ye t i n the past archaeo log is ts have o f ten used them as s t y l i s t i c 

marke rs for c u l t u r a l phases . To me, they are not common enough to be used 

i n s u c h a manner because sample s i ze , ana l y s t e r r o r and d i f f e r en t i a l rates of 

p r e s e r v a t i o n skew t h e i r p resence i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d . 

Ba rbed bone po ints are a spec ia l i zed a r t i f a c t t ype and t h e i r absence 

may be ind i ca t i v e of a lack i n f i s h i n g spec ia l i za t i on , o r the use of o r gan i c 

implements for f i s h i n g wh i ch have not been p r e s e r v e d , 

BONE BARB: 

These implements may o r may not be p a r t of the f i s h i n g tool k i t . They 

are d i s t i n c t i v e . 

FISH HOOK SHANK: 

Th i s s ing le a r t i f a c t from St . Mungo is un i que and not d i s cussed i n the 

l i t e r a tu r e . 



DECORATED BONE 

DECORATED BONE OBJECT: 

Decorated bone i s not commonly f ound i n Char l e s components and those 

pieces tha t are f ound are f ragmentary . 

GRUB: 

G r u b ef f ig ies, l i ke the decorated g r o u n d stone tab le ts of metamorphosed 

s late , are f ound f u r t h e r u p the F r a s e r R i v e r t owards the F r a s e r Canyon . 

Both of these a r t i f a c t t ype s ind ica te t i es amongst the people who l i v e d on the 

F r a s e r . Un f o r tuna t e l y , ne i the r a r t i f a c t t ype i s f ound at C rescen t Beach. 

Bone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

St . Mungo has the l a r g e s t p r o p o r t i o n of bone a r t i f a c t s (43.0%) w i t h 

Crescen t Beach h a v i n g the second h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of 34.8% and Glenrose 

t r a i l i n g w i t h 30.8%. These numbers r evea l tha t bone implements were more 

common and presumab ly more impor tant than c h i p p e d stone at St . Mungo. 

Once aga in we see d i s s im i l a r i t y between the p ropo r t i ons at Glenrose and 

St . Mungo. Glenrose has a lower p r o p o r t i o n of bone tools (30.8%) re la t i ve to 

St. Mungo. Th i s sugges t s that tool manufacture at St . Mungo focused on 

manu fac tur ing implements w h i c h took more time and care to make. A t 

Glenrose, w i th more unshaped ch i pped stone implements and a much lower 

p r opo r t i on of shaped bone implements, tool manufacture was more expedient i n 

na ture . A n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion f o r the d i f f e rences i n bone tool 

p ropo r t i ons between Glenrose a n d St . Mungo cou ld be due to p r e s e r va t i on 

fac tors at St. Mungo be ing more conduc i ve towards bone than p r e s e r v a t i o n 

fac tors at Glenrose. Pe rsona l communicat ion w i t h Matson ind i ca tes tha t many 

of the Char l es component a r t i f a c t s at Glenrose came from u n i t s 2 and 8 wh i ch 



d id not have ex tens ive she l l depos i ts . C r escen t Beach has a bone tool 

assemblage compr i s ing 34,8% of i t s t o ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage making i t more 

s imi lar to Glenrose . 

Of a l l the bone a r t i f a c t t ypes , three may ind ica te poss ib le c u l t u r a l 

d i f f e rences between the s i tes . The f i r s t i s the absence of f lat , r e c t angu l a r 

per fo ra ted bone pendants at C rescen t Beach. The main form of pe r sona l 

adornment at Crescen t Beach was g r o u n d stone d i sc beads, and the re is l i t t l e 

o ther ev idence of pe r sona l adornment at the s i te . 

The second d i f f e rence of poss ib le s i gn i f i cance between the th r ee s i tes i s 

the presence of s p l i n t e r awls made from s p l i t mammal r i b . They are p resen t 

on ly at Crescen t Beach , and P e r c y has sugges t ed they be c ons ide r ed a 

d iagnost ic a r t i f a c t t ype for the Mayne phase. The presence of t h i s a r t i f ac t 

t ype may also be due to a pre fe rence f o r s p l i n t e r awls at Crescen t Beach. 

One r eason for t h i s d i f f e rence i n manu fac tu r ing pre fe rence at C rescen t Beach 

cou ld be due to the presence of a d i f f e ren t c u l t u r a l t r a d i t i o n , o r p e rhaps due 

to the ava i l ab i l i t y of mammal r i b . 

The f i na l poss ib le impor tant d i f f e rence between the three s i t es is the 

absence of g r u b ef f ig ies at Crescen t Beach. They are most common at St . 

Mungo, wh i ch has the l a rges t sample s ize of bone a r t i f a c t s , a n d the re are 

three from in tac t depos i ts . A t Glenrose on l y one was f ound i n in tac t depos i ts . 

The absence of g r u b ef f ig ies at C rescen t Beach cou ld be due to sampl ing 

e r r o r . 

Compared to the g r o u n d stone ca tegory , there i s much less d i s p a r i t y 

ind i ca t ed i n the bone a r t i f a c t s . A l l ev idence po in ts to the importance of bone 

a r t i f ac t s i n the a r t i f a c t assemblage and the d i v e r s i t y of bone a r t i f a c t t ypes i s 

great. Yet, there i s no ev idence of the overwhe lming n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n bone 



objec ts f ound i n la te r time pe r i ods on the Nor thwest Coast. There i s also a 

lack of decorated bone ob jects . The presence of n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n ob jects s u c h 

as b i r d bone tubes a n d wh is t l e s so e a r l y i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d may 

re f lec t the importance of p a r t i c u l a r e thnog raph i c ceremonies i n wh i ch we know 

these ob jec ts were used , b u t i t i s doub t fu l the Char l e s c u l t u r e ceremonies 

were the same as those at contact . The Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh people at contact 

d i f f e red from p r e h i s t o r i c people i n terms of subs i s t ence , soc ia l o rgan i za t i on 

and techno logy (al l of these t ypes of in format ion have been used to t race 

c u l t u r a l evo lu t i on on the C e n t r a l Nor thwest Coast) . There fore , to assume that 

ideo logy has not also changed i s naive . Many archaeo log is ts use the 

in format ion ga thered at the time of contact as a snapsho t of the c u l t u r e i n 

ques t ion . Then , t a k i n g th i s s y n c h r o n i c snapshot , go back in to p r e h i s t o r y , and 

t h r o u g h analogy assume tha t what was t r u e at contact was also t r u e s eve ra l 

thousand years in to the past . Th i s i s a fa l lacy . If we assume c u l t u r a l 

c o n t i n u i t y for a l ong pe r i od of t ime, how can we then take th i s in format ion 

c once rn ing past people and use i t to s t u d y the evo lu t i on of p r e h i s t o r i c 

Nor thwest Coast soc iet ies (which i s supposed l y one of the main goals of 

Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts )? 

A n t l e r Implements 

A n t l e r tools, l i ke bone tools , are o rgan i c and d i sappear r a p i d l y from the 

archaeo log ica l r e c o r d . In genera l , an t l e r tools are not as common as bone 

tools at most Nor thwest Coast s i tes . An t l e r tools are u s u a l l y not made from 

sp l i t o r sect ioned an t l e r because the most common o r numerous an t l e r 

implements excavated by archaeo log is ts are tools exp lo i t ing the n a t u r a l shape 

of the an t l e r and r e q u i r i n g l i t t l e a l t e ra t i on i n o r d e r to pe r f o rm the des i r ed 



a c t i v i t y . Th i s t ype of tool i s also known as a a n expedient tool . The most 

common s p l i t o r sect ioned an t l e r tools are ba rbed po in ts o r harpoons and they 

are manufac tured i n a manner s imi lar to t h e i r bone c oun t e rpa r t s . 

Shaped Antler Tools 

L i k e a l l o the r shaped tools, the o r i g i n a l shape and t ex ture of the an t l e r 

has been a l t e red s i gn i f i c an t l y . In compar ison to i no rgan i c stone, an t l e r is 

more p l iab le and can be shaped t h r o u g h many d i f f e rent processes i n c l u d i n g 

c u t t i n g , c h o p p i n g , g r i n d i n g , e n g r a v i n g and d r i l l i n g (Stewart 1973:110). 

MINIMALLY WORKED ANTLER 

WORKED ANTLER MEDIAL FRAGMENT and WORKED ANTLER END FRAGMENT: 

Compar ing wo rked bone and an t l e r f ragments revea l s some impor tant 

d i f f e rences . A n t l e r tools are neve r as common as bone pa r t i a l l y due to the 

sho r t time i n w h i c h an t l e r can be obta ined whereas bone is ava i lab le 

t h r o u g h o u t the year . Once aga in , the re are more small f ragments of wo rked 

ant l e r at St. Mungo compared to the o ther s i tes (see Append i x B) . I t h i n k the 

same arguments for wo rked bone a p p l y a n d these d i f f e rences between St . 

Mungo and the o the r two s i tes is a r e s u l t of d i f f e rent co l l ec t ion s t ra teg i es 

whi le i n the f i e ld . Ano ther exp lanat ion for the h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of an t l e r at 

St. Mungo v e r s u s Glenrose and Crescen t Beach cou ld be due to d i f f e ren t 

per iods of s i te occupa t i on o r a d i f ference i n procurement ac t i v i t i e s at St. 

Mungo compared to Glenrose and Crescen t Beach. 



PUNCH: 

While punches are p r e s en t at a l l three s i tes , they are most common at 

Glenrose (.9% v e r s u s .6% for St . Mungo and .2% for Crescen t Beach) . 

SMALL POINTED ANTLER OBJECTS: 

ANTLER UNIPOINT and ANTLER BIPOINT: 

A n t l e r un ipo in t s and b ipo in t s are p r e sen t on l y a t C r e s c en t Beach bu t 

bone un ipo in t s and b ipo in ts were p r e s e n t at a l l three s i t es . These implements 

are much less common t h a n bone un ipo in t s and b ipo in ts . 

ANTLER WEDGE: 

I d i d not expect to see s u c h appa ren t d i f f e rences between Glenrose , St . 

Mungo and Crescen t Beach 's an t l e r wedges. On ly one an t l e r wedge was 

r ecove red i n the Char l es component a t Crescen t Beach, so the d i f f e rence i s 

not due to miss ing a r t i f a c t s . P e rhaps the l a rge number of b ipo la r implements 

impl ies tha t some of those ob jec ts func t i oned as wedges useable f o r 

woodwork ing . The on l y o ther a r t i f a c t t ype capable of t a k i n g the place of 

an t l e r wedges are wood wedges b u t t h e y were not p r e s e r v e d and there fore , i t 

i s not def in i te tha t wooden wedges were used f o r woodwork ing at C rescen t 

Beach as opposed to an t l e r wedges. The absence of an t l e r wedges at Crescen t 

Beach may demonstrate a d i f f e rent t ype of woodwork ing t echno logy o r the 

absence of woodwork ing ac t i v i t i e s at Crescen t Beach. 



BARBED ANTLER POINTS 

UNILATERALLY BARBED FIXED POINT, FRAGMENT OF UNILATERALLY BARBED 

FIXED POINT/HARPOON and UNILATERALLY BARBED FIXED POINT: 

There is a pauc i t y of an t l e r ba rbed f ixed po in ts/harpoons ( there i s a 

to ta l of s even for the three s i tes ) . One un i l a t e r a l l y ba rbed f ixed 

po in t/harpoon f ragment i s miss ing from Crescen t Beach. 

When bone f ixed po in ts/harpoons are added to the tota ls i t i s c l ear tha t 

ba rbed po ints are r a r e . There are no complete harpoons from any of the 

s i tes . The on l y not iceable absence i s of b i l a t e ra l po in ts at C rescen t Beach , 

bu t there is one example from Glenrose and one from St . Mungo so i t s absence 

cou ld be due to sampl ing e r r o r . 

ANTLER HAFT: 

Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype i s i n a somewhat t enuous pos i t i on as I am not en t i r e l y 

c onv inc ed that i t i s a haft . 

DECORATED ANTLER 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC OBJECT: 

I t is app rop r i a t e tha t G lenrose ' s l i t t l e man would s tand alone i n i t s 

ca tegory because i t i s a un ique ob jec t tha t has no equa l d u r i n g the Char l es 

cu l tu r e on the Ma in land . If i t func t i oned as a hêift for a rodent i n c i s o r , i t 

may also re f lec t the importance of woodwork ing at Glenrose . Th is i s a lso 

sugges ted by the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of an t l e r wedges at Glenrose (4.2% v e r s u s 

3.8% at St . Mungo and .2% at C rescen t Beach). Th i s hypo thes i s needs to be 

backed b y more pos i t i ve ev idence . 



L i k e b lanke t p i n s , combs are o f ten assoc ia ted w i t h the la ter Gul f of 

Georg ia phase , b u t the example from St . Mungo ind i ca tes a n ear l i e r presence 

than p r e v i o u s l y though t . 

A n t l e r A r t i f a c t s : Conc lus i ons 

If the p r o p o r t i o n of an t l e r implements i s added to bone implements, St . 

Mungo has many more o r gan i c a r t i f a c t s t han the o ther two s i tes . (St. Mungo 

has 51.4% v e r s u s 37.2% for Glenrose a n d 36.4% for C rescen t Beach) . One megor 

d i f ference amongst the th ree s i tes is the almost complete absence of an t l e r 

implements at C rescen t Beach. The s c a r c i t y of an t l e r wedges at C rescen t 

Beach cannot be eas i l y exp la ined . The i r absence sugges t s e i the r a lack of 

woodwork ing ac t i v i t i e s o r a d i f f e rent method of p r o c u r i n g wood w h i c h d id not 

r e q u i r e the use of an t l e r wedges. P e rhaps the l a rge number of b ipo la r 

implements have something to do w i t h the absence of an t l e r wedges (s ince 

archaeo log is ts have o f ten sa id tha t one func t i on of b ipo la r implements was as 

a stone wedge). There would need to be some exper imentat ion w i t h b ipo la r 

implements i n o r d e r to determine the v e r i t y of t h i s hypo thes i s . A t h i r d 

explanat ion for the d i f ference i n p r opo r t i on of an t l e r wedges c ou ld be tha t 

there was l i t t le on -s i t e woodwork ing ac t i v i t i e s at C rescen t Beach a n d pe rhaps 

th i s impl ies tha t s i te func t i on at Crescen t Beach was somewhat d i f f e r en t t han 

the site func t i ons of Glenrose and St. Mungo. 

SheH A r t i f a c t s 

She l l a r t i f a c t s are neve r as numerous as stone, bone o r an t l e r 

implements. Th i s seems almost paradox ica l , because she l l c ons t i tu t es a large 



percentage of the middens excavated on the Nor thwest Coast. A p a r t i a l 

exp lanat ion for the spa rseness of she l l a r t i f a c t s i s that , as a raw mater ia l , 

on l y c e r t a i n t ypes of she l l were de s i r ed and those w i th access to these 

spec i f i c t ypes bene f i t ted . 

Shaped S h e l l A r t i f a c t s 

The fo l lowing is based on S tewar t (1973:158). To work she l l one used 

the same t echn ique as for making g r o u n d slate ob jec ts , because bo th 

possessed a b r i t t l eness . G r i n d i n g w i t h a whetstone p r o d u c e d the beve l l ed 

edge for a c h i s e l o r adze blade wh i ch c ou ld be r e sha rpened when i t became 

du l l . S h e l l was c u t b y i n c i s i n g a long a l ine a n d snapp ing off the des i r ed 

piece. 

S H E L L PENDANT: 

Th i s she l l pendant i s an u n u s u a l and un ique object . 

S H E L L BEAD: 

There are many she l l beads f rom Glenrose (135) bu t they were i n 

v a r y i n g states of poor cond i t i on mak ing them unava i lab le for metr ic ana l y s i s 

(most were assoc iated w i th b u r i a l 5). Never the l ess I i n c l u d e d them into Table 

2.3 u n d e r the f i na l t abu la t i on of Glenrose a r t i f a c t s w i th beads. In t h i s l i gh t , 

what is most s t r i k i n g is the absence of she l l beads at St . Mungo. She l l beads 

are not common la te r i n time on the Nor thwest Coast. Compar ing the 

measurements of she l l beads at C rescen t Beach to g r o u n d stone d i sc beads 

sugges ts a much more r e s t r i c t e d size range . Fo r f u r t h e r comment on the 

she l l beads from Crescen t Beach see Thom (1991a and b). 



S H E L L ADZE BLADE : 

She l l adze b lades are not common. La t e r i n time adze b lades become 

s l i g h t l y more common, bu t t h e y are neve r abundan t on the Nor thwest Coast 

because they are q u i c k l y r ep laced w i th more durab l e g r o u n d stone adze 

b lades. 

M ISCELLANEOUS GROUND S H E L L FRAGMENTS: 

Ne i ther she l l tools o r she l l tool f ragments are common i n e a r l y Nor thwest 

Coast p r e h i s t o r y . 

S h e l l A r t i f a c t s : Conc lus i ons 

The p r o p o r t i o n of she l l a r t i f a c t s from each site is minimal when she l l 

beads are not i n c l u d e d . As o ther archaeo log is ts have o f ten a r g u e d , one 

reason fo r t h i s lack of she l l a r t i f ac t s cou ld be due to many she l l a r t i f a c t s 

go ing unrecogn i z ed i n the f i e ld (when i n a she l l midden dea l ing w i t h h u n d r e d s 

of p ieces of she l l i n one bucke t , i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g tha t f ragments of she l l 

a r t i f a c t s go unnot i ced . 

A r t i f a c t A n a l y s i s : Conc lus i ons 

S u c h an in t ens i v e d e s c r i p t i v e ana l ys i s of each a r t i f ac t t ype from the 

three a r t i f a c t assemblages is necessary because i t al lowed for a c loser 

examination of small and manageable g roups of data. Once a f ami l i a r i t y w i th 

the data was reached , I at tempted to col late the smaller data sets in to l a r g e r 

g r o u p i n g s of a r t i f ac t t ypes from w h i c h genera l conc lus ions cou ld be d rawn. 

The degree of v a r i a t i on apparen t between Glenrose , St . Mungo v e r s u s Crescent 



Beach, is not unexpec ted , bu t the con t ras t s between Glenrose and St . Mungo 

were not an t i c ipa ted . 

Glenrose and St. Mungo have l ong been c lose ly assoc ia ted w i th each 

o ther , bu t by examining the a r t i f a c t s s ide by s ide i t becomes apparen t that 

these two s i tes have t h e i r own separate iden t i t i e s . Fo r example, there are 

d i f f e rences i n the percentage of b ipo la r implements p r e s en t a long w i t h 

d i f f e rences i n the p r opo r t i ons of unshaped c h i p p e d stone f lake tools at the 

two s i tes . More impor tan t l y , of the two k e y a r t i f a c t t ype s used to def ine the 

St . Mungo phase, each s i te dominates w i t h the o ther s i te r e t a i n i n g one example 

of the a r t i f a c t t ype . Glenrose has a l a r g e r number of decorated g r o u n d stone 

tab le ts ( four v e r s u s one for St . Mungo ) , whi le St . Mungo has a l a r g e r number 

of g r u b ef f ig ies ( three v e r s u s one). Some of these d i f f e rences are not eas i l y 

accounted for , ye t St . Mungo and Glenrose are r a r e l y cons ide r ed to be 

a n y t h i n g bu t s imi lar to one another . Two s i tes o f ten though t to be v i r t u a l l y 

i den t i ca l have manifested v a r i a t i o n i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages tha t i s not 

eas i l y exp la ined. 

Some v a r i a t i o n i n the Glenrose and St. Mungo a r t i f a c t assemblages i s 

due to sample s ize , co l l ec t ion/excavat ion s t ra t egy , d i f f e rence i n ana l y s i s 

p rocedures , miss ing a r t i f a c t s , d i f f e r en t i a l a r t i f a c t p r e s e r v a t i o n , o r human 

e r r o r . A long w i th these b iases i n t r o d u c e d b y archaeo log is ts there are so 

many o ther va r i a t i ons and processes (both n a t u r a l and cu l tu ra l ) w h i c h cou ld 

be r espons ib l e for obs e r v ed d i f f e rences . If unexp la ined v a r i a t i o n i s p r esen t 

at two s i tes as c lose ly r e la t ed as Glenrose and St . Mungo, one can expect 

unexp la ined va r i a t i on when compar ing Crescen t Beach 's a r t i f a c t assemblage to 

the o thers . 



As one examines the d i f f e rences between Glenrose , and St . Mungo v e r s u s 

Crescen t Beach i t shou ld be k ep t i n mind j u s t how ind i ca t i v e of c u l t u r a l 

g r oups are the a r t i f a c t t ype s commonly used to def ine the St . Mungo phase. 

Is i t safe to def ine a c u l t u r a l phase on the presence a n d absence of i n c i s ed 

tab le ts of metamorphosed s late , pe r f o ra t ed bone pendants , s p l i t r i b awls , g r u b 

ef f ig ies and beads? The absence of a r t i f a c t t ype s i n i t se l f is a pe r i l ous way 

to def ine c u l t u r a l phases because o f ten sample s ize o r s i te func t i on p rov ide a n 

adequate exp lanat ion of w h y a c e r t a i n a r t i f a c t t ype i s absent at a s i te . It i s 

l i k e l y tha t the smal ler sample of a r t i f ac t s p r e sen t at C rescen t Beach i s 

pa r t i a l l y r espons ib l e for the absence of some a r t i f a c t t ypes . 

Un i que A r t i f a c t T y p e s 

By ana l y z i ng the number and v a r i e t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes p r esen t at each 

s i te , one can make f u r t h e r compar isons between the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

To beg in , one may ask how many a r t i f a c t t ype s do the three s i tes have in 

common, and how many un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes are f ound at on l y Glenrose and 

St. Mungo or at C rescen t Beach? Un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes have been mentioned 

t h r o u g h o u t Chap te r Two, a n d are p r esen t ed i n Table 2.7. St . Mungo has the 

most d i v e r se a r t i f a c t assemblage w i t h 71 d i f f e rent a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t whi le 

Glenrose has 67 and Crescen t Beach has the least number of a r t i f a c t t ypes 

p resen t (57). Th i s impl ies tha t a r t i f a c t d i v e r s i t y i s lower at C rescen t Beach 

t h a n i t i s at e i the r Glenrose o r St . Mungo based on a simple t a l l y of presence 

and absence of a r t i f a c t t ypes . 



Table 2.7 Un i que A r t i f a c t T ypes a t G lenrose , S t . Mungo a n d Crescen t Beach 
Crescen t Beach 

A r t i f a c t Type Number % 
Hammerstone Anv i l s t one 1 .2 
Quar t z M i c r o l i t h 1 .2 
Macrob lade - l i ke F l ake 1 .2 
Ch ipped <-Angled Tabu l a r Object 1 .2 
Bone Hook Object 1 .2 
S p l i t R ib A w l 6 1.1 
Bone D r i l l 1 .2 
A n t l e r U n i p o i n t 1 .2 
A n t l e r B ipo in t 1 .2 
S h e l l Pendant 1 .2 
Tota l 15 2.9 

Glenrose S t . Mungo 
A r t i f a c t Type Number % Number % 
Steep -Ang l ed Formed Uni face 10 1.3 2 .3 
Bi face D i s ta l F ragment 4 .5 1 .1 
G r o u n d Stone Bi face Prox imal F r a g . 1 .1 1 .1 
Decorated G r o u n d Stone 6 .8 4 .6 
Peg 1 .1 1 .1 
Bone Wedge 1 .1 1 .1 
Non-Face t t ed Po in t Lanceo la t e -Shaped 5 .7 2 .3 
Decorated Bone Object 1 .1 3 .4 
G r u b 1 .1 3 .4 
Un i l a t . B a r b e d F i x e d Po in t A n t l e r 1 .1 2 .3 
Misc . G r o u n d S h e l l F ragments 2 .3 3 .4 
Tota l 33 4.2 23 3.1 

Crescen t Beach has 10 un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes . The number of a r t i f a c t s 

f ound i n these a r t i f a c t t ypes i s 15, c ompr i s ing 2.9% of Crescen t Beach 's to ta l 

a r t i f ac t assemblage. Th i s i s not a la rge number of a r t i f a c t s , and means tha t 

97.1% of the a r t i f ac t s compr i s ing 47 a r t i f a c t t ypes ex is t a t e i ther one o r bo th 

of the o ther two s i tes . F o r comparat ive purpose , the re a re 14 un ique a r t i f a c t 

t ypes p resen t at Glenrose ( compr is ing 2.6% of the tota l a r t i f a c t assemblage) 

and 15 ( cons i s t ing of 2.4% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage) p r esen t at St. 

Mungo. The s im i l a r i t y i n p ropor t i ons of d i s t i n c t i v e a r t i f a c t t ypes f ound at 

each site is i n t r i g u i n g , b u t not necessar i l y s t a t i s t i ca l l y s i gn i f i can t . 



The s ing le Crescen t Beach q u a r t z m ic ro l i th i n Table 2.7 does not imply 

that q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths are d iagnost i c of the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Due to the h i g h 

number of b ipo lar implements p r e s en t at Crescen t Beach one might expect to 

see some v a r i e t y i n the l i t h i c mater ia ls bashed open, s u c h as the s ing le 

example of a q u a r t z pebble . Quar t z mic ro l i ths shou ld s tay as a Loca rno Beach 

phase d iagnost i c u n t i l more are d i s cove r ed i n Char l es components. 

The on l y not iceable number of a r t i f a c t s f ound i n a n y of the un ique 

a r t i f a c t t ypes i n Table 2.7 are the s ix sp l i t r i b awls from Crescen t Beach , and 

they have been sugges t ed as a s t y l i s t i c d iagnos t i c marke r for the Mayne 

phase (Percy 1974). A t t h i s po in t i t i s i napp rop r i a t e to state tha t the 

presence of th i s one un ique a r t i f a c t t ype i s de f in i t i ve ev idence for the Mayne 

phase at Crescen t Beach. In fact , j u s t the opposi te can be a r g u e d . There i s 

l i t t l e s t y l i s t i c v a r i a t i o n amongst these 10 un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes , a n d tha t 

p r e sen t i s not sugges t i v e enough to ind ica te tha t a p a r t i c u l a r c u l t u r a l g roup 

w i th i t s own separate ideo log ica l , soc io log ica l and techno log ica l o r gan i za t i on 

ex is ted at Crescen t Beach and d id not ex ist at Glenrose and St. Mungo . One 

cou ld a r gue tha t c u l t u r a l v a r i a t i o n may be p r e s en t at Crescen t Beach but i t 

ex ists amongst the d i f f e rences i n p r opo r t i ons f ound i n the a r t i f a c t t ypes 

p r e s en t at a l l three s i tes . From the ana l y s i s of i n d i v i d u a l a r t i f a c t t ypes th i s 

was not the case. Crescen t Beach and Glenrose demonstrate a f f i n i t y for each 

o ther espec ia l l y i n the l i t h i c tool assemblage. 

E l e ven a r t i f a c t t ypes are p r e s en t at bo th Glenrose and St . Mungo. 

P r esen t i n these categor ies a re 4.2% of G lenrose ' s a r t i f ac t s and 3.1% of St. 

Mungo 's a r t i f a c t s . Th i s is not a la rge p r o p o r t i o n of a r t i f a c t s a n d the degree 

of d i f f e rence is less than ind i ca t ed b y Table 2.7. Fo r example, the re are no 

s teep-ang led formed uni faces at Crescen t Beach, bu t there is a la rge number 



of s t eep-ang l ed r e touched f lakes from w h i c h some of the a r t i f a c t s , i f ana lyzed 

by another archaeo log is t , might be p laced in to the s t eep-ang l ed formed uni face 

ca tegory . The absence of bi face d i s t a l f ragments at C rescen t Beach does not 

demonstrate a c u l t u r a l d i f f e rence , i t demonstrates a d i f ference i n breakage 

pa t t e rns . The decorated g r o u n d stone tab le ts of metamorphosed s late are one 

of two of the most s t y l i s t i c a l l y d i s t i n c t a r t i f a c t t ypes p r esen t on the l i s t . 

The i r absence at Crescen t Beach cou ld be due to c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences , as cou ld 

the absence of g r u b ef f ig ies. Ne i ther a r t i f a c t t ype i s common at e i the r 

Glenrose or St . Mungo, While there are no un i l a t e r a l l y b a r b e d f ixed po ints 

made of an t l e r f ound at C rescen t Beach there i s one f ragment of a un i l a t e ra l l y 

ba rbed f ixed po in t/harpoon made f rom ant l e r . The absence of non- face t ted 

lanceo la te -shaped bone po in ts may be impor tant , bu t the r e i s ano ther s ty le of 

non- face t ted bone po int p r e sen t at bo th Crescen t Beach and the o the r two 

s i tes . The data ind ica tes d i f f e rences i n the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

However, when the low p ropo r t i ons r ep r e sen t ed b y these d i f f e rences are 

cons ide r ed , these d i f f e rences are minimal. 

S h a r e d A r t i f a c t Types 

Of the 98 a r t i f a c t t ype s c rea ted for t h i s ana l y s i s , 41 can be f ound at a l l 

three s i tes and t h e y are compiled i n Table 2.8. Table 2.8 conf i rms the r e s u l t s 

from Table 2.7. There is l i t t l e d i s s im i l a r i t y between the three a r t i f a c t 

assemblages i n terms of the a r t i f ac t t ype s p resen t and absent . Most of the 

a r t i f ac t s from these three s i tes can be found i n the same 41 a r t i f a c t t ypes . It 

was somewhat unexpected to see s u c h h i g h p ropor t i ons of a r t i f a c t s 

r ep r e sen t ed by the 41 a r t i f a c t t ypes f ound at a l l three s i tes . However , 

because th i s was the f i r s t time I had t r i e d s u c h an app roach , there was no 



Table 2.8 Artifact Types Present at all Three Sites 
Artifact Type Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 

* X * X # X 
Core 54 7.1 49 6.8 55 9.6 
Bipolar Implement 4 .5 26 3.6 49 8.6 
Hammerstone 13 1.7 14 2.0 4 .7 
Anvilstone 1 .1 1 .1 4 .7 
Pebble Tool Uniface 16 2.1 16 2.2 16 2.8 
Pebble Tool Biface 7 .9 3 .4 3 .5 
Cortex Spall 11 1.5 3 .4 14 2.4 
Utilized Flake 82 10.8 44 6.1 118 20.6 
Unifac. >-Angled Retouch. Flake 45 5.9 17 2.4 28 4.9 
Unifac. <-Angled Retouched Flake 86 11.3 57 7.9 19 3.3 
Bifacially Retouched Flake 12 1.6 14 2.0 2 .4 
Narrow-Angled Formed Uniface 30 3.9 18 2.5 3 .5 
Leaf-Shaped Biface 19 2.5 7 1.0 7 1.2 
Contract. Stem Biface No Shoulders 1 .1 5 .7 2 .4 
Contr. Stem Biface With Shoulders 2 .3 8 1.1 4 .7 
Biface Proximal Fragment 7 .9 3 .4 3 .5 
Biface Medial Fragment 5 .7 7 1.0 3 .5 
Unidentifiable Biface Fragment 13 1.7 16 2.2 8 1.4 
Abrasive Stone 16 2.1 10 1.4 13 2.3 
Formed Abrasive Stone 2 .3 2 .3 5 .9 
Ground Stone Disc Bead 5 .7 4 .6 504 42.3 
Decorated Ground Stone 6 .8 4 .6 1 .2 
Miscellaneous Ground Stone 8 1.1 5 .7 1 .2 
Worked Bone Medial Fragment 72 9.5 118 16.4 80 14.0 
Worked Bone End Fragment 30 3.9 41 5.7 35 6.1 
Rodent Incisor 1 .1 3 .4 3 .5 
Perforated Bone Pendant 13 1.7 13 1.8 1 .2 
Tooth Pendant 8 1.1 8 1.1 2 .4 
Splinter Bone Awl 27 3.6 36 5.0 15 2.6 
Formed Bone Awl 24 3.2 13 1.8 12 2.1 
Ulna Awl 3 .4 1 .1 2 .4 
Unipoint 8 1.1 3 .4 4 .7 
Bipoint 1 .1 2 .3 1 .2 
Bone Chisel with Unilat. Taper End 24 3.2 21 2.9 10 1.8 
Non-Fac. Point With Central Cavity 1 .1 5 .7 4 .7 
Unid. Wedge, Chisel, Point, Fragment 7 .9 19 2.7 12 2.1 
Frag. Unilaterally Barbed Harp/Point 1 .1 1 .1 1 .2 
Worked Antler Medial Fragment 5 .7 11 1.5 1 .2 
Worked Antler End Fragment 2 .3 12 1.7 2 .4 
Punch 7 .9 4 .6 1 .2 
Antler Wedge 32 4.2 27 3.8 1 .2 

Total 711 93.7 671 93.4 549 96.3 



s t a n d a r d for compar ison . Of Crescen t Beach 's a r t i f a c t s , 96.3% are f ound i n 

a r t i f a c t t ypes also f ound at Glenrose and St . Mungo . Glenrose has 93.7% of i t s 

a r t i f a c t s p r e sen t i n these 41 a r t i f a c t t ypes whi le St . Mungo has 93.4% present . 

Of a l l the 98 a r t i f a c t t ypes de f ined for t h i s ana l y s i s , l ess t h a n ha l f conta in 

almost a l l of the a r t i f a c t s . Th i s leaves l i t t l e room for d i f f e rences i n terms of 

s t y l i s t i c v a r i a t i o n and tha t w h i c h i s p r e sen t cou ld be due to many factors 

bes ides c u l t u r a l v a r i a t i o n . 

Un i que a n d S h a r e d A r t i f a c t Types : Conc lus i ons 

One has to ask at some po in t how s imi lar two d i s t i n c t i v e c u l t u r a l g r oups 

are i f the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d shows a h i g h degree of s im i l a r i t y between the 

two hypo thes i z ed c u l t u r a l g r oups i n terms of t h e i r a r t i f a c t assemblage and 

o ther n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l data. One must also ask how wise i t i s to def ine a 

c u l t u r a l t r a d i t i o n u s i n g a r t i f a c t t ypes compr i s ing a minimal po r t i on of the 

archaeo log ica l r e c o r d . Archaeo log i s t s must cont inue to cons ide r the f eas ib i l i t y 

of de f in ing a un ique c u l t u r e t ype u s i n g a smal l number of un ique a r t i f ac t 

t ypes wh i ch may o r may not be c u l t u r a l l y impor tant and there fore c u l t u r a l l y 

d iagnost ic . It i s a lso time for archaeo log is ts to s tep back from the a r t i f ac t s 

and in tegra te the a r t i f a c t data w i th o ther t ypes of in format ion , s u c h as 

env i ronmenta l , f auna l a n d debi tage , i n o r d e r to p roduce a l a r g e r a n d more 

de f in i t i ve p a t t e r n i n c o r p o r a t i n g and t a l l y i n g a l l the data r a t h e r t h a n j u s t one 

smal l sec t ion . F u r t h e r m o r e , a rchaeo log is ts must be more aware of t h e i r own 

pe rsona l bias and how i t in f luences what they see i n the archaeo log ica l 

r e c o rd . There can be s e ve ra l l og i ca l exp lanat ions why a s ing le a r t i f a c t i s 

p r esen t at one s i te and not another . P r obab l y the most impor tant reasons 

have no th ing to do w i th the presence/absence of c u l t u r a l g r oups but have 



more to do w i th sample s ize , excavat ion s t r a t e gy and s i te func t i on , a l l g r ea t l y 

in f luenced by human bias and expectat ions. 

Raw Mate r i a l Compar ison 

A compar ison of spec i f i c raw mater ia l t ype s may also ind ica te poss ib le 

c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences between the three s i tes . Fo r example, v e i n q u a r t z a long 

w i th obs i d i an are two impor tant raw mater ia ls used to d i f f e rent ia te the St. 

Mungo a n d Mayne phases because both raw mater ia ls are more common i n the 

Mayne phase. Bes ides compar ison of spec i f i c raw mater ia l t ypes , a genera l 

compar ison of raw mater ia ls (stone, bone, an t l e r a n d shel l ) may a lso ind ica te 

d i f f erences i n a r t i f a c t assemblages. Table 2.9 exh ib i t s the number and 

percentage of a r t i f a c t s f ound i n each of the d i f f e rent raw mater ia l t y p e s 

found at each s i te . F i g u r e 2.7 p r e s en t s a bar g r a p h of the p r opo r t i ons of a l l 

raw mater ia l t ypes p resen t at each s i te . 

Table 2.9 and F i g u r e 2.7 demonstrate the s im i l a r i t y of raw mater ia l t ypes 

ex i s t ing at Glenrose , St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach . These tabu la t i ons do not 

inc lude the g r o u n d stone and she l l beads because there is no un i que raw 

mater ia l t ype p r esen t i n these a r t i f a c t t ypes . 

The minera l raw mater ia l t ype demonstrates l i t t l e ev idence of raw 

mater ia l pre fe rence . Quar t z (both c r y s t a l and ve in ) i s p r e sen t at a l l three 

s i tes , bu t none have both t ypes . I t i s c l ear tha t the minera l q u a r t z was not 

used to great extent at any of the s i tes . 

In the igneous category , basa l t was the p r e f e r r e d l i t h i c raw mater ia l at 

a l l three s i tes . Basa l t dominates a l l o the r l i t h i c raw mater ia ls , c ompr i s ing 

44.0% of Glenrose 's a r t i f ac t s , 42.9% of Crescen t Beach 's and 34.4% of St . 

Mungo 's . While a r t i f ac t s made from obs id i an were used to def ine the Mayne 



Table 2.9 Raw Material Types 

Raw Material Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 
# % # X # X 

Mineral 
Quartz Crystal - — _ _ 1 .2 
Chalcedony 1 .1 3 .4 
Vein Quartz 2 .3 - — _ 
TOTAL MINERAL 3 .4 ~3 .4 1 .2 

Igneous 
Unknown Igneous 8 1.1 40 5.6 23 4.0 
Granite 6 .8 — — 2 .4 
Rhyolite 4 .5 1 .1 
Andésite 10 1.3 — — 
Basalt 335 44.0 247 34.4 246 42.9 
Obsidian 6 .8 1 .1 1 .2 
TOTAL IGNEOUS 369 48.5 289 40.2 272 47.5 

Sedimentary 
Unknown Sedimentary - - 2 .3 4 .7 
Sandstone 15 2.0 9 1.3 16 2,8 
Siltstone 7 .9 5 .7 
Mudstone - — _ 1 .2 
Breccia - — 2 .3 
Chert 4 .5 2 .3 15 2.6 
TOTAL SEDIMENTARY 26 3.4 20 2.9 36 6.3 

Metamorphic 
Unknown Metamorphic 1 .1 1 .1 3 .5 
Greenstone - — — 5 .9 
Quartzite 51 6.7 15 2.1 46 8.0 
Slate 13 1.7 12 1.7 2 .4 
Schist 9 1.2 1 .1 
Gneiss 2 .3 — — 1 .2 
TOTAL METAMORPHIC 76 10.0 29 4.0 57 10.0 

TOTAL LITHIC 474 62.3 341 47.5 366 64.0 

Bone 
Unknown Bone 116 15.2 2 .3 3 .5 
Mammal 76 10.0 224 31.2 160 27.9 
Bird 13 1.7 56 7.8 18 3.1 
Burned Bone - - 1 .1 10 1.8 
Burned Mammal 21 2.8 14 2.0 1 .2 
Turtle - - 1 .1 
TOTAL BONE 226 29.7 298 41.5 192 33.5 



Table 2.9 Continued 

Raw Material Glenrose St. Mungo Crescent Beach 
# % # X # X 

Tooth 
Unknown Tooth 8 1.1 11 1.5 2 .4 
Rodent Incisor 1 .1 3 .4 3 .5 
Mammal Tooth - 1 ,_i __ 
TOTAL TOOTH 9 1.2 15 2.0 5 ~ ^ 

Antler 
Unknown Antler _49 6.4 59 8.2 _8 1.4 
TOTAL ANTLER 49 6.4 59 8.2 8 1.4 

SheU 
Unknown Shell 3 .4 - - 1 .2 
California Mussel _^ - _5 \ 2̂ 

TOTAL SHELL 3 .4 5 .7 ~2 "Ii 

TOTAL INORGANIC 287 37.7 377 52.4 207 36.2 

TOTAL 761 100.0 718 99.9 573 100.2 
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phase, the h i ghes t number of obs id i an ob jec ts i s at Glenrose and not at 

Crescen t Beach. L i k e q u a r t z , obs i d i an was not a common raw mater ia l . 

In the sed imentary ca tegory , c h e r t compr ises the o n l y major d i f ference 

between the s i tes . C rescen t Beach has a h i ghe r p r opo r t i on of c h e r t a r t i f ac t s 

(2.6%) t h a n e i ther Glenrose (.5%) o r St . Mungo (.3%). C h e r t is not a common 

raw mater ia l t ype on the coast, so the d i f ference between 2.6% and .5% is not 

that great , bu t at least c h e r t is p r esen t at a l l three s i tes . C rescen t Beach 

c h e r t a r t i f ac t s are both unshaped and shaped w i th no obv ious usage pa t t e rn . 

Quartz i te is the most prominent raw mater ia l i n the metamorphic 

category . Both Crescen t Beach and Glenrose conta in f a i r l y h i gh p ropo r t i ons 

(8.0% and 6.7%) whi le St . Mungo has a smal ler percentage (2.1%). 

When a l l the a r t i f ac t s compr ised of l i t h i c raw mater ia ls are added 

toge ther , Crescen t Beach and Glenrose are s imi lar i n p ropo r t i ons (64.0% and 

62.3%) whi le St. Mungo has a smal ler assemblage of l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s (47.5%). 

Th i s d i f ference has a l r eady been noted i n the a r t i f a c t t ype ana l ys i s so i t w i l l 

not be d i s cussed here. Th i s dominat ion of l i t h i c tools i s re f l ec ted i n the 

h i ghe r numbers of l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ypes p resen t at Glenrose (16). 

Crescen t Beach, wh i ch has the h i ghes t number of l i t h i c implements, has 14 

d i f f e rent l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ypes , as does St. Mungo. One would expect the re 

to be less v a r i e t y i n l i t h i c t ypes p r esen t at St . Mungo because i t has less 

implements de r i v ed from l i t h i c raw mater ia ls , bu t t h i s i s not the case. 

F o u r un ique l i th i c raw mater ia l t ypes are f ound at both Glenrose and St . 

Mungo and not at Crescen t Beach (chalcedony, rhyo l i t e , s i l t s tone and sch is t ) . 

The on ly rea l d i f ference is the absence of s ch i s t wh i ch i s the raw mater ia l 

decorated g r ound stone tab le ts are de r i v ed from. The pauc i t y of these 

objects is re f lected i n the St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach numbers (one at St . 



Mungo and zero at Crescen t Beach) . Glenrose has nine ob jec ts made from 

sch i s t (of wh i ch f our are f ragments of decorated tab le ts ) . Once aga in there i s 

a d i f ference between p ropo r t i ons at Glenrose a n d St . Mungo. There are three 

un ique raw mater ia ls p r e sen t at C r e s c en t Beach , bu t none are p r e sen t i n la rge 

numbers . These raw mater ia ls are : q u a r t z c r y s t a l , mudstone and greenstone. 

One ques t i on I had was whether there were any obv ious d i f f e rences between 

the l i t h i c t ypes f rom Glenrose and Crescen t Beach , because each had s imi lar 

a r t i f ac t numbers be long ing to stone tool t ypes . There i s l i t t l e i nd i ca t i on from 

the l i t h i c t ypes tha t e i the r s i te was p r a c t i s i n g d i f f e rent p rocurement 

s t ra teg ies for f l i n t k n a p p i n g . 

St . Mungo dominates the bone raw mater ia l categor ies as demonstrated 

ear l i e r i n d i s c u s s i o n of bone a r t i f ac t t ypes . St . Mungo i s the on l y s i te to 

have p r esen t a l l bu t one ca tegory of o r gan i c raw mater ia l t ypes . In 

compar ison to the 21 l i th i c raw mater ia l t ypes the re are o n l y 12 d i f f e rent 

o rgan ic raw mater ia l t ypes ( re f l ec t ing the lack of v a r i e t y of o r gan i c raw 

materials p r e s e r v e d i n the archaeo log ica l r eco rd ) . There i s l i t t l e doubt that 

the p r e s e r v a t i o n of a l l o r gan i c ob jec ts would g r ea t l y decrease the dominance 

of l i th i c ob jects . Un f o r tuna t e l y , p r e s e r v a t i o n fac tors cannot be manipulated . 

In compar ison to Glenrose and Crescen t Beach , the people at St . Mungo re l i ed 

more heav i l y on b i r d bone as a raw mater ia l t ype ( this i s a lso re f l ec ted in the 

fauna l remains) . The absence of an t l e r at C rescen t Beach is unexpected and 

must be p a r t i a l l y r e la t ed to an absence of woodwork ing ac t i v i t i e s on the site 

(assuming ant l e r wedges were used for woodwork ing ) . 

There i s no ind i ca t i on from the raw mater ia l t ypes p r esen t at G lenrose , 

St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach that major c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences are p r e sen t 



between the three s i tes . A t each s i te , basa l t i s the dominant l i t h i c raw 

mater ia l t ype whi le bone dominates the o rgan i c raw mater ia l t yp e s . 

Genera l Conc lus ions 

In th i s chap te r I have p resen ted the r e s u l t s of ana lyses conduc ted i n 

o r d e r to address my f i r s t r e s ea r ch ques t i on — what degree of c u l t u r a l 

v a r i a t i o n i s manifest i n the three a r t i f a c t assemblages from the Glenrose 

C a n n e r y , St . Mungo Canne r y and Crescen t Beach s i tes . The ev idence s u p p o r t s 

the hypo thes i s tha t the th ree a r t i f a c t assemblages, when compared to each 

o ther , show a minimal degree of interassemblage v a r i a b i l i t y , i m p l y i n g the three 

a r t i f a c t assemblages are from a s ing le c u l t u r a l t r ad i t i on . 

While there is minimal v a r i a t i o n between the a r t i f a c t assemblages , the 

l a rges t d i f f e rences appeared between Glenrose and St, Mungo compared to 

C rescen t Beach. S u r p r i s i n g l y , d i f f e rences are also apparen t between the 

a r t i f ac t assemblages from Glenrose and St, Mungo. The b igges t d i f ference is 

i n the o ve ra l l p r opo r t i on of ch ipped stone tools, Glenrose has a h i g h e r 

p r opo r t i on than St, Mungo espec ia l l y i n the unshaped ch i pped stone implement 

ca tegory . St, Mungo has a h i ghe r p r opo r t i on of o rgan i c implements w i th many 

un ique o rgan i c a r t i f a c t t ypes . While St. Mungo has the lowest p r o p o r t i o n of 

c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t s at the same time, i t also has the lowest ra t i o of 

unshaped v e r s u s shaped ch ipped stone a r t i f ac t s . It was unexpected to see 

s u c h d i v e r s i t y between the two a r t i f a c t assemblages from Glenrose a n d St. 

Mungo, There were also more spec i f i c d i f f e rences , w i th the most obv i ous 

be ing the near absence of beads at St . Mungo. 



It is now p r o v e n that Crescen t Beach is not a r ep resen ta t i v e of the 

Mayne phase (at least not as o r i g i n a l l y def ined) . There i s a genera l s im i l a r i t y 

w i th both Glenrose a n d St . Mungo apparen t i n both the n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l and 

a r t i f a c tua l data. The a r t i f a c t assemblage from Crescen t Beach does not share 

Helen Po in t ' s h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d stone implements (d iagnost ic g r o u n d 

stone implements s u c h as g r o u n d stone k n i v e s , po ints o r l abre t s are absent ) 

nor does Crescen t Beach share ev idence for a p r e p a r e d blade technology . 

There i s minimal ev idence of a q u a r t z micro l i th techno logy (which i s qui te 

apparen t at Helen Point ) nor i s there any u t i l i z a t i on of o b s i d i a n (also p resen t 

i n not iceable amounts at Helen Point ) . A l l of wh i ch sugges t s tha t the Char l es 

component at C rescen t Beach does not belong to the Mayne phase. 

On a genera l l eve l , the three components are s imi lar enough to each 

o ther to allow me to conf i rm my f i r s t hypo thes i s . It shou ld also be noted, 

however , that there are some notable d i f f e rences between Crescen t Be£ich and 

the two St . Mungo components a r t i f a c t assemblages i n c l u d i n g ; the absence of 

inc i sed g r o u n d stone ob jec ts , g r u b ef f ig ies, the near absence of bone 

pendants a long w i th the presence of numerous g r o u n d stone beads and sp l i t 

r i b awls. One must ask whether the d i f f e rences between Glenrose , St . Mungo 

(as a uni t ) and Crescen t Beach are func t i ona l o r c u l t u r a l . If the d i f f e rences 

are shown to be func t i ona l , C r escen t Beach can take i t place bes ide Glenrose 

and St. Mungo as ano ther r ep resen ta t i v e of the St . Mungo phase. If the 

d i f ferences manifest at Crescen t Beach are p r o v e n c u l t u r a l i n na tu r e , and 

these a r t i f ac t s are the t ype archaeo log is ts use to def ine c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences , 

then one must ask whether Crescen t Beach r ep r e s en t s a new phase of the 

Char l es c u l t u r e . L i n g u i s t i c a l l y we know that the Crescen t Beach a r ea may 



have been occup ied by non-Halkomelem people, b u t the ev idence i s not 

conc lus i ve . 

Regard less of fu tu re debate o ve r the c o r r e c t naming of the Char l es 

component at C rescen t Beach , the f i r s t r e s ea r ch ques t i on has been answered 

i n s u p p o r t of the f i r s t hypo thes i s . 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH QUESTION TWO: The Re la t i onsh ip Between the Char l e s C u l t u r e 

a n d the Loca rno Beach Pe r i od a t C rescen t Beach 

Research Quest ion Number Two conce rns the exact r e l a t i onsh ip between 

the Char l es and Locarno Beach phases at C rescen t Beach. From t h i s r e s ea r ch 

ques t i on I deve loped the fo l lowing hypotheses tha t focus on the degree of 

c u l t u r e change p r esen t t h r o u g h time i n the two ear l i es t components from 

Crescen t Beach. 

Hypo thes i s Number Two: The Char l es and Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t 

assemblages from Crescen t Beach demonstrate c o n t i n u i t y w i t h one another , 

imp l y ing that the two a r t i f a c t assemblages are p a r t of a con t inuum of i n s i t u 

c u l t u r a l evo lu t i on i n the F r a s e r Delta. A l t e rna t i v e l y , the Char l e s and Locarno 

Beach a r t i f a c t assemblages from Crescen t Beach do not demonstrate c o n t i n u i t y 

w i th one another imp l y ing that the two a r t i f a c t assemblages are not pa r t of a 

g radua l i n s i t u c u l t u r a l evo lu t i on i n the F r a s e r Delta. 

In o rde r to tes t t h i s hypo thes i s , the f i r s t sec t ion of t h i s c h a p t e r 

i n t r oduces the two ear l i es t components (One and Two) f rom the Crescen t Beach 

s i te (DgRr 1). Th i s d i s cuss i on must determine how s imi lar the two components 

are i n terms of site f unc t i on , so tha t any obv ious d i f f e rences i n the two 

a r t i f a c t assemblages can be a t t r i b u t e d to c u l t u r a l r a t h e r t h a n func t i ona l 

d i f f erences . 

Once the s imi la r i t y of s i te func t i on has been determined for the two 

phases r ep resen ted by the two a r t i f a c t aissemblages, the second sec t i on of t h i s 

chap te r focuses on the a r t i f a c t assemblages. Th i s sec t ion uses the a r t i f a c t 



and Locarno Beach phase a r t i f a c t assemblages from Crescen t Beach. Th i s 

chapte r summarizes the in format ion de r i v ed from the a r t i f a c t compar ison. The 

complete a r t i f a c t t ypo l ogy for t h i s chap te r i s located i n Append ix C. The f i na l 

sect ion of Chap te r Three p r e s en t s a b r i e f compar ison of the Loca rno Beach 

component a r t i f a c t assemblage from Crescen t Beach w i th the ear l i es t component 

from the Locarno Beach t ypes i t e i n o r d e r to determine the r epresen ta t i v eness 

of the Locarno Beach component at Crescen t Beach. 

Component One and Two From Crescen t Beach 

Si te Loca t i on 

The site boundar i e s of the Crescen t Beach site (DgRr 1) have v a r i e d 

t h r o u g h time as sea l eve l and the a rea have bu i l t up . The two ear l i es t 

components are p resen t i n the a rea where we and P e r c y d u g , bu t the ear l i es t 

component (One) does not extend into the a rea west of o u r t r enches (Trace 

1981). See F i g u r e 2.3 for a map of the excavat ion t r enches v i s - a - v i s each 

o ther . P r esen t depths of the two components v a r y t h r oughou t the s i te . 

The s t r a t i g r a p h y of Component Two shows more d i v e r s i t y t han 

Comi>onent One. Most of the s t r a t i g r a p h y for Component One was dominal^d 

by e i ther musse l sheU or a da rk s a n d y matr ix . In Component Two, i t was 

easier to del ineate d i s t i n c t a n d d i f f e rent l a ye r s that were compr ised of a 

v a r i e t y of d i f f e rent she l l f i sh and so i l t ypes (Matson et a l . 1991:Figure 5, 6 and 

8). Th i s impl ies u t i l i z a t i on of a g rea ter po r t i on of the o v e ra l l eco log ica l area 

d u r i n g Component Two or pe rhaps less cons tant use. 



Chrono logy 

Table 3.1 Radio C a r b o n Dates Summar ized From the 
Loca rno Beach a n d Char l e s Components a t C r e s c en t Beach 

U n c o r r e c t e d Dates (Before Present ) 

Component One 3590±85 (WSU 4245) 
(Char les Component) 3710180 (WSU 4244) 

3780180 (SFU 794) 
3910190 (SFU 793) 
4440180 (SFU 795) 

Component Two 3010185 (WSU 4246) 
(Locarno Comp.) 3060180 (SFU 727) 

32101110 (WSU 4247) 

T race ' s 
Locarno Beach Comp. 2570190 (WSU 1948) 

2980180 (WSU 1702) 
3030180 (WSU 1703) 
3260180 (WSU 1701) 

As ind i ca ted by Table 3.1 (based on Matson et a l . 1991:Table 1 and 2) 

the t e rminus date for Component One l ies between 32101110 BP (WSU 4247) a n d 

3590185 BP (WSU 4245). The beg inn ing of Component Two fa l ls w i t h i n these 

same two dates and terminates sometime af ter 30801100 BP (WSU 4243) and 

sometime before 1810170 BP (SFU 726) wh i ch does not g ive a v e r y accura te 

time range for the second component. P e r c y had no dates for h is second 

component so he cannot he lp demarcate the time span . Trace ' s dates (1981:17) 

for h is Locarno Beach component range from 3260180 BP (WSU 1701), to 

2570190 BP (WSU 1948) (See Table 3.1). From o u r excavat ions . Component Two 

l ies between l aye rs CO and CT/U i n the South T r e n c h . Component One is 

composed of l aye rs CU to CY i n the Sou th T r e n c h . In the Nor th T r e n c h 

Component Two l ies between 190 - 210 cm, whi le Component One l ies below 220 

cm and Feature Nine (which w i l l be d i s cussed in the Fea ture sect ion) . 



F a u n a l Remains 

Mammalian f auna l remains r ecove red i n 1989 from Component Two were 

sparse w i t h v e r y few ident i f i ab le p ieces . Of the iden t i f i ed p ieces, 23 of 30 are 

dog. The on ly o ther mammal w i th more t h a n one piece p r esen t i s deer (two 

pieces are ident i f i ed ) . Other spec ies r ep r e s en t ed includes h a r b o u r seal (one), 

fox? (two), and dog/raccoon (one). Th i s l i s t i s even s p a r s e r t han that for 

Component One. Pac i f i c I.D. (1990b) conc ludes tha t more dog is p r e s en t i n the 

la ter depos i ts and i n t e r e s t i n g l y , dog remains from two l a ye r s i n Component 

Two (CO and CP-2) were of dogs not i ceab ly smal ler t han most of the 

archaeo log ica l remains t h e y had seen. They hypo thes i z ed that t h i s may be i s 

the "wool dog " the Coast Sa l i sh b r e d for i t s wool. B i r d remains are minimal 

w i th the fo l lowing ident i f i ed spec ies r ep r e sen t ed : s ande r l i n g (two), goose 

(two), cooper ' s hawk (one), r o b i n (one), and l a rge duck (one). Un f o r tuna t e l y , 

there were no seasonal i nd i ca t o r s located i n the fauna l remains f rom 

Component Two. While i t is not app rop r i a t e to use s u c h a smal l assemblages 

of i den t i f i ed mammal remains as an ind i ca t o r of the complete p r e h i s t o r i c 

c u l t u r e p resen t at the s i te , the fauna l v a r i e t y p r e sen t i n the remains impl ies a 

great deal of d i v e r s i t y i n terms of r e source procurement . 

The fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i on of the f i sh remains from Component Two are a 

summation of C r o c k f o r d and Wigen (1990a, 1991a and 1991b). The f i s h remains 

from Component Two exh ib i t spec ies w h i c h are also p resen t i n Component One. 

The d i f ference i s of i n t e n s i t y and a genera l decrease i n d i v e r s i t y of f i sh 

r e sources ove r time. As p r e v i o u s l y mentioned i n the d i s cuss i on of f i sh 

remains for Component One, salmon i s the dominant f i sh remains for a l l of 

Component Two w i t h p ropo r t i ons of salmon remains r a n g i n g from 50% to 75% of 

a l l Ident i f iable f i sh . Th roughou t th i s component f l a t f i sh s tays at a cons tant 



propo r t i on of about 20% w i th a peak of 33.3% i n l aye r CT (which also has a 

f a i r l y h i gh number of h e r r i n g pa r t s present ) and 29% i n l aye r C P - 1 . 

T h r o u g h o u t Component Two, f l a t f i sh are p r o c u r e d and or consumed on site as 

whole f i sh whi le salmon are p r o c u r e d and or consumed on s i te w i t h the i r head 

pa r t s miss ing . Seasona l i ty for Component Two, from the a p p a r e n t l y s to red 

salmon, f l a t f i sh and h e r r i n g remains sugges t a s i te occupat ion of e a r l y s p r i n g . 

Matson (1992) sugges t s that the fauna l remains from Fea ture Nine i n the Nor th 

T r e n c h sugges t a late f a l l to late s p r i n g occupat i on , a s l i g h t l y d i f f e ren t 

pe r spec t i v e t h a n that p r esen t ed for the Locarno component i n the Sou th 

T r ench . The salmon remains from Feature Nine conta in head p a r t s wh i ch he 

a r gues ind ica tes f i s h procurement a n d consumpt ion on -s i t e (something that 

would happen d u r i n g the fa l l salmon f i s h i n g season) as opposed to the case i n 

the Sou th T r e n c h where head pa r t s are almost complete ly absent . 

The she l l f i sh remains from Component Two at C rescen t Beach d i f f e r from 

Component One i n two ways (Rank in 1991a, 1991b): 1. There i s more d i v e r s i t y 

i n the she l l f i sh remains p r esen t d u r i n g Component Two. My t i l u s is s t i l l the 

most common she l l f i sh r esource bu t there i s more d i v e r s i t y i n c l u d i n g clams 

s u c h as C l inoca rd ium. Saxidomus and Pro to thacus . Gradua l l y the clam species 

become more common and M y t i l u s decreases t h r o u g h time; 2. The she l l f i sh 

samples from Component Two exh ib i t l a r g e r abso lute we ights for the she l l f i sh 

spec ies present . While the she l l f i sh we ights , pe r sample, fo r Component One 

were i n the tens of grams (and none were ove r 30 grams) , the she l l f i sh 

we ights from she l l f i sh samples i n Component Two are i n the h u n d r e d s of 

grams and i n one layer (CT) the abso lute we ight of the she l l f i sh spec ies 

p resen t was 1416.5 grams (Rank in 1991a, 1991b). There i s a not iceable 

increase i n the p ropo r t i on of she l l f i sh p resen t i n the she l l f i sh samples from 



Component Two. The d i v e r s i t y of she l l f i sh remains i n Component Two have 

al lowed us to separate n a t u r a l l a y e r s and the d i f f e rence between l aye rs is 

d i s t i n c t i v e . The d i v e r s i t y of the she l l f i sh f ound i n the d i f f e ren t l aye rs 

composing Component Two does not increase immediately, i n s t ead , M y t i l u s is 

g r a d u a l l y de-emphas ized whi le o ther she l l f i sh spec ies are g r a d u a l l y inc reased . 

In terms of seasonal i ty , there is no one per fec t time to explo i t the d i ve rse 

number of she l l f i sh species p r e s en t i n Component Two. 

Fea tures 

There is l i t t l e d i f ference in f ea tures between the two ea r l y components 

at Crescen t Beach w i th one poss ib le except ion i n the Nor th t r e n c h . A feature 

(Feature Nine) was uncove r ed i n Component Two. Fea ture Nine has been dated 

to the Locarno Beach phase and shows a f f in i t y to the l i v i n g sur faces f ound at 

both St . Mungo and Glenrose . Th i s l i v i n g f loor conta ined a more v a r i e d 

mixture of she l l f i sh (of the two she l l f i sh samples ana l y z ed , C l inocard ium had 

the l a rges t absolute va lue of 42.6 grams whi le My t i l u s had a va lue of 33.8 

grams, P ro to thacus was also p r e sen t i n not iceable p ropo r t i ons ) . The o ther 

l aye rs (all of wh i ch be long to Component One) i n the N o r t h T r e n c h had l i t t l e 

ev idence of P ro to thacus or C l inoca rd ium (Matson et a l . 1991:110). There were 

three poss ib le smal l postmolds assoc iated w i th t h i s feature and Matson has 

hypo thes i z ed that i t may be the i n t e r i o r of a smal l dwe l l ing . It shou ld also be 

noted that the on l y h e r r i n g remains i n the Nor th T r e n c h were r e cove r ed from 

th i s Locarno-aged feature . 

From our excavat ions i n Component Two, we d id not uncove r any c l a y -

l ined features l i ke those from the No r th t r e n c h , bu t P e r c y had one i n 

Component Two (Percy 1974:29). 



Hear th f ea tures were the most common feature t ype from e i the r 

component. Chap te r Two desc r ibes the t y p i c a l hea r th feature uncove r ed at 

Crescen t Beach. 

We d id not r e cove r human remains from ou r Component Two bu t P e r c y 

r e cove r ed f ive b u r i a l s i n h i s con t ro l l ed excavat ion t r enches . While the 

in format ion ga the red from these bu r i a l s may or may not he lp determine site 

func t i on , there are d i f f e rences between these ske le tons and those from 

Component One. Of the f ive ske le tons f our bear ev idence of l ab re t wear and 

of these four , th ree are determined to be male and one is of an indeterminate 

sex. B u r i a l 5 has ev idence of both labre t wear and a p u r p o s e l y deformed 

s k u l l (Beattie 1980:197). Th i s was not d i spu t ed by C y b u l s k i (1991). 

Fu r the rmore , t h i s mature male had a large number of g rave goods i n c l u d i n g 

s eve ra l f lake tools, a pro jec t i l e po int , two a b r a d e r s , beads and three awls 

(Pe rcy 1974:40). 

Fo r the f i r s t time, d u r i n g Component Two, at Crescen t Beach we see 

ev idence of a g r oup of people p h y s i c a l l y d i f f e r en t ia t ing themselves . But , a l l 

of the ske le tons w i th p h y s i c a l deformations (both l ab re t wear and deformed 

sku l l s ) are mature and i n those cases where sex can be determined, male. 

There is no ev idence that soc iety at Crescen t Beach has become r a n k e d ; i t has 

changed from the Char l es c u l t u r e soc ia l o r gan i za t i on where p h y s i c a l express i on 

of d i f f e rences was not yet expressed i n ways wh i ch would be adopted and 

p r a c t i s e d for many generat ions , bu t there is no ev idence as of ye t t ha t one 

was b o r n into one 's r ank . F o r f u r t h e r in format ion about the p h y s i c a l 

an thropo logy of the ea r l y time per iods on the Nor thwest Coast r e f e r to Beattie 

(1980) or C y b u l s k i (1990). 



Component One a n d Two N o n - A r t i f a c t u a l Data Conc lus i ons 

In conc lus i on , there is a great deal of v a r i a t i on between the two ea r l y 

components at Crescen t Beach i n nea r l y e v e r y t ype of da ta d i s cussed . These 

va r i a t i ons are to be expected because these two components r ep r e s en t two 

d i ss imi la r time per iods and c u l t u r a l phases . In t r y i n g to determine the 

d i f ference i n s i te func t i on i t is d i f f i cu l t to d i f f e rent ia te between d i ss imi la r i t i e s 

r e s u l t i n g from c u l t u r a l change and d i f f e rences r e s u l t i n g from an ac tua l change 

i n the func t i on of the s i te . A t t h i s time I am not su re of the s im i l a r i t y i n s i te 

func t i on for Component One and Two at Crescen t Beach bu t I am i n c l i n e d to 

argue that both are base camps. 

In genera l , there i s ev idence that s i te ac t i v i t i e s i n Component Two 

concent ra ted on d i f f e rent p rocurement s t ra teg i es (e.g., salmon on site were 

consumed and or p rocessed w i thout headpar ts whi le salmon i n Component One 

was consumed and or p rocessed as a whole f i s h , bu t t h i s i s not t r u e for a l l of 

the Locarno Beach component, as salmon headpar t s were f ound i n the matr ix of 

Feature Nine wh i ch i s Locarno Beach i n age). F u r t h e r m o r e , whi le there i s a 

s imi la r i t y i n the t ype of f auna l and f i s h remains f ound i n Component One and 

Component Two, salmon becomes the dominant f i s h remain for a l l of Component 

Two whi le i t is a c tua l l y f a i r l y equa l i n p r o p o r t i o n to f l a t f i sh i n Component 

One. H e r r i n g is p r e sen t on l y i n Component Two. There i s a lack of seasonal 

i nd i ca to r s for Component Two beyond s p r i n g i n the Sou th T r e n c h , (from the 

h e r r i n g f ound i n some of the l a y e r s , the salmon and f l a t f i sh remains) and fa l l 

to ea r l y s p r i n g for Fea ture Nine. 

The v a r i e t y of food r e sources and the seasons so f a r de termined for 

site occupat ion sugges t that d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase Crescen t Beach 

was occup ied on a r e g u l a r bas is sugges t i v e of i t be ing a base camp r a t h e r 



t han a l imited a c t i v i t y s i te at least for the Nor th t r e n c h and Fea ture Nine. It 

was not occup ied for e v e r y season of e v e r y year as there i s no ev idence for 

a summer o r e a r l y f a l l o ccupat i on , bu t a base camp does not have to be 

occup ied a l l year r o u n d . Ev idence sugges t s tha t d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach 

phase i n the Sou th t r e n c h i t was a place where p r eh i s t o r i c people were l i v i n g 

i n e a r l y s p r i n g time s u b s i s t i n g on salmon p r e v i o u s l y caugh t as we l l as 

exp lo i t ing the spawn ing h e r r i n g and f l a t f i sh . They were not p r e sen t at the 

site to explo i t one p a r t i c u l a r r esource wh i ch is why i t i s i napp rop r i a t e to 

def ine Component Two as r ep resen ta t i v e of a l imi ted a c t i v i t y s i te . They were 

consuming one p a r t i c u l a r r esource more than o the rs , bu t they were not at 

Crescen t Beach j u s t because of that r e source (salmon). They were at Crescen t 

Beach because i t was a p r o d u c t i v e place to s tay . They w in te red the re for 

pa r t of the Locarno Beach phase a c c o r d i n g Fea ture Nine 's f auna l remains. 

If t r u e , t h i s impl ies tha t the two ea r l y components are s imi lar i n that 

base camp ac t i v i t i e s took place, bu t they are d i f f e ren t i n that the season of 

occupat ion d u r i n g Component Two l imi ted the r esources ava i lab le . It may be 

that s i te occupat ion decreased d u r i n g Component Two, and site func t i on was of 

a less i n t ens i v e base camp occupat ion w i th seasonal explo i tat ion of k e y 

r e sources s u c h as she l l f i sh and salmon. 

Th is conc ludes the d i s cuss i on of non -a r t i f a c tua l data from Components 

One and Two at Crescen t Beach. The next sec t ion p resen ts a deta i led 

compar ison of the a r t i f a c t assemblages from the two components. 



A r t i f a c t C lass i f i ca t i on 

Typo logy Organ i za t i on 

The a r t i f a c t assemblages r e cove r ed from both P e r c y ' s and ou r 

excavat ions have been merged toge ther for the purpose of th i s ana l y s i s . The 

j o in ing together of two d i f f e ren t a r t i f a c t assemblages b r i n g s r i s k s wh i ch must 

be acknowledged . I have proceeded w i th caut ion whi le amalgamating the data, 

know ing that i t has been a c q u i r e d from two separate excavat ions . The 

advantage to j o i n ing the two a r t i f a c t assemblages was tha t i t enab led me to 

work w i th a moderate ly large a r t i f a c t co l lect ion l ess a f fected b y sample s ize. 

The a r t i f a c t t ypo l ogy for Chap t e r Three is set up the same as that 

d i s cussed i n Chapte r Two, w i th add i t i ona l a r t i f a c t t ypes added when 

app l i cab le . Append ix C conta ins the f u l l a r t i f ac t c l ass i f i ca t i on a long w i t h the 

tables of measurements for each a r t i f a c t t ype . Now tha t i t has been 

determined that Component One at C rescen t Beax;h i s from a s imi lar c u l t u r a l 

t r ad i t i on as the Glenrose and St . Mungo Char les c u l t u r e components , the next 

step is de te rmin ing the c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y of a Char l e s c u l t u r e a r t i f a c t 

assemblage to a Locarno Beach phase a r t i f ac t assemblage. 

Table 3.2 summarizes the a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t i n Component One and 

Two at Crescen t Beach, the p r o p o r t i o n of each a r t i f a c t assemblage r ep r e sen t ed 

by each i n d i v i d u a l a r t i f ac t t ype , a long w i th the number of a r t i f a c t s p r esen t i n 

each ar t i f ac t t ype . The arti feict c lass i f i ca t i on is condensed to avo id r epe t i t i on 

of the in format ion p r o v i d e d i n Chap t e r Two. 

The desc r i p t i on of i n d i v i d u a l a r t i f a c t t ypes encompasses a l a rge sect ion 

of th i s chapte r . To be cons i s t en t , the p ropo r t i ons for the a r t i f a c t t ypes are 

ca lcu lated w i thout the i n c lus i on of e i ther g r o u n d stone d i s c beads o r she l l 

beads (see p r e v i ous d i s cuss i on of w h y th i s was done i n Chap te r Two). In th i s 



Table 3.2 A r t i f a c t Tabu la t i on f o r Components One emd Two 
at C r e s c en t Beach 

A r t i f a c t Type Component One Component Two 
Number % Number % 

Core 55 9.6 29 10.6 
B ipo la r Implement 49 8.6 6 2.2 
TOTAL NUMBER 104 18.2 35 12.8 

C h i p p e d Stone Implements 

U n s h a p e d C h i p p e d Stone Implements 
Hammerstone 4 .7 7 2.6 
Anv i l s t one 4 .7 1 .4 
Hammerstone Anv i l s t one 1 .2 1 .4 
Pebble Tool Uni face 16 2.8 12 4.4 
Pebble Tool Bi face 3 .5 2 .7 
TOTAL NUMBER C. S. IMPLEMENTS 28 4.9 23 8.5 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F l a k e Tools 
Cor tex S p a l l 14 2.4 8 2.9 
U t i l i z ed F lake 118 20.6 65 23.6 
Quar t z Micrxjhth 1 .2 11 4.0 
Uni fac . S t e ep -Ang l ed Retouch. F lake 28 4.9 19 6.9 
Uni fac . <-Angled Retouched F l ake 19 3.3 10 3.6 
B i f ac i a l l y Retouched F l ake 2 .4 3 1.1 
Mac rob l ade -L ike F l ake 1 .2 - -TOTAL NUMBER C. S. F. TOOLS 183 32.0 116 42.1 

Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools 
Na r r ow -Ang l ed Formed Uni face 3 .5 - -Lea f -Shaped Bi face 7 1.2 1 .4 
C o n t r a c t i n g Stem Bi face No Shou lde r s 2 .4 1 .4 
Cont rac t . Stem Bi face With Shou lde r s 4 .7 4 1.5 
Bi face Prox imal Fragment 3 .5 - -Biface Media l F ragment 3 .5 - -Biface Dis ta l F ragment - - 3 1.1 
Un ident i f i ab l e Bi face Fragment 8 1.4 2 .7 
Ch ipped <-Angled Bi face Object - - 2 .7 
Ch ipped <-Angled Tabu l a r Bifarte Ob j . 1 .2 - -TOTAL NUMBER SHAPED C. S. TOOLS 31 5.4 13 4.8 
TOTAL NUMBER CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 346 60.5 187 68.2 



Table 3.2 Con t inued 

Ar t i f a c t Type Component One Component Two 
Number % Number % 

G r o u n d Stone Implements 
Saw - - 1 A 
A b r a s i v e Stone 13 2.3 17 6.2 
Formed A b r a s i v e Stone 5 .9 3 1.1 
G r o u n d Stone Disc Beads (508) (42.4) (392) (56.2) 
G r o u n d Stone R i n g - - 1 .4 
Adze - - 1 .4 
Gul f I s l and complex - - 3 1.1 
L a b r e t - - 2 .7 
Decorated G r o u n d Stone 1 .2 - -Misce l laneous G r o u n d Stone 1 .2 1 .4 
TOTAL NUMBER G. S. I. (NO BEADS) 20 3.6 29 10.7 
TOTAL NUMBER G. S. I. (WITH BEADS) 528 — 421 

Pecked a n d G r o u n d Stone Implements 
Mor ta r - - 2 .7 
TOTAL NUMBER P. AND G. S. I M P L E M E N T S - — 2 .7 

Bone Implements 
Worked Bone Media l Fragment 80 14.0 16 5.8 
Worked Bone E n d Fragment 35 6.1 7 2.6 
Rodent Inc i so r 3 .5 - -Bone Hook Object 1 .2 - -Per fo ra ted Bone Pendant 1 .2 - -Tooth Pendant 2 .4 - -Bone Bead 4 .7 - -S p l i n t e r Bone A w l 15 2.6 4 1.5 
S p h t R ib A w l 6 1.1 - -Formed Bone A w l 12 2.1 3 1.1 
Metapodia l Aw l - - 1 .4 
B i r d Bone Aw l 2 .4 1 .4 
U l n a A w l 2 .4 - -U b i a Tool - - 1 .4 
Bone D r i l l 1 .2 - -Un ipo in t 4 .7 2 .7 
B ipo in t 1 .2 1 .4 
Po inted Bone Object Fragment - - 1 .4 
Bone Ch i s e l With Un i l a t . Taper E n d 10 1.8 5 1.8 
Non-Fac . Po in t With C e n t r a l C a v i t y 4 ,7 1 .4 
Non-Face t ted Po in t F ragment 1 .2 - -U n i d . Wedge, Ch i s e l , Po int F ragment 12 2.1 1 .4 
F r a g . Un i l a t e raUy Barbed Harp/Po in t 1 .2 - -Bone Lab r e t - - 1 .4 
TOTAL NUMBER B. IMPLEMENTS 197 34.8 45 16.7 



Table 3.2 Con t inued 

A r t i f a c t Type 

A n t l e r Implements 
Worked A n t l e r Med ia l F ragment 
Worked A n t l e r E n d Fragment 
P u n c h 
A n t l e r Un ipo in t 
A n t l e r B ipo in t 
A n t l e r Wedge 
F r a g . Un i l a t . B a r b e d F. P t ./Harp . 
Zoomorphic Object 
TOTAL NUMBER A. IMPLEMENTS 

Component One 
Number % 

1 
2 

Component Two 
Number X 

.2 

.4 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

1.6 

2 
2 

1 

4 

1 
10 

.7 

.7 

.4 

1.5 

.4 
3.7 

S h e l l A r t i f a c t s 
She l l Pendant 1 .2 -S h e l l Bead (116) (9.7) (30) 
She l l L a b r e t - - 1 
SheU Adze Blade 1 .2 -Misc . G r o u n d SheU Fragtaent - - 1 
TOTAL S. ART IFACTS (NO BEADS) 2 .4 2 
TOTAL S. ART IFACTS (WITH BEADS) 118 - 32 

TOTAL NO. ART IFACTS (no beads) 
TOTAL NO. ART IFACTS (wi th beads) 

573 100.3 
1197 

275 100.2 
697 



way, compar isons between the two components at Crescen t Beach as wel l as 

the two St . Mungo components from Glenrose and St . Mungo w i l l be poss ib le . 

Fur the rmore , I d i d not i nc lude beads i n the p ropo r t i ons because almost a l l of 

the beads from Crescen t Beach came from ou r excavat ion, demonst ra t ing the 

d i f f e rences between o u r s and P e r c y ' s excavat ion s t ra teg i es . 

There is a d i f ference between the Crescen t Beach components that was 

not p r esen t for the compar ison of the Glenrose , St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach 

Char l es components. Component Two is less than hal f the s ize of Component 

One. With s u c h l a rge d i f f e rences i n a r t i f a c t numbers , the absence of a r t i f a c t 

t ypes i n Component Two r e s u l t s from a smaller sample s ize . Th i s d i f ference i n 

sample s ize skews the data from Component Two; i t a lso makes each Component 

Two a r t i f a c t more impor tant i n terms of p ropo r t i ons . Each i n d i v i d u a l a r t i f a c t 

in Component One r ep r e s en t s .2% of the tota l a r t i f a c t assemblage, whi le i n 

Component Two, each a r t i f a c t r e p r e s e n t s A% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage. 

One cou ld ask whether there is a c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion for t h i s lower 

dens i t y of a r t i f ac t s i n Component Two. P e rhaps fewer a r t i f ac t s are p resen t 

because p r e h i s t o r i c people d i d not i n t e n s i v e l y o c cupy Crescen t Beach d u r i n g 

Component Two. The d i f ference i n a r t i f a c t assemblage s ize cou ld be exp la ined 

as r ep resen ta t i v e of a change i n s i te occupat ion between the two components , 

as was p r e v i o u s l y d i s cussed i n the n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l data. 

L i t h i c A r t i f a c t s 

Ch ipped Stone 

CORE: 

While fewer cores are f ound in Component Two, they ac tua l l y r ep r e sen t 

a h i ghe r p ropo r t i on of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage r e la t i ve to Component One 



because of the smal ler a r t i f a c t assemblage s ize i n Component Two. The h i gh 

p ropor t i ons of cores i n bo th components impl ies tha t they were impor tant 

a r t i f ac t s . In Component Two the mean and median are s imi lar and both the 

range and IQR are c loser toge ther f o r both we ight and l e n g t h (Appendix C). 

Table 3.3 demonstrates the d i f f e rences i n raw mater ia ls exh ib i t ed i n the 

cores from Component One and Two. The three main raw materials i n 

Component One are : basa l t (76.4%), c h e r t (9.1%) and u n k n o w n igneous wh i ch 

t ies w i th quar t z i t e (5.5%). The top three raw materials i n Component Two are : 

basal t (65.5%), q u a r t z c r y s t a l (17.2%) and u n k n o w n igneous (6.9%). While 

basalt s t i l l dominates the raw mater ia l t ypes , there is a r educ t i on of 11% i n i t s 

p o p u l a r i t y , whi le che r t , w h i c h was the second most popu la r raw mater ia l i n 

Component One, is now r ep r e sen t ed by one core i n Component Two. Quartz 

c r y s t a l cores re f lec t the inc rease use of q u a r t z c r y s t a l implements i n 

Component Two. U n k n o w n igneous i n Component Two i s r ep r e sen t ed by two 

cores (6.9%) while quar t z i t e is r ep r e sen t ed by one (3.45%). C o n s i d e r i n g the 

d i f ference i n sample s ize , note tha t both components have the same number of 

raw mater ia l t ypes - s ix . 

Table 3.3 Raw mater ia l Types of Cores 
i n Component One a n d Two From Crescen t Beach 

Raw Mate r i a l Types Component One % Component Two % 

Quar t z C r y s t a l 0 17.2 
U n k n o w n Igneous 5.5 6.9 
Basa l t 76.4 65.5 
U n k n o w n Sed imentary 1.8 0 
C h e r t 9.1 3.5 
Greenstone 1.8 0 
Quar t z i t e 5.5 3,5 
Steat i te 0 3.5 

It has been sugges ted tha t d u r i n g the St . Mungo phase there was a 

re l iance on water worn pebbles for tool manufacture , whi le d u r i n g the Locarno 



Beach phase there was a more focused e f fort to p r o c u r e basal t as a raw 

mater ia l (Matson pe r sona l communicat ion 1991). Based on the raw mater ia l data 

from Crescen t Beach th i s is not en t i r e l y t r u e , because basal t a c tua l l y 

decreases i n importance i n Component Two compared to Component One. 

In genera l , basa l t is dominant t h r o u g h o u t bo th components, bu t there i s 

a change i n emphasis on secondary raw mater ia ls w i th che r t , quar t z i t e and 

u n k n o w n igneous dec r eas ing t h r o u g h time, whi le q u a r t z c r y s t a l and steat i te 

are two raw mater ia ls appea r ing on ly i n Component Two. While there is a 

genera l t r e n d towards c o n t i n u i t y i n the usage of basal t , there is some 

va r i a t i on o c c u r r i n g i n secondary raw mater ia ls . 

BIPOLAR IMPLEMENT: 

There are notable d i f f erences i n the numbers and p ropo r t i ons of b ipo lar 

implements for the two components. Of the a r t i f a c t assemblages so f a r 

ana l y zed , Component Two has the lowest number of b ipo la r implements. It is 

unexpected to f i nd b ipo la r techno logy minimal ly implemented on-s i t e d u r i n g 

Component Two, Th i s r e s u l t is even more p u z z l i n g when one rea l i zes tha t 

qua r t z microUths increase i n numbers i n Component Two as does q u a r t z 

debitage, but the cores from wh i ch these ob jec ts were d e r i v ed are miss ing . 

The assumed p r o d u c t s (quar t z micro l i ths ) and b y - p r o d u c t s (debitage) of a 

b ipo lar techno logy are p resen t i n Component Two bu t the ob jects from wh i ch 

the o thers were obta ined are not. P e rhaps we missed the f l i n t k n a p p i n g areas 

in Component Two. 

The raw mater ia l p ropor t i ons for b ipo lar implements must be examined 

w i th caut ion due to the low sample s ize at Component Two. Of the s ix b ipo lar 

implements i n Component Two, one is made from q u a r t z c r y s t a l , whi le the o ther 



f ive are of basalt . The b ipo la r implements i n Component One are composed of 

the fo l lowing raw mater ia ls : 45 of 49 are basal t , two are che r t , one is of 

u n k n o w n metamorphic a n d one i s quar t z i t e . Based on pas t assumpt ions 

c once rn ing the manufacture of qua r t z m ic ro l i ths , one would expect to see 

g rea ter ev idence of b ipo lar implements made f rom q u a r t z (e i ther q u a r t z c r y s t a l 

or v e i n quar t z ) . Th i s i s not the case at C rescen t Beach. Pe rhaps my own 

inexper ience at c l a s s i f y i n g b ipo la r implements has in f luenced th i s unexpected 

pa t t e rn . If not, there i s ev idence that q u a r t z micro l i ths were made from cores 

wh i ch do not exh ib i t ev idence of b ipo lar p e r c u s s i o n . 

Core a n d B ipo la r Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Based on the core and b ipo la r implement data , one can surmise that 

more core and b ipo la r r e d u c t i o n o c c u r r e d i n Component One. The p ropo r t i ons 

for cores are v e r y s imi lar , bu t there i s a l a rge decrease i n b ipo lar implements 

i n Component Two, a l though the p r o d u c t s and b y - p r o d u c t s of b ipo la r 

implements ac tua l l y increase . A n in t ens i v e debitage ana l y s i s compar ing the 

p ropor t i ons of ob jec ts though t to be created from a b ipo la r techno logy would 

be use fu l . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone Implements 

COBBLE CORE TOOLS 

MODIFIED COBBLES 

HAMMERSTONE: 

Table 3.2 ind ica tes an increase i n the number and p r opo r t i on of 

hammerstones i n Component Two. The increase of hammerstones i n Component 



Two cou ld be In te rpre ted as an i n d i r e c t r e s u l t of core and b ipo la r r educ t i on , 

bu t hammerstones can be used for o the r ac t i v i t i e s bes ides f l i n t k n a p p i n g . 

There is no change i n the t ypes of raw materials used for hammerstones 

t h r o u g h time. Igneous a n d metamorphic raw mater ia l t ype s are used i n both 

components. 

ANVILSTONE a n d HAMMER ANVILSTONE: 

The near absence of anv i l s t ones and hammer/anvi ls tones i n Component 

Two is not unexpected due to the p r e v i o u s l y mentioned pauc i t y of ev idence 

for b ipo lar r educ t i on . The low number of these ob jec ts i n both components 

po in ts to a s im i l a r i t y i n f l i n t k n a p p i n g t echn iques wh i ch i s not the re . The 

d i f f e rences i n numbers and p ropo r t i ons of cores and b ipo la r implements 

demonstrate these d i f f e rences . From the data ana l y zed so far , ne i the r 

anv i l s t ones or hammer/anvi ls tones are accura te ind i ca to r s of on -s i t e 

f l i n t k n a p p i n g ac t i v i t i e s . C u r a t i o n has something to do w i th th i s 

mis representa t i on . It may be the case at Crescen t Beach tha t 

Anvi ls tones/Hammer anv i l s tones were site f u r n i t u r e p resen t and an t i c i pa t o r y i n 

cha ra c t e r (B in fo rd 1977). They may not have been used to a great extent, b u t 

were p resen t i n case of fu tu re need. 

F L A K E D C O B B L E CORE TOOLS 

P E B B L E TOOL UNIFACE a n d P E B B L E TOOL B I F A C E : 

Cobble tools are p r e sen t i n each component. Un i f ac ia l cobble tools are 

more common than b i fac ia l cobble tools. The p ropo r t i ons are s imi lar . Th is was 

not expected because I assumed cobble tools would decrease t h r o u g h time and 

be less numerous i n Component Two. Besides the unexpected s im i l a r i t y i n 

p ropo r t i ons , there are no obv ious d i f ferences . 



There i s some d i f f e rence i n the raw mater ia l t ypes p r esen t i n the pebble 

tool uni face category . In Component One, u n k n o w n igneous (seven/43.8%), 

basal t (four/25.0%) and quar t z i t e (four/25%) are the three major raw mater ia l 

t ypes . In Component Two, quar t z i t e (four/33.3%) and basa l t (three/25%) are 

the two top raw mater ia ls whi le f i ve o ther raw mater ia l t ypes are also 

r ep r esen t ed . F o u r raw mater ia l t ype s are r ep r e sen t ed i n Component One 

v e r s u s seven i n Component Two. Pebble tool uni faces have doub led the i r 

p r opo r t i on of the Component Two a r t i f a c t assemblage a long w i th an increase i n 

the number of raw mater ia l t ype s p resen t . Th i s a r t i f a c t ca tegory is one of 

the except ions to the ru l e tha t basal t i s the dominant raw mater ia l . Quartz i te 

su rpasses basal t as the most impor tant raw mater ia l t ype . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Objects i n c l u d e d i n the Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone Implements a re 

p ropor t i ona te l y twice as numerous i n Component Two (23 and 8.5%) as they are 

i n Component One (28 and 4.9%). Component Two has the h i ghes t p r opo r t i ons 

of Unshaped Ch ipped Stone implements from the f our a r t i f a c t assemblages 

ana lyzed . 

One often assumes tha t the ' c r u d e r ' and techno log ica l l y simple objects 

become less common t h r o u g h time on the Nor thwest Coast. Th is i s t r u e i n a 

genera l sense, bu t there p r o b a b l y are o ther s i tes l ike C rescen t Beach where 

techno log ica l l y s impler tools ex is t i n h i g h p ropor t i ons d u r i n g time per i ods 

where they had p r e v i o u s l y been assumed less important . Regard l ess of the i r 

techno log ica l s imp l i c i t y , these implements were made and used for p a r t i c u l a r 

ac t i v i t i es wh i ch con t inued t h r o u g h time. Obv i ous l y , not a l l ob jects were 

rep laced by techno log ica l l y more soph is t i ca ted tools. 



In the past , Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts have emphasized the s t y l i z ed 

and techno log i ca l l y complex a r t i f a c t s d i scove red i n an a r t i f a c t assemblage whi le 

de -emphas i z ing the less s t y l i z ed ob jects s u c h as Unshaped Ch ipped Stone 

Implements. In o r d e r to ga in a p r ope r pe rspec t i v e on ea r l y Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r y , we must p r e sen t a l l the a r t i f ac t s i n s u c h a manner tha t no a r t i f a c t 

ca tegory ( r egard less of i t s importance for de te rmin ing spec i f i c c u l t u r a l 

phases) is denied equa l r ep r esen ta t i on . 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F l ake Tools 

C O B B L E P L A X E TOOLS 

CORTEX S P A L L : 

The p ropo r t i ons of cor tex spa l l s are s imi lar for both components. The 

raw mater ia ls for both components also exh ib i t s im i l a r i t y . Quartz i te i s the 

most impor tant raw mater ia l (8/57.1% i n Component One v e r s u s 4/50.0% i n 

Component Two). Basal t i s the second most common raw mater ia l t ype i n both 

components as wel l (5/35.7% i n Component One and 2/25.0% i n Component Two). 

UTIL IZED F L A K E TOOLS 

UTILIZED F L A K E : 

The p ropo r t i ons of u t i l i z ed f lakes are nea r l y the same for the two 

components (20.6% i n Component One a n d 23.6% i n Component Two). They are 

more s imi lar to each o ther t han to the p ropo r t i ons of u t i l i z ed f lakes p resen t at 

Glenrose (10.8%) o r St . Mungo (6.1%). 

Table 3.4 d i sp l ays the raw mater ia l t ypes f ound i n the u t i l i z ed f lake 

ca tegory at Components One and Two at Crescen t Beach. Both components 

have e ight d i f f e rent raw mater ia l t ypes . Obs id ian , mudstone and u n k n o w n 



metamorphic are f ound on l y i n Component One and have one a r t i f a c t p r esen t 

for each raw mater ia l type . In Component Two the un ique raw mater ia l t ypes 

are cha lcedony , s late and s c h i s t (each r ep r e s en t ed by one ar t i f ac t ) . In 

Component One basal t (85/72.0%) is the most common raw mater ia l t ype , whi le 

quar t z i t e (19/16.1%) i s second and u n k n o w n i gneous (six/5.1%) is t h i r d . In 

Component Two basal t (45/69.2%) is the most common raw mater ia l t ype , whi le 

u n k n o w n igneous (seven/10.8%) and quar t z i t e (six/9.2%) are second and t h i r d . 

In Component One the top th ree raw mater ia l t ype s con ta in 93.2% of the 

a r t i f ac t s whi le i n Component Two the top three raw mater ia l t ypes con ta in 

89.2% of the a r t i f a c t s . There is v e r y l i t t l e v a r i a t i o n i n th i s a r t i f a c t ca tegory 

beyond the d i sappearance of three raw mater ia l t ypes a n d the appearance of 

three new raw mater ia l t ypes . 

Table 3.4 Raw Mate r i a l T ypes for U t i l i z e d F l a k e s 
i n Component One a n d Two F rom Cr e s c en t Beach 

Raw Mate r ia l Types Component One X Component Two X 

Chalcedony 0 1.5 
U n k n o w n Igneous 5.1 10.8 
Basal t 72.0 69.2 
Obs id ian .9 1.5 
Mudstone .9 0 
C h e r t 2.5 1.5 
U n k n o w n Metamorphic .9 0 
Greenstone 1.7 1.5 
Quar tz i t e 16.1 9.2 
Slate 0 3.1 
S c h i s t 0 3.1 

RETOUCHED F L A K E TOOLS 

QUARTZ MICROLITH: 

Quar t z micro l i ths are a much more not iceable p resence i n Component 

Two. As p r e v i o u s l y mentioned, qua r t z micro l i ths and b ipo la r implements are 



often assumed to be pos i t i v e l y co r r e l a t ed bu t they are not i n th i s case. 

Quar t z mic ro l i ths have i n the pas t been used as c u l t u r a l marker for the 

Locarno Beach phase. The i r p resence i n Component Two and near absence i n 

Component One sugges t s a major d i f ference between the two components. 

U N I F A C I A L L Y RETOUCHED F L A K E S 

UN IFAC IALLY S T E E P - A N G L E D RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

Table 3.2 demonstrates the s im i l a r i t y i n p ropo r t i ons of s t eep-ang l ed 

r e touched f lakes from the two components (4.9% Component One and 6.9% 

Component Two). There are p ropor t i ona te l y more s t eep -ang l ed r e touched 

f lakes p resen t i n Component Two. Th i s impl ies that s c r a p i n g ac t i v i t i e s 

(usua l l y assoc iated w i th la rge l and mammals) were an impor tant a c t i v i t y at the 

site t h r o u g h time, a l though Nor thwest Coast a rchaeo log is ts often emphasize the 

i n c r e a s i n g importance of sea r e sources . On a genera l l eve l i t is t r u e tha t the 

r esources of the sea increase i n importance whi le l and r esources decrease , bu t 

on a si te b y site bas i s , a major t r e n d i s not a lways so obv ious . There i s 

another exp lanat ion of why s t eep -ang l ed r e t ouched f lakes would be an 

impor tant a r t i f a c t for on -s i t e ac t i v i t i e s . S t e ep -ang l ed r e t ouched f lakes are a 

tool t ype that cou ld be used to make o ther tools. Fo r example, t h e y cou ld be 

used to create wooden tools. 

The most common raw mater ia l t ype for s t eep -ang l ed r e touched f lakes i n 

both components is basalt (67.9% i n Component One and 79% i n Component 

Two). There are no un ique raw mater ia l t ypes p r esen t i n e i ther component. 

Basal t , u n k n o w n igneous (7.1% v e r s u s 10.5%), qua r t z i t e (17.9% v e r s u s 5.3%) a n d 

che r t (7.1% v e r s u s 5.3%) are a l l p resent . 



U N I F A C I A L L Y NARROW-ANGLED RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

The data (Appendix C) from t h i s a r t i f a c t ca tegory does not sugges t a n y 

metr ic d i f f erences except for more d i v e r s i t y i n Component One (which i s 

p e rhaps due to l a r g e r sample s ize ) . 

C r escen t Beach has a smal ler p r opo r t i on of na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched 

f lakes i n Component One, b u t th i s i s pa r t i a l l y compensated for by the large 

p r opo r t i on of u t i l i z ed f lakes . Th i s t r e n d cont inues in to Component Two. 

Un f o r tuna t e l y , we cannot look at the Locarno Beach component at St . Mungo o r 

Glenrose (because there i s no Locarno Beach component) to see whether the 

t r e n d at those s i tes cont inues to emphasize na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f lakes 

and de-emphasize u t i l i z ed f lakes . 

Basal t i s the dominant raw mater ia l for bo th components (79.0% i n 

Component One and 90.0% i n Component Two). In Component One the re is 

s l i gh t l y more va r i a t i on w i th basal t , quar t z i t e (15.8%) and gne iss (5.3%) present . 

In Component Two, basal t a n d u n k n o w n igneous (10.0%) are the major raw 

mater ia l t ypes present . There is minimal d i f ference i n raw mater ia l t ypes for 

steep v e r s u s na r r ow -ang l ed r e touched f lakes . 

B I F A C I A L L Y RETOUCHED F L A K E S 

B I F A C I A L L Y RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

B i fac ia l l y r e touched f lakes are not impor tant a r t i f ac t s i n e i the r 

component. 



B L A D E - L I K E TOOLS 

MACROBLADE-L IKE F L A K E : 

There i s no i nd i ca t i on of a blade techno logy i n the two ear l i es t 

components from Crescen t Beach. 

Unshaped Ch ipped Stone Tools: Conc lus i ons 

When the p ropo r t i ons f o r a l l of the Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F lake Tools 

are added together , 32% of Component One's a r t i f a c t s are r ep r e s en t ed v e r s u s 

42.1% of Component Two. Of the f our a r t i f a c t assemblages ana l y z ed here . 

Component Two at Crescen t Beach has the h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of Unshaped 

Ch ipped Stone F lake Tools. A t Crescen t Beach one cannot a r gue tha t 

unshaped tools d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase were not impor tant members 

of the a r t i f a c t assemblage. The core and b ipo la r implement data , fo r the two 

components, does not a c cu ra t e l y p r e d i c t the d i f ference i n Unshaped Ch ipped 

Stone F lake Tools. Component One has the h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of cores/b ipo lar 

implements, bu t a lower p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped f lake tools. 

Basa l t dominates both assemblages w i th h i g h p r opo r t i ons i n most a r t i f a c t 

t ypes . Quar tz i t e i s the on l y raw mater ia l that u s u r p s basa l t ' s dominance a n d 

that happens on l y r a r e l y . The b igges t change is i n the p rocurement and use 

of q u a r t z as a raw mater ia l i n Component Two. 

In genera l , the conc lus i on from Chapte r Two that the ac t i v i t i e s 

u n d e r t a k e n at Crescen t Beach d id not r e q u i r e a v e r y spec ia l i z ed l i t h i c 

technology s t i l l s tands . Spec ia l i z ed s ing le func t i on tools (as w i l l be seen) are 

not common i n e i the r component. 



Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE UNIFACES 

NARROW-ANGLED FORMED UN IFACE : 

Nar row-ang l ed formed uni faces are a poss ib le c u l t u r a l marker for the 

Char l es c u l t u r e , b u t th e i r absence i n Component Two cannot be r e g a r d e d as a 

c e r t a in t y because of the smal l sample s ize . They are not common at Crescen t 

Beach i n Component One. U n l i k e Glenrose and St . Mungo, there are no s t eep -

ang led formed unifsices at Crescen t Beach, a l though s teep-ang l ed r e touched 

f lakes are p resent . Th i s absence cont inues t h r o u g h time in to Component Two. 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE B I F A C E S 

L E A F - S H A P E D B I F A C E : 

The near absence of l ea f - shaped bi faces i n Component Two conf i rms the 

long es tab l i shed assumpt ion that whi le l ea f - shaped bifeices cont inue t h r o u g h 

time on the Nor thwest Coast , they decrease i n numbers t h r o u g h time. 

The l ea f - shaped bi face i n Component Two i s made from basal t , whi le 

f i ve/seven bi faces i n Component One are also made from basalt . Of the two 

remain ing bi faces i n Component One, one i s made from c h e r t and the o ther i s 

made from greenstone. 

CONTRACTING S T E M B I F A C E NO SHOULDERS a n d CONTRACTING S T E M B I F A C E 

WITH SHOULDERS: 

Ne i ther c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces w i th o r w i thout shou lde r s are common 

i n e i the r component, a l t hough c on t r a c t i n g stem bi faces w i t h shou lde r s is the 

most common biface s ty l e i n both components. 

A l l of the c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces (with o r w i thout shou lders ) are made 

from basalt . 



Look ing at P e r c y ' s o r i g i n a l table of b i faces (1974:46-48) the re are a 

number of cata logued bi faces that cou ld not be re located for t h i s a r t i f ac t 

ana l y s i s . Th i s i s a n impor tant exp lanat ion for t h e i r s c a r c i t y at Crescen t 

Beach. 

INCOMPLETE FORMED B I F A C E S 

B IFACE PROXIMAL, MEDIAL, DISTAL a n d UNIDENTIF IABLE FRAGMENT: 

B r o k e n bi faces are more common i n Component One, but , d i s t a l f ragments 

are the on l y t ype of b r o k e n bi faces (bes ides un iden t i f i ed bi face f ragments ) 

p resen t i n Component Two. Fu r the rmor e , t h e y are not p r e sen t i n Component 

One. Th i s sugges t s a d i f ference i n breakage pa t t e rns . 

Of the ident i f i ab le bi face f ragments from bo th components, on l y one 

object from Component Two i s not made from basal t . One biface d i s t a l 

f ragment i n Component Two i s made from che r t . In both components a l l of the 

un iden t i f i ed bi face f ragments except for one c h e r t f ragment i n Component One, 

are basalt . 

Component One has more shaped bi faces t h a n Component Two, bu t the 

numbers are not v e r y h i g h i n e i ther component. Shaped bi faces are not 

impor tant i n terms of t h e i r p r opo r t i on i n the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage, bu t 

they are h i g h l y cu ra t ed because much work and time was pu t in to t h e i r 

c rea t ion . There fore , they were not abandoned as q u i c k l y as u t i l i z ed f lakes . 



SHAPED CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

CHIPPED STONE NARROW-ANGLED B I F A C E OBJECT a n d CHIPPED NARROW-ANGLED 

TABULAR B I F A C E OBJECT: 

There is a pauc i t y of c h i p p e d a n d g r o u n d stone implements at Crescen t 

Beach. Ch ipped stone n a r r o w - a n g l e d bi faces are a f a i r l y common a r t i f a c t at 

the Locarno Beach site and t h e y have been used as c u l t u r a l marke r s for the 

Locarno Beax;h phase (Mi tche l l 1968:187-189). They were also d i s cove r ed at 

Georgeson Bay (Haggerty and Sendey 1976:32). 

C h i p p e d Stone Tools: Conc lus i ons 

Component Two at Crescen t Beach has the h i ghe r p r opo r t i on of ch i pped 

stone tools (68.2% v e r s u s 60.5% for Component One). Only 4.8% of the to ta l 

a r t i f ac t assemblage is compr ised of implements w h i c h can be cons ide r ed shaped 

tools. Th i s i s a s l i g h t l y lower p r o p o r t i o n than Component One's 5.4% wh i ch 

was the lowest amongst the Char l es components. In Component Two even more 

so than Component One, unshaped exped ient stone tools c l e a r l y dominate the 

a r t i f ac t assemblage. While one may hypo thes i z e that t h r o u g h time one would 

expect to see more shaped stone tools w i th more spec ia l i zed func t i ons , th i s is 

not the case at Crescen t Beach. Th i s lack of spec ia l i za t ion is v e r y ev ident 

even i n the smal ler a r t i f a c t assemblage from Component Two. P e rhaps t h i s 

emphasis on exped ient techno logy is i nd i ca t i v e of a d i f ference i n s i te func t i on 

ove r time at Crescen t Beach. 

One d i f ference between the two components sugges t ed by the 

p ropo r t i ons of c h i p p e d stone tools is not immediately apparen t . There are 

more ino rgan i c ob jec ts r ecove red from the ear l i e s t component. Cou ld a 

s i tua t ion s u c h as th i s i n wh i ch o lder o rgan i c tools s u r v i v e and y ounge r do 



not, be exp la ined b y n a t u r a l o c cu r r ence s s u c h as s i te format ion processes and 

p r e s e r v a t i o n fac to rs alone? Or is i t poss ib le t h i s v a r i a t i on r e s u l t s from 

c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences (usua l l y Locarno Beach components have a h i g h p r opo r t i on 

of o r gan i c v e r s u s ino rgan i c ) , o r s i te p rocurement ac t i v i t i e s? There are many 

poss ib le exp lanat ions . In the l ong term we know there i s a sh i f t t h r o u g h time 

away from l i t h i c tools t owards o rgan i c tools. P e rhaps d u r i n g the Locarno 

Beach phase we see the b e g inn ing of the de-emphas is of stone tools a n d the 

l i th i c tools p r e sen t become more genera l i zed i n na ture a n d more m u l t i 

func t i ona l because ino rgan i c tools sh i f t towards more func t i on spec i f i c t a s k s . 

G r o u n d Stone Implements 

ABRAS IVE STONES 

SAW: 

Saws are not common ob jec ts at Crescen t Beach. 

ABRAS IVE STONE: 

A b r a s i v e stones are much more common i n Component Two t h a n i n 

Component One. The lack of bone and ant l e r implements sugges t s tha t 

ab ras i v e stones were p resumab ly used for g r i n d i n g stone implements (a l though 

g r o u n d stone a r t i f a c t s are not p l ent i fu l ) . In the f our components ana l y z ed , 

Component Two has the h i ghes t p r opo r t i on of ab ras i v e stones. Th i s impl ies 

that g r o u n d stone techno logy was becoming a more impor tant techno logy . 

FORMED ABRASIVE STONE: 

I t was assumed there would be a l a r g e r d i f ference i n p ropo r t i ons of 

formed ab ras i v e s tones than was ac tua l l y the case. Component Two conta ins a 

h i ghe r p r opo r t i on of formed ab ras i v e stones because as ab ras i v e stones 

become more common i n Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y , they become more shaped , 



r e f l e c t ing more time spent on the i r manufacture . From P e r c y ' s o r i g i n a l 

d e s c r i p t i on (Percy 1974:146) i t is probab le tha t one o r two formed ab rade r s 

are m iss ing , but t h i s s t i l l impl ies a lower p r o p o r t i o n of formed ab ras i v e stones 

than one would expect based on p r e v i ous in format ion ga the red from a 

l i t e r a tu r e search . 

GROUND STONE DISC BEAD: 

While the ac tua l number of g r o u n d stone d i sc beads d i s cov e r ed i n 

Component Two has decreased , the p r opo r t i on has i nc r eased b y o ve r 10%. The 

g r o u n d stone d i sc beads f rom Component Two are on average s l i g h t l y l a r g e r 

than those from Component One. G r o u n d stone d i sc beads were far more 

common the f i r s t year of o u r excavat ions at C rescen t Beach. Fo r more 

deta i led in format ion on the beads from Crescen t Beach see Thom (1991a and b). 

GROUND STONE RING: 

Th i s is a n un ique ob jec t and there fore l i t t l e can be i n t e r p r e t e d from i t . 

Th i s implement i s made from an u n k n o w n sed imentary mater ia l t ype . 

ADZE: 

Small adzes, s u c h as the s ing le example from Component Two are f i r s t 

f ound i n the Locarno Beach phase. The i r appearance re f l ec ts the r i s i n g 

s i gn i f i cance of both g r o u n d stone techno logy a n d woodwork ing . 

Th i s implement is made from nephr i t e . 



G U L F ISLAND COMPLEX IMPLEMENTS 

G U L F ISLAND COMPLEX: 

Gul f I s l and complex ob jects (Duff 1956) f i r s t o c cur d u r i n g the Locarno 

Beach phase. The i r p resence i n Component Two i s notable as i s t h e i r absence 

i n Component One. None of the examples p r e s en t are complete and i t i s 

poss ib le tha t at least one of the f ragments may be a l ab re t sect ion. Gul f 

I s land complexes are f a i r l y we l l r ep r e sen t ed i n Component Two c o n s i d e r i n g the 

small sample s ize . To me t h i s impl ies the importance of Gul f I s l and complex i n 

a r t i f a c t s i n the l i v es of p r e h i s t o r i c people. 

A l l th ree Gul f I s land complex ob jec ts are made from steat i te . 

LABRET : 

One l abre t i n Component Two i s complete (note that there i s also a bone 

l abre t p r e sen t wh i ch w i l l be d i s cuss ed i n the bone a r t i f a c t sect ion) . 

Bo th l ab re t s are made from steat i te . 

DECORATED GROUND STONE: 

Decorated g r o u n d stone is not a major a r t i f a c t t ype i n e i the r component 

at Crescen t Beach. 

M ISCELLANEOUS GROUND STONE: 

The lack of g r o u n d stone ob jec ts at C rescen t Beach is c on t inued w i t h 

on l y two miscel laneous g r o u n d stone ob jec ts p resent . 

G r o u n d Stone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Compar ing the p ropo r t i ons of g r o u n d stone ob jects r e cove r ed from a l l 

f our components, g r o u n d stone is twice as common i n Component Two as i t is 



i n any of the Char l es c u l t u r e components. P e r c y ' s o r i g i n a l excavat ion had a 

pauc i t y of g r o u n d stone at Crescen t Beach i n compar ison to o the r excavat ions 

from s imi lar time pe r i ods . 

I examined the p ropo r t i ons of g r o u n d stone ob jec ts r e cove r ed from 

Trace ' s excavat ion at C rescen t Beach (Trace 1976:41-50) a n d w i th beads 

i n c l u d e d , 20% of a l l ob jec ts were g r o u n d stone. Trace d r y sc reened excavated 

mater ia l t h r o u g h 1/4 i n c h sc r eens so i t i s l i k e l y tha t many beads were not 

r ecove red . With beads omit ted, g r o u n d stone implements compr ise 4% of the 

tota l assemblage. T race ' s Loca rno Beach component y i e lded th ree g r o u n d 

stone k n i v e s , two g r o u n d stone pro jec t i l e po in ts and a stone pendant . T race ' s 

Locarno Beach assemblage was almost twice as l a rge as P e r c y / o u r s combined 

(1245 v e r s u s 697). E v e n w i t h the increase i n sample s i ze , there i s l i t t l e 

g r o u n d stone r ecove red from Crescen t Beach ( b a r r i n g g r o u n d stone beads) . 

Never the less , there i s a de f in i te increase i n the p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d 

stone ob jec ts p r e sen t d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase v e r s u s the Char l es 

c u l t u r e (at least w i t h th i s data). The next s tep would be to compare my data 

w i th some Marpole assemblages to see how much g r o u n d stone inc reases a f ter 

the Locarno Beach phase. The t r e n d of large numbers of g r o u n d stone d isc 

beads i s maintained i n Component Two so ne i the r ' l u c k ' no r ' chance ' were 

r espons ib l e for the large number of beads at Crescen t Beach. If a n y t h i n g was 

r espons ib l e , i t was water s c r e en ing t h r o u g h 1/8 i n c h sc reens . 

From the g r o u n d stone assemblage, one can say tha t whi le the 

p ropo r t i on of ch ipped stone is h i g h e r t han expected for a Locarno Beach 

a r t i f ac t assemblage, the appearance of a h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of a b r a d e r s , an 

adze, two l abre t s , three Gul f I s land complexes a n d the inc rease i n the o v e ra l l 



propo r t i on of g r o u n d stone, ind ica tes tha t Component Two i s Locarno Beach i n 

nature . 

Pecked a n d G r o u n d Stone Implements 

MORTAR: 

L i k e the Char l e s c u l t u r e assemblages, pecked and g r o u n d stone ob jec ts 

were not an impor tant aspect of the a r t i f a c t assemblage at Crescen t Beach 

d u r i n g e i the r the Char l es o r Loca rno Beach phase. The two mortars p resen t 

i n Component Two are s imi lar i n s ize and are qui te small . There i s no 

ev idence of use. 

One of the mortars is made from an u n k n o w n igneous raw mater ia l t ype 

whi le the o ther i s made of quar t z i t e . 

Bone Tools 

Shaped Bone Tools 

MINIMALLY WORKED BONE 

WORKED BONE MEDIAL FRAGMENT a n d WORKED BONE END FRAGMENT: 

Table 3.2 demonstrates the la rge r educ t i on i n bone ob jects r ecove red 

from Component Two compared to Component One. Bone tools are not as 

common i n Component Two and while a pa r t i a l exp lanat ion may be sample s ize , 

i t cannot be the complete answer . The decrease i n sample s ize wou ld not lead 

to a decrease in p ropo r t i ons . As w i t h Component One a n d the o ther two 

Char l es c u l t u r e assemblages, wo rked bone medial f ragments are more common 

than w o r k e d bone end f ragments . In both components, wo rked bone f ragments 

are the most common bone ob jec ts (20.1% i n Component One and 8.4% i n 

Component Two). 



In the wo rked bone f ragment categor ies , mammal bone i s the dominant 

raw mater ia l t ype (78.8% of wo rked bone medial f ragments and 94.3% of worked 

bone end f ragments i n Component One v e r s u s 81.3% of wo rked bone medial 

f ragments and 100% of wo rked bone end f ragments i n Component Two). 

Please note tha t un l ess o therwise spec i f i ed , a l l ob jec ts are made from 

mammal bone. 

RODENT INCISOR: 

While the presence of a n adze i n Component Two sugges t s a n i n c r e a s i n g 

importance i n woodwork ing , r oden t i n c i s o r s are not p resen t . 

BONE HOOK OBJECT: 

Th i s ob ject is un ique a n d mak ing any deta i led ana l y s i s premature . 

BONE PENDANTS 

PERFORATED BONE PENDANT a n d TOOTH PENDANT: 

As p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, the re i s a pauc i t y of pe r f o ra t ed bone pendants 

at Crescen t Beach i n the Char l e s component i n compar ison to Glenrose and St . 

Mungo. Th i s i s also the case for the Locarno Beach component, bu t bone 

pendants are not as common d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase (compared to the 

Char l es cu l tu r e ) . 

ROUND BONE OBJECTS 

BONE BEAD: 

While g r o u n d stone and she l l beads are common i n bo th components, 

bone beads are not. Why would bone beads be less common? One answer 



cou ld be that the absence of bone beads ind ica tes c u l t u r a l pre fe rence f o r 

stone and she l l beads. P e rhaps the lack of bone beads re f l ec ts the 

dec reas ing a va i l ab i l i t y o r use of bone as a raw mater ia l at Crescen t Beach 

t h r o u g h time. Th i s hypo thes i s is negated when the ev idence for an t l e r 

ob jec ts i s d i s c u s s e d . 

AWLS 

SPL INTER BONE AWL: 

While s p l i n t e r awls are p resen t i n both components, they are not common 

a n d those i n Component Two are not as d i v e r s e i n s ize . 

The p o p u l a r i t y of s p l i n t e r awls made from b i r d bone cont inues from 

Component One to Component Two. While there are on l y f our s p l i n t e r awls 

p r e sen t i n Component Two, two are made from b i r d bone and demonstrate 

c o n t i n u i t y w i th the s p l i n t e r awls made from b i r d bone i n Component One. 

SPL IT RIB AWL: 

Sp l i t r i b awls are on l y p r e sen t i n Component One. The t e chn ique for 

c r ea t i ng th i s s u b g r o u p of s p l i n t e r awls goes out of use f a i r l y q u i c k l y at 

Crescen t Beach. 

FORMED SPL IT BONE AWL: 

There i s a pauc i t y of formed awls i n Component Two, a l though 

p ropor t i ons i n bo th components are low when compared to Glenrose and St . 

Mungo. I though t there would be more formed bone awls v e r s u s s p l i n t e r awls 

i n the Locarno Beach component, bu t the s c a r c i t y of these ob jects makes any 

conc lus ions somewhat t enuous . 

METAPODIAL AWL, BIRD BONE AWL a n d ULNA AWL: 

None of the s u b g r o u p s of awls based on raw mater ia l usage are common. 



The to ta l p ropo r t i ons of awls i n Component One are 6.6% v e r s u s 3.4% for 

Component Two. The lack of s u c h mul t i funct iont i l a r t i f a c t s i n Component Two 

impl ies to me e i the r a decrease i n the i n t e n s i t y of s i te use o ve r t ime, o r a 

decrease i n the time spent at the s i te (or both) d u r i n g Component Two. 

ULNA TOOL: 

U l n a tools may be b r o k e n u l n a awls , o r they may be o ther ob jec ts . 

They become more common a f te r the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

BONE DRILL : 

Bone d r i l l s are not common d u r i n g the e a r l y phases at C r e s c en t Beach, 

bu t Ham (1982) d i s cove r ed a good sample of them i n the la te r components. 

S M A L L POINTED BONE OBJECTS 

UNIPOINT, BIPOINT a n d POINTED BONE OBJECT FRAGMENT: 

Po inted bone ob jects are most commonly assumed to be assoc ia ted w i th 

f i s h i n g ac t i v i t i e s on the Nor thwest Coast. They are not v e r y common at 

Crescent Beach, but we know from the fauna l remains tha t f i s h i n g was an 

important p a r t of the diet i n bo th components. 

BONE C H I S E L S , WEDGES, AND POINTS 

BONE CHISELS 

BONE CHISEL WITH U N I L A T E R A L L Y TAPERED END: 

Bone ch i se l s are i n t e r e s t i n g ob jects we need to do more exper imentat ion 

w i th i n o r d e r to determine t h e i r func t i ons . Bone ch i se l s ho ld the same 



p r o p o r t i o n t h r o u g h time at C rescen t Beach, bu t t h i s p r o p o r t i o n i s lower than 

those from Glenrose (3.2%) and St . Mungo (2.9%). 

BONE POINTS 

NON-FACETTED POINT WITH CENTRAL CAVITY a n d NON-FACETTED BONE POINT 

FRAGMENT: 

Bone po in ts of any s ty l e are not an impor tant a r t i f a c t t ype at Crescen t 

Beach. Th i s d i f f e rence may be meaning fu l because bone po in ts of v a r y i n g 

s ty l es a re a s t y l i s t i c marke r for the Loca rno Beach phase. It may also be the 

case tha t these ob jec ts are not p r e s en t due to s i te a c t i v i t i e s wh i ch d i d not 

r e q u i r e th e i r use. 

UNIDENTIFIED WEDGE, C H I S E L , BONE POINT FRAGMENT: 

Un iden t i f i ed bone wedge, ch i s e l and po in t f ragments f o r Component Two 

re f l ec t the o v e ra l l decrease i n th i s large g r oup of implements w h i c h were 

f a i r l y common i n Char l e s components. The genera l decrease h ides the fact the 

bone ch i se l s r e t a in the i r p r opo r t i on , bu t bone po in ts decrease i n importance. 

While bone ch i s e l s , wedges and po in ts are not common at Crescen t 

Beach , there i s c o n t i n u i t y i n the genera l a r t i f a c t categor ies . Bone wedges are 

not p r e sen t i n Component Two, bu t ne i the r are they a common a r t i f a c t type i n 

the Char l es a r t i f a c t assemblages. There is much grea ter d i v e r s i t y i n these 

a r t i f a c t t ypes d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase, bu t the evo lu t i on of these 

a r t i f ac t t ypes beg ins p r i o r to the Locarno Beach phase. 



BARBED BONE POINTS 

FRAGMENT U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED HARPOON/POINT: 

Ba rbed bone po ints are not common at Crescen t Beach, i n fact , they are 

ra re , 

BONE LABRET : 

A long w i th the appearance of g r o u n d stone l abre t s i n Component Two, 

bone l ab re t s are also i n t r o d u c e d . They are r ep r e sen t ed b y a s ing le b r o k e n 

example. 

Bone Implements: Conc lus i ons 

Component One has twice as many bone a r t i f a c t s i n terms of p r o p o r t i o n 

of to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage (34,8% v e r s u s 16.7%), Of the to ta l number of bone 

ob jects i n Component One, 58% are w o r k e d bone f ragments . In Component 

Two, 51% of the to ta l bone a r t i f a c t assemblage i s compr i sed of wo rked bone 

f ragments . The dramat ic decrease i n the bone a r t i f a c t assemblage cannot be 

eas i ly exp la ined away. Pe rhaps the most l og i ca l exp lanat ion i s tha t t h i s sh i f t 

is a d i r e c t r e s u l t of a change i n s i te ac t i v i t i e s . Th is sh i f t does not 

necessar i l y ind ica te a decrease i n sample s ize because even w i th a smal ler 

sample s ize , I expected to see s imi lar p r opo r t i ons of bone objects , I t hough t 

there would be a h i ghe r p r opo r t i on of bone ob jec ts v i s - a - v i s c h i p p e d stone 

ob jects because i t has been demonstrated tha t t h r o u g h time c h i p p e d stone 

implements decrease whi le bo th g r o u n d stone and bone implements increase . 

Th is is not the case at Crescen t Beach, If t h i s genera l t r e n d i n p r e h i s t o r i c 

techno logy i s t rue , one must ask what k i n d of s i te ac t i v i t i e s would necessii^ate 

a movement away from bone objects towards unshaped expedient stone tools . 



wh i ch i s the case at Crescen t Beach i n Component Two. One change i n si te 

ac t i v i t i e s that wou ld create the d i f f e rences seen at Crescen t Beach would be a 

sh i f t from base camp, r e s i d e n t i a l a c t i v i t i e s to a l imited a c t i v i t y s i te . 

A n t l e r Objec ts 

Shaped A n t l e r Tools 

MINIMALLY WORKED ANTLER 

WORKED ANTLER MEDIAL FRAGMENT a n d WORKED ANTLER END FRAGMENT: 

The worked an t l e r ca tegor ies , u n h k e the wo rked bone categor ies , show 

no decrease i n an t l e r usage - there i s a s l i gh t increase . 

PUNCH: 

Punches are not common ob jec ts at C rescen t Beach i n e i the r component. 

S M A L L POINTED ANTLER OBJECTS : 

ANTLER UNIPOINT a n d ANTLER BIPOINT: 

Small po in ted an t l e r ob jec ts were not p r e s en t at Glenrose o r St . Mungo. 

They are not common at C rescen t Beach , bu t the presence of an t l e r un ipo in t s 

i n both components demonstrates c o n t i n u i t y t h r o u g h time i n the un ipo in t and 

b ipo in t a r t i f a c t categor ies . 

ANTLER WEDGE: 

A n t l e r wedges are more common at C rescen t Beach i n the Locarno Beach 

a r t i f a c t assemblage. While a tota l of f our implements cannot be cons ide red 

ev idence of a great deal of woodwork ing a c t i v i t y , note how much the 



propo r t i on has inc r eased , espec ia l l y when one cons ide r s tha t bone ob jec ts i n 

genera l have decreased d r a s t i c a l l y i n Component Two. 

BARBED ANTLER POINTS 

FRAGMENT OF U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT/HARPOON 

Table 3.2 demonstrates the s c a r c i t y of ba rbed an t l e r po in ts at Crescen t 

Beach. In genera l , ba rbed po in ts (or e i the r bone o r ant l e r ) a re not v e r y 

common at any of the three s i t es and f our a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

DECORATED ANTLER 

ZOOMORPHIC OBJECT: 

Th i s ob ject is i l l u s t r a t e d i n P e r c y (1974:243-245) and i s a b i r d (perhaps 

tha t f avour i t e of Marpole phase c a r v e r s - A r d e a herod ias - The Great Blue 

Heron) . 

A n t l e r A r t i f a c t s : Conc lus i ons 

While bone arti feicts decrease t h r o u g h time at C rescen t Beach , an t l e r 

a r t i f a c t s double i n f r e quency (3.7% v e r s u s 1.6%). Even w i t h th i s inc rease , 

an t l e r a r t i f a c t s are s t i l l not as common at C rescen t Beach as they are i n the 

Char l es components at Glenrose o r St . Mungo. Th i s inc rease i n an t l e r t h r o u g h 

time negates the hypo thes i s tha t the reason for the decrease i n bone was due 

to a decrease i n ava i lab le raw mater ia l . One c ou ld say tha t bone/ant ler are 

pos i t i v e l y co r re l a t ed raw mater ia ls (unless the bone i s from sea mammals, 

w h i c h i s not the case at Crescen t Beach). Th i s increase i n the f r e q u e n c y of 

an t l e r ob jec ts also negates the hypo thes i s tha t d i f f e r en t ia l p r e s e r v a t i o n 

r e su l t ed i n the decrease of o rgan i c ob jec ts i n Component Two. If the 



bone/ant ler p r opo r t i ons are combined, Component One has a tota l of 36.4% 

v e r s u s 20.4% for Component Two. 

S h e l l A r t i f a c t s 

Shaped She l l A r t i f a c t s 

S H E L L PENDANT: 

She l l pendants are r a r e at Crescen t Beach. 

S H E L L BEAD: 

SheU beads exper ience a b ig decrease i n numbers i n Component Two, 

bu t p ropor t i ons are not qu i te as d r a s t i c (9.7% i n Component One a n d 4.4% i n 

Component Two). She l l beads do ex is t beyond the Char l es cu l tu r e . As w i t h 

g r o u n d stone beads, she l l beads i n Component Two are s l i g h t l y l a r g e r t han i n 

Component One. F o r more in format ion about the beads from Crescen t Beach 

see Thom (1991a and b) . 

S H E L L LABRET : 

A l ong w i th g r o u n d stone and bone l ab r e t s , a s ing l e she l l l ab r e t i s 

p r esen t i n Component Two. There i s an increase i n the p ropo r t i ons of l abre t s 

from 0% in Component One to 1.5% i n Component Two w i t h a tota l of f our 

present . G iven that Component One i s approx imate ly twice the s ize of 

Component Two a n d i f l ab re t s were equa l l y common i n both components, one 

would expect there to be e i gh t l abre t s p r esen t i n Component One. Th i s is not 

the case and is f u r t h e r sugges t i on of the immediate s i gn i f i cance of l abre t s 

d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase. 



S H E L L ADZE B L A D E : 

As w i th past in format ion , Crescen t Beach data on she l l adze blades 

demonstrates tha t these ob jec ts are most o f ten found i n Char l es c u l t u r e 

a r t i f ac t assemblages. I t i s assumed tha t th i s i s due to the i n t r o d u c t i o n and 

use of more durab l e g r o u n d stone adzes d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase. 

M ISCELLANEOUS GROUND S H E L L FRAGMENTS: 

Fragments of g r o u n d she l l implements are r a r e at C rescen t Beach. 

SheU A r t i f a c t s : Conc lus i ons 

There i s a minor inc rease i n she l l implements t h r o u g h time (.4% i n 

Component One v e r s u s .8% i n Component Two) not c oun t ing she l l beads wh i ch 

decrease in importance . 

A r t i f a c t A n a l y s i s : Conc lus i ons 

Th i s second step i n my ana l ys i s has al lowed a c loser examination of two 

a r t i f ac t assemblages from the same s i te w i t h the ear l i es t assemblage e v o l v i n g 

into the la ter w i th no ind i ca t i on of a c u l t u r a l h ia tus . 

S t epp ing back from the deta i led a r t i f a c t t ype ana l y s i s , one can make 

f u r t h e r compar isons between Components One and Two t h r o u g h examination of 

the number and v a r i e t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t i n each component. 

Component One has 57 a r t i f a c t t ypes , wh i ch i s the lowest number of a r t i f a c t 

t ypes p r esen t amongst the Char l e s components at G lenrose , St . Mungo and 

i tse l f . Component Two (Locarno Beach component) has 51 a r t i f a c t t ypes 

p resen t wh i ch makes i t the least d i v e r se a r t i f a c t assemblage of a l l f ou r 

components from Glenrose , St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach. One might expect 



t h i s number to be lower due to the small sample size for Component Two. The 

lower a r t i f a c t d i v e r s i t y for Component Two impl ies that i t was not as in t ense l y 

occup ied as Component One. Does i t a lso imply that d u r i n g the time pe r i od 

cove red by Component Two, the site was used as a l imi ted a c t i v i t y s i te? 

There shou ld be an even l a r g e r gap between the number of a r t i f a c t t ypes 

p resen t i n the two components , i f one was a l imited a c t i v i t y s i te and the o ther 

was a base camp. Pa r t of the exp lanat ion for the dec reas ing d i v e r s i t y of 

a r t i f a c t t ypes i n Component Two may be due to the site not be ing occup ied 

d u r i n g a l l seasons, as n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l da ta sugges t s that the site was mainly 

occup i ed d u r i n g the late w in t e r and ea r l y s p r i n g . Subs i s t ence ac t i v i t i e s were 

minimal because the main food source was p r e v i o u s l y p r o c u r e d salmon. There 

would be less need for a d i v e r s i t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes i n t h i s s i tua t i on . 

Ano the r n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion for the decrease i n a r t i f a c t d i v e r s i t y 

d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase r e s u l t s from the sho r t e r time pe r i od covered 

by Locarno Beach (approximate ly 900-700 years ) v e r s u s St . Mungo 

(approximately 1200-1000 years ) . Th i s argument may be d i f f i cu l t to p rove , but 

i t cou ld be more fu l l y exp lo red . 

T h i r d l y , p e rhaps what I have pe rce i v ed as a smal l sample s ize i s u n t r u e 

when compared to o ther arti feict assemblages. It may be the case tha t t h i s 

sample s ize i s adequate. Examin ing the data used i n pas t s tud i es (for 

example, Matson 1974, B u r l e y 1980), the sample s ize of Component Two from 

Crescen t Beach i s not tha t smal l . 

As p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, t h r o u g h time i n the Nor thwes t Coast , ch ipped 

stone tools become less common whi le g r o u n d stone and o r gan i c bone 

implements increase i n abundance . Is i t also poss ib le tha t there is an 

accompany ing increase i n the p r opo r t i on of wooden implements w h i c h would be 



pa r t i a l l y re f l ec ted i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d b y a decrease i n task spec i f i c 

stone tools ( the i r t a s k s are now completed by wooden objects ) , and an 

increase i n genera l i z ed exped ient c h i p p e d stone implements? Th is cou ld be 

the case at C rescen t Beach i n Component Two, bu t i t i s j u s t a hypo thes i s . 

Un ique A r t i f a c t Types 

The un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes , t h e i r number and p r opo r t i on of to ta l a r t i f ac t 

assemblage (not i n c l u d i n g beads) , are p r esen t ed i n Table 3.5. 

Component One has 21 un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s w i t h 39 a r t i f ac t s compr i s ing 

7.2% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage. Component Two has 15 un ique a r t i f ac t 

t ypes w i th 22 a r t i f ac t s c ompr i s ing 8.3% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage. Th is 

r e l a t i v e l y h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes i n each component is 

somewhat d i f f e rent from the three Char l es components. U n d o u b t e d l y one 

reason why Component One has a h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of un ique a r t i f a c t 

t ypes than Component Two r e s u l t s from the r e la t i ve lack of bone ob jec ts i n 

Component Two. Second ly , the smal ler s ize of Component Two v i s - a - v i s 

Component One also must be cons ide r ed a reason for the h i ghe r number of 

un ique a r t i f ac t t ypes i n Component One. One would expect that w i t h the 

smaller sample s ize and less d i v e r s i t y of a r t i f a c t t ypes , there would be fewer 

un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s i n Component Two. Th i s i s not the case. Of the 51 

a r t i f ac t t ypes f ound i n Component Two, 36 are edso f ound i n Component One. 

Th i s is a lower number of common a r t i f a c t t ypes than was the case w i th 

Component One, Glenrose and St . Mungo where 47 a r t i f a c t t ypes from 

Component One were f ound i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages of e i ther/or Glenrose 

and St . Mungo. Th i s impl ies to me tha t Component One has more i n common 

w i th the o ther two Char l e s components and i s there fore a Char l es component. 



Table 3.5 Unique Artifact Types 
From Crescent Beach Components One and Two 

Component One 
Artifact Type Number % 

Macroblade-like Flake 1 .2 
Narrow-Angled Formed Uniface 3 .5 
Biface Proximal Frag. 3 .5 
Biface Medial Frag. 3 .5 
Chipped <-Angled Tabular Object 1 .2 
Decorate Ground Stone 1 .2 
Rodent Incisor 3 .5 
Bone Hook Object 1 .2 
Perforated Bone Pendant 1 .2 
Tooth Pendant 2 .4 
Bone Bead 4 .7 
Split Rib Awl 6 1.1 
Ulna Awl 2 .4 
Bone DriH 1 .2 
Non-Facetted Point Frag. 1 .2 
Frag. Unilat. Barbed Harp/Point 1 .2 
Punch 1 .2 
Antler Bipoint 1 .2 
Frag. Unilat. Barbed Point/Harp 1 .2 
Shell Pendant 1 .2 
Shell Adze Blade 1 .2 

Total 39 7.2 

Component Two 
Artifact Type Number X 

Biface Distal Fragment 3 1.1 
Chipped <-Angled Biface Object 2 .7 
Saw 1 .4 
Ground Stone Ring 1 .4 
Adze 1 .4 
Gulf Island complex 3 1.1 
Labret 2 .7 
Mortar 2 .7 
Metapodial Awl 1 .4 
Ulna Tool 1 .4 
Pointed Bone Obj. Fragment 1 .4 
Bone Labret 1 .4 
Zoomorphic Object 1 .4 
SheU Labret 1 .4 
Misc. Ground SheU Frag. 1 .4 

Total 22 8.3 



93.7% of Component Two's and 92.5% of Component One's a r t i f ac t s can be 

f ound i n the 36 a r t i f a c t t ype s common to both Component Two and One. These 

p ropo r t i ons are s h g h t l y lower than those from the Glenrose , St . Mungo a n d 

Component One compar ison . One would expect tha t the three Char l e s 

components would share more than two components from separate p r e h i s t o r i c 

c u l t u r a l phases . The a r t i f a c t t ypes p r esen t i n bo th Component One a n d Two 

are p resen ted i n Table 3,6. 

C o r r e s p o n d i n g A r t i f a c t Types 

Table 3,6 shows tha t whi le the re are some d i f f e rences between the two 

a r t i f ac t assemblages, they are v e r y s imi lar to each o ther i n the same way tha t 

Glenrose and St . Mungo were to each o ther v i s - a - v i s Crescen t Beach, Of the 

72 a r t i f a c t t ypes f ound i n the two components , o v e r 90% of a l l the a r t i f a c t s 

are f ound i n 50% of the a r t i f a c t t ypes . Th i s s ta t i s t i c i s s imi lar for the 

Glenrose , St , Mungo and Component One a n a l y s i s , bu t those three components 

were e i the r from the same c u l t u r a l phase o r a p r o d u c t of the same r eg i ona l 

c u l t u r e . In th i s case, two d i f f e rent c u l t u r a l phases are be ing compared and 

a c co rd ing to th i s measurement, the a r t i f a c t assemblages shows the same degree 

of s im i l a r i t y as that f ound amongst three components be l ong ing i n the same 

c u l t u r a l phase. Th i s s i tua t i on can be more f o rmer l y examined i n the s ta t i s t i ca l 

ana l ys i s i n c l u d e d i n Chap te r Four . Th i s i s a c o n t r o v e r s i a l d i s cove ry . 

A p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for the degree of s im i l a r i t y between Component 's 

One and Two po in ts to both components be l ong ing to the same s i te where 

undoub t ed l y some mixture of c u l t u r a l depos i ts has t aken place. Fu r the rmor e , 

env i ronmenta l f ac to rs for both components are he ld constant . 



Table 3.6 Artifact Types Present in both Components One and Two 
at Crescent Beach 

Artifact Type Component One Component Two 
* % # X 

Core 55 9.6 29 10.6 
Bipolar Implement 49 8.6 6 2.2 
Hammerstone 4 .7 7 2.6 
Anvilstone 4 .7 1 .4 
Hammer Anvilstone 1 .2 1 .4 
Pebble Tool Uniface 16 2.8 12 4.4 
Pebble Tool Biface 3 .5 2 .7 
Cortex SpaU 14 2.4 8 2.9 
Utilized Flake 118 20.6 65 23.6 
Quartz Microlith 1 .2 11 4.0 
Unifac. >-Angled Retouch. Flake 28 4.9 19 6.9 
Unifac. <-Angled Retouched Flake 19 3.3 10 3.6 
Bifacially Retouched Flake 2 .4 3 1.1 
Leaf-Shaped Biface 7 1.2 1 .4 
Contract. Stem Biface No Shoulders 2 .4 1 .4 
Contract. Stem Bif. With Shoulders 4 .7 4 1.5 
Unidentified Biface Frag. 8 1.4 2 .7 
Abrasive Stone 13 2.3 17 6.2 
Formed Abrasive Stone 5 .9 3 1.1 
Ground Stone Disc Beads (508) (42.4) (392) (56.2) 
Miscellaneous Ground Stone 1 .2 1 .4 
Worked Bone Medial Fragment 80 14.0 16 5.8 
Worked Bone End Fragment 35 6.1 7 2.6 
Splinter Bone Awl 15 2.6 4 1.5 
Formed Bone Awl 12 2.1 3 1.1 
Bird Bone Awl 2 .4 1 .4 
Unipoint 4 .7 2 .7 
Bipoint 1 .2 1 .4 
Bone Chisel W. Umlat. Taper End 10 1.8 5 1.8 
Non-Fac. Point W. Central Cavity 4 .7 1 .4 
Unid. Wedge, Chisel, Point, Frag. 12 2.1 1 .4 
Worked Antler Medial Fragment 1 .2 2 .7 
Worked Antler End Fragnient 2 .4 2 .7 
Antler Unipoint 1 .2 1 .4 
Antler Wedge 1 .2 4 1.5 
SheU Bead (116) (9.7) (30) (4.4) 

Total 534 93.7 253 92.5 



Un ique a n d S imi la r A r t i f a c t Types : Conc lus i ons 

Where I do see d i f f e rences i n th i s sec t ion of the data , i s i n the more 

obv ious s t y l i s t i c d i f f e rences p r esen t i n the a r t i f a c t t ype s not common to both 

components. A lso , whi le the re are some s t y l i s t i c d i f f e rences , there i s adso a 

great u n d e r l y i n g c u r r e n t of c o n t i n u i t y f lowing between the Char l es and 

Locarno Beach components at Crescen t Beach. The ques t i on i s how 

app rop r i a t e i s i t to def ine two c u l t u r a l phases tha t when examined v i s - a - v i s 

each o ther are d i s cove r ed to have a r t i f ac t assemblages w i th ove r 90% of the 

a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t i n bo th c u l t u r a l phases? A p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for t h i s 

simileir i ty i n a r t i f a c t assemblage is due to the a r b i t r a r y excavat ion leve ls 

employed for pa r t of the excavat ions u n d e r t a k e n at C r e s c en t Beach. Another 

pa r t i a l exp lanat ion for the s im i l a r i t y i n a r t i f a c t assemblages from the two 

d i f f e rent c u l t u r a l phases i s the s im i l a r i t y i n the f auna l t ypes explo i ted 

t h r o u g h time wh i ch is due to the s im i l a r i t y i n env i r onment t h r o u g h time. 

A l t h o u g h , as p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, we know tha t p rocurement s t ra teg i es and 

emphasis on c e r t a in food sources changed t h r o u g h time, the re i s a n o v e ra l l 

s im i l a r i t y i n the t ypes of r e sourc e s p r o c u r e d . One would expect o v e r a l l 

s imi lar i t i es between the two components for t h i s r eason , bu t a s im i l a r i t y of 90% 

is s t i l l somewhat unexpected as one would t h i n k that the change i n s i te 

seasona l i ty and the storage of salmon would r e s u l t i n changes to " func t i ona l 

a r t i f ac t t y p e s " . Th i s compar ison i s somewhat genera l and does not account 

for the p ropo r t i ons i n each a r t i f a c t ca tegory . The genera l ana l y s i s ind ica tes a 

good match between the a r t i f a c t assemblages. The s t a t i s t i c a l ana l ys i s i n 

Chapte r Fou r also examines the components u s i n g a d i f f e ren t a n d p r o b a b l y 

more sens i t i ve measure. 



When i t came time to do the deta i led ana l y s i s of C r escen t Beach , i t 

became c lear tha t there were prob lems i n de l inea t ing some a r t i f ac t s into 

components due to the na ture of the excavat ion P e r c y had u n d e r t a k e n . 

Excavat ion by a r b i t r a r y l eve ls leads to a mixture of n a t u r a l l a y e r s and I was 

wo r r i ed that the de l ineat ion of Component One and Two would not be v e r y 

accura te . Now I t h i n k the mix ing of depos i ts ( in some excavat ion un i t s ) was 

h i g h . In many of the a r b i t r a r y 10 cm leve ls , a r t i f a c t s were p laced i n both 

Component One or Two. F o r example, i n U n i t C2 a r t i f ac t s f ound 120 to 140 cm 

below sur face were p laced in to e i the r Component One or Two, bu t t h i s 

des ignat ion on ly took place for s t y l i s t i c a r t i f a c t s s u c h as bi faces and labre ts . 

The less d iagnost i c a r t i f a c t s from these c u l t u r a l l y mixed l a ye r s were not 

des ignated to e i the r of the components (at least not on the o r i g i n a l a r t i f a c t 

sheets wh i ch I wo rked from). It was o f ten a judgement ca l l on my p a r t as to 

where less d iagnos t i c a r t i f ac t s shou ld be p laced . If a l l of the excavat ions at 

Crescen t Beach had been done b y natured l a y e r s , the d i f f e rences between the 

two components wou ld be greater . 

N ine ty two pe rcen t of the a r t i f a c t s from both components are f ound i n 

a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t i n bo th components. Th i s p r opo r t i on is almost as h i g h 

as i t was for the compar ison of the three Char l e s components. Th i s f i n d i n g 

impl ies that Component One a n d Two do not r ep r e s en t d i f f e rent c u l t u r a l 

phases a c co rd ing to the a r t i f a c tua l da ta (yet the s t y l i s t i c a r t i f a c t s for the two 

components are d i f f e rent ) . A t th i s po in t we do not know p r e c i s e l y what 

d i f f e rences i n p ropo r t i ons of a r t i f a c t t ypes would be s imi lar i n two d i f f e rent 

c u l t u r a l components because th i s t ype of ana l y s i s has not been common on the 

Nor thwest Coast. With f u r t h e r s t u d y i t may t u r n out tha t tempora l ly ad jacent 

c u l t u r a l phases are more s imi lar to each o ther i n terms of a r t i f a c t s t h a n 



p r e v i o u s l y thought . One wa lks a f ine l ine between genera l s imi lar i t i es of 

o ve ra l l a r t i f a c t assemblage p r opo r t i ons and s t y l i s t i c a l l y d i s t i n c t i v e a r t i f a c t s . 

The o ve r emphasis of one o r the o ther cou ld lead to a skewed ana l y s i s and 

pe rspec t i v e . 

I n the un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes f ound i n Component Two, s ix are based on 

g r o u n d stone technology . Th i s impl ies that g r o u n d stone techno logy whi le not 

yet as impor tant as c h i p p e d stone, was p r esen t and be ing used to create new 

a r t i f a c t t ypes . The appearance of l ab r e t s is almost l i k e a n exp los ion i n 

Component Two, for g r o u n d stone, bone and she l l l ab re t s a l l appear . Th i s was 

one a r t i f a c t type tha t e s tab l i shed i t se l f immediately once i t was i n t r o d u c e d . 

T rad i t i ona l l y l abre t s are seen as c u l t u r a l marke r s for the Loca rno Beach 

phase, b u t w i th the ev idence from Pende r (Car l son 1985, 1986), t h i s assumpt ion 

w i l l have to be reexamined. S t y l i s t i c a l l y the un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s from 

Component Two are more d i s t i n c t and most are f a i r l y complex shaped ob jec ts . 

A l i s t of a r t i f a c t t ype s tha t cou ld be c ons ide r ed s t y l i s t i c marke rs inc lude : saw, 

g r o u n d stone r i n g . Gul f I s land complex, l abre t (al l three t ypes ) , mortar , u l n a 

tool and zoomorphic object . The presence of new (usua l l y more t echno log ica l l y 

sophis t i ca ted ) a r t i f a c t t ypes i s t r ad i t i ona l l y the ev idence used for cul tured 

d i f f e rent ia t ion between components. One must a sk how app rop r i a t e t h i s 

approach is when un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s are overemphas i zed i n s i te r epo r t s 

whi le component s im i l a r i t y i s not d i s c u s s e d . In the past i t was not uncommon 

for a component to be de f ined as r ep r esen ta t i v e of phase s u c h a n d s u c h 

based on the presence of p a r t i c u l a r a r t i f a c t t ypes . Th i s p rac t i c e has lead to 

the overemphas is of s ing le a r t i f a c t t ype s to the detr iment of o v e r a l l a r t i f a c t 

assemblage p ropor t i ons . 



Many of the un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s i n Component Two are n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n 

ob jec ts u n l i k e some of the un i que a r t i f a c t t ypes i n Component One wh i ch were 

u t i l i t a r i a n i n na ture (for example s p l i t r i b awls or bone d r i l l s ) . Non -u t i l i t a r i an 

goods are becoming more p l e n t i f u l t h r o u g h o u t time, even i n th i s smal l a r t i f ac t 

assemblage. Th i s i n c r e a s i n g presence of n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n ob jec ts may be 

ind i ca t i v e of a Loca rno Beach component at C rescen t Beach. One cou ld 

hypo thes i ze tha t n o n - u t i l i t a r i a n goods would be even more i n ev idence i n a 

l a r g e r a r t i f ac t assemblage excavated from a Loca rno Beach aged mul t i - seasona l 

base camp. 

While I am inc l i n ed to see d i f f e rences between the a r t i f a c t assemblages 

from Crescen t Beach , the same ques t i ons I a sked about the minimal d i f f e rences 

between Glenrose , St . Mungo v e r s u s Crescen t Beach shou ld also be k ep t i n 

mind. While i t i s a lways t empt ing to see s l i g h t d i f f e rences between a r t i f ac t 

assemblages as i r r e conc i l ab l e d i f f e rences due to mutusdly exc lus i ve c u l t u r a l 

g r oups , archaeo log is ts must remember tha t depend ing on t h e i r own r e s ea r ch 

goals and pe r spec t i v e s , the r e w i l l a lways be more t h a n one exp lanat ion for the 

p a t t e r n i n g they see i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o rd . 

There are many unce r t a in t i e s c o n c e r n i n g th i s second stage of my 

ana l y s i s because there is s t i l l the ques t i on of s i te func t i on t h r o u g h time. 

Ano ther po in t to remember i s that from the f i s h remains (espec ia l ly the 

salmon), there is a sugges t i on of a sh i f t i n subs i s t ence s t ra teg i es sometime at 

the end of Component One. There i s l i t t l e ev idence of t h i s i n the a r t i f a c t 

assemblage from Component One. The n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l da ta for Component Two 

po ints to two d i f f e rent t ypes of seasonal occupat i on t h r o u g h o u t Component 

Two (the South T r e n c h v e r s u s Fea ture Nine). I f i t i s t r u e that s torage was 

i n v en t ed and used near the end of Component One and was c a r r i e d out in to 



Component Two, w h y is the re so l i t t l e d i f f e rence i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages? 

Would not s u c h a major change i n the da i l y l i v e s of p r e h i s t o r i c people be 

re f l ec ted i n the techno logy used? The more answers r e t r i e v e d from the 

ana l ys i s the more ques t ions there are left to answer . 

Raw Mate r ia l Types 

Table 3,7 tabulates the Raw Mater ia l Types from Crescen t Beach, In 

each of the t ypes , the number and p r o p o r t i o n of a r t i f a c t s f ound i n tha t t ype 

can be f ound . F i g u r e 3,1 is a bar g r a p h of the Raw Mate r ia l Types . 

Both Table 3,7 and F i g u r e 3.1 ind ica te tha t whi le the r e is a great deal 

of s im i l a r i t y i n the raw mater ia ls f ound i n the two components, the re are also 

s eve ra l d i f f e rences appa ren t i n the genera l compar ison of i no rgan i c v e r s u s 

o rgan ic raw mater ia l t ypes . As w i t h the f i r s t stage of my ana l y s i s , these 

tabu la t i ons do not i nc lude the g r o u n d stone and she l l beads f ound at Crescen t 

Beach, 

The f i r s t d i s s im i l a r i t y i n Table 3.7 i s i n the M ine ra l ca tegory . There i s 

a not iceable d i f f e rence between the two components w i th Component One 

hav ing on l y one object made from a minera l raw mater ia l t ype , whi le i n 

Component Two, 19 (7,0%) ob jec ts are made from minera l raw mater ia l t ypes . 

Seventeen ob jects are made from q u a r t z c r y s t a l , whi le there was on l y one 

s u c h ob jec t i n Component One. Ve in q u a r t z does not appear at C rescen t 

Beach. The qua r t z c r y s t a l ob jec ts are qua r t z micro l i ths , Matson et a l , 

(1991:119) d i sp lay a g r a p h i nd i ca t i ng that as salmon becomes a more important 

food source , q u a r t z mic ro l i ths also increase i n importance . From F l e n n i k e n ' s 

(1981) exper iments w i th q u a r t z micro l i ths archaeo log is ts l ea rned tha t these 



Table 3.7 Raw Material Types at Crescent Beach 

Raw Material Component One Component Two 
# % # % 

Mineral 
Quartz Crystal 1 .2 17 6.2 
Chalcedony _ _ 1 .4 
Nephrite _ - - X ^ 
TOTAL MINERAL 1 .2 19 7.0 

Igneous 
Unknown Igneous 23 4.0 19 6.7 
Granite 2 .4 1 .4 
Basalt 246 42.9 113 41.1 
Obsidian 1 .2 
TOTAL IGNEOUS 272 47.5 133 48.2 

Sedimentary 
Unknown Sedimentary 4 .7 3 1.1 
Sandstone 16 2.8 17 6.2 
Siltstone - - 1 .4 
Mudstone 1 .2 - -
Chert _15 _2i6 __5 _L8 
TOTAL SEDIMENTARY 36 6.3 26 9.5 

Metamorphic 
Unknown Metamorphic 3 .5 2 .7 
Greenstone 5 .9 3 1.1 
Quartzite 46 8.0 21 7.6 
Slate 2 .4 5 1.8 
Schist - - 3 1.1 
Gneiss 1 .2 _ -
Steatite _ z r —3. 2.2 
TOTAL METAMORPHIC 57 10.0 40 14.5 

TOTAL LITHIC 366 64.0 218 79.2 

Bpne 
Unknown Bone 3 .5 _ _ 
Mammal 160 27.9 39 14.2 
Bird 18 3.1 4 1.5 
Burned Bone 10 1.8 2 .7 
Burned Mammal 1 r =: 
TOTAL BONE 192 33.5 45 16.4 



Table 3.7 Con t inued 

Raw Mater ia l Component One Component Two 
# X # X 

Tooth 
U n k n o w n Tooth 2 .4 - -
Rodent Inc i so r _3 _jj5 _:: -
TOTAL TOOTH 5 .9 - -

A p t l g r 
U n k n o w n A n t l e r _8 1.4 10 3.6 
TOTAL ANTLER 8 1.4 10 3.6 

SheU 
U n k n o w n SheU 1 .2 2 .7 
Ca l i f o rn i a M u s s e l 1 .2 _ _ 
TOTAL S H E L L 2 .4 2 .7 

TOTAL ORGANIC 207 36.2 57 20.7 

TOTAL 573 100 275 99.9 
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objects were the per f ec t tools for c u t t i n g f i s h . A t C rescen t Beach d u r i n g the 

Locarno Beach component i t has been determined that the major occupat i on of 

the s i te was i n late w in t e r/ear l y s p r i n g and i t i s doub t fu l there was much 

p r o c e s s ing of f r e s h salmon. Th i s i s the case i n the Sou th T r e n c h bu t i n the 

No r th T r e n c h bo th f l a t f i sh a n d salmon were p r e s e n t a n d the q u a r t z mic ro l i ths 

cou ld have been used to p rocess e i ther . There fore , I wou ld sugges t that 

q u a r t z mic ro l i ths at Crescen t Beach were used to c u t up p r e v i o u s l y p rocessed 

f i sh as wel l as f r e s h l y caugh t f l a t f i sh and salmon. A l ong w i t h q u a r t z d u r i n g 

Component Two, cha l cedony and nephr i t e are newly i n t r o d u c e d raw mater ia l 

t ypes . 

In the igneous raw mater ia l t ypes , basa l t s t i l l mainta ins i t s dominance 

a n d re f l ec ts the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of c h i p p e d stone tools p r e sen t i n Component 

Two. There is a s l i g h t decrease i n the number of o ther i gneous raw mater ia l 

t ypes p r e s en t i n Component Two, bu t the p ropo r t i ons do not re f l ec t t h i s due 

to the smal ler sample s ize . While q u a r t z i nc r eased subs t an t i a l l y i n Component 

Two, obs i d i an , a raw mater ia l t ype o f ten assoc iated w i th q u a r t z due to i t s 

g l assy na tu r e , does not appear i n Component Two. Obs id i an cannot be 

cons ide r ed an impor tant raw mater ia l t ype i n e i the r component. 

There i s a minor increase i n the sed imentary raw mater ia l t ype ca tegory 

a n d th i s re f l ec ts the increase i n the number of sandstone a b r a d e r s f ound i n 

Component Two. There i s a smal l decrease i n the p r o p o r t i o n of c h e r t f ound i n 

Component Two. 

In the metamorphic raw mater ia l t ypes quar t z i t e i s s t i l l the most 

impor tant raw mater ia l t ype . Steat i te i s a metamorphic raw mater ia l t ype 

i n t r o d u c e d i n Component Two. It i s most commonly used to make Gul f I s l and 

complex ob jec ts of wh i ch there are three examples i n Component Two. 



When l i t h i c raw mater ia l p r opo r t i ons are compi led , 79.2% of Component 

Two's a r t i f a c t s are made from ino rgan i c l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ype s whi le 64.0% of 

Component One's a r t i f a c t s are made from ino r gan i c l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ypes . 

Component Two has by f a r the h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n of l i t h i c tools amongst the 

f our a r t i f a c t assemblages. The most s t r i k i n g d i f f e rence between l i t h i c a r t i f a c t 

assemblages i s f ound between Component Two a n d the Char l e s component at 

St . Mungo (79.2% v e r s u s 47.5%). Exac t l y what s u c h d i f f e rences imp ly is open 

to debate. There i s some c u l t u r a l d i f f erence i n raw mater ia l p re f e rence wh i ch 

must be pa r t i a l l y r e la t ed to the on - s i t e ac t i v i t i e s tha t took place at the two 

s i tes t h r o u g h time. 

There are 16 d i f f e ren t l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ypes p r e s e n t i n Component 

Two whi le 14 d i f f e ren t t ype s are p r e s en t i n Component One. Component Two 

and Glenrose are t i ed for the most d i v e r se number of l i t h i c t ypes present . 

One wou ld expect tha t w i th a smal ler sample of a r t i f a c t s , Component Two would 

not have the same d i v e r s i t y of l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ypes , ye t t h i s i s not the 

case. 

Component One dominates the bone ca tegory w i t h twice as many bone 

implements (33.5% v e r s u s 16.4%). There are two t ype s of bone not p r e sen t i n 

Component Two, u n k n o w n bone and b u r n e d mammal. Bes ides the o v e ra l l 

decrease i n bone, b i r d bone exper i ences a dec l ine i n importance . 

The large decrease i n bone i s not re f l ec ted i n a s imi lar decrease i n 

an t l e r . An t l e r a c tua l l y en joys a smal l increase (1.4% i n Component One and 

3.6% i n Component Two). A n t l e r is s t i l l not as common a raw mater ia l as i t 

shou ld be and th i s absence of an t l e r leaves one wonde r ing why an t l e r wedges 

are so r a r e at Crescen t Beach . 



She l l , l i k e an t l e r , en joys a smal l increase i n importance (.2% i n 

Component One v e r s u s .7% Component Two), bu t i t is not a major raw mater ia l 

at Crescen t Beach u n t i l one adds i n she l l beads. 

Un l i k e the great o v e r a l l s im i l a r i t y i n raw mater ia l t ypes p r esen t and 

absent from Glenrose , St . Mungo and Component One, the s imi la r i t i es between 

Component One a n d Two are not as great . The p ropo r t i ons of i no r gan i c a n d 

o rgan i c raw mater ia l t ypes are d i f f e rent and one must a sk whether t h i s 

d i f f e rence re f l ec ts the presence of two d i s t i n c t c u l t u r e s , and how much of t h i s 

d i f ference re f l ec ts a change i n si te f unc t i on o v e r time. 

One poss ib l e exp lanat ion for the d ras t i c decrease i n o rgan i c raw mater ia l 

t ypes i n Component Two may be that the d ens i t y of she l l remains was not as 

extens ive as i n Component One. Based on the she l l we ights from the she l l 

samples obta ined i n bo th components th i s i s not the case (Rank in 1991a:98). 

As mentioned i n the she l l f i sh sec t ion , the exact oppos i te i s t rue . There i s a n 

increase i n she l l d ens i t y i n most of the l a ye r s c ompr i s ing Component Two 

v e r s u s the l aye rs c ompr i s ing Component One. The increase i n the p r o p o r t i o n 

of an t l e r tools i n Component Two also negates t h i s hypo thes i s . 

In each component, basal t is the dominant l i t h i c raw mater ia l t ype , whi le 

mammal bone dominates the o rgan i c raw mater ia l t ypes . Quar t z c r y s t a l and 

sandstone are two impor tant raw mater ia ls not p r e v i o u s l y u t i l i z ed to a great 

extent i n Component One (both r e f l e c t ing the i n c r e a s i n g importance of a r t i f ac t 

t ypes less numerous i n Component One). Other newly i n t r o d u c e d raw mater ia l 

t ypes w i th a more minor ro le to p lay i n Component Two inc lude : steat i te , 

nephr i t e and cha lcedony . These raw mater ia l t ypes re f l ec t the i n c r e a s i n g 

importance of s t y l i s t i c a r t i f a c t s i n c l u d i n g Gul f I s l and complexes and adzes. 

Common raw mater ia l t ypes i n Component One are not p r e sen t i n Component 



Two. Among the i no r gan i c raw mater ia l t ypes the re i s less d i v e r s i t y i n 

Component Two amongst bone and too th raw mater ia l t ypes . A n t l e r 

exper iences a n increase i n Component Two, as does she l l . A l l of these 

d i f f e rences cou ld r e s u l t from c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences of the two components. Th i s 

i s to be expected, because the two components are from two d i s t i n c t c u l t u r a l 

phases . A long w i t h the d i f f e rences there are a lso s imi lar i t i es between the two 

components s u c h as the c on t inua l use of the raw mater ia ls basal t a n d mammal 

bone wh i ch are the most common raw mater ia l t ypes i n the i no r gan i c and 

o rgan i c raw mater ia l t ypes for bo th components. 

The Crescent Beach Component Two Artifact Assemblage 

Compared With the Locarno Beach Typesite 

Locarno Beach Introduced 

While Component Two at Crescen t Beach has been de f ined as 

r ep resen ta t i v e of the Locarno Beach phase , a b r i e f compar ison of the a r t i f a c t 

assemblages from Component Two a n d the Loca rno Beach s i te would be 

in format ive , I was able to do th i s compar i son because as p a r t of o u r Crescen t 

Beach Pro jec t , s e v e ra l of P ro f esso r Char l e s Bo rden ' s pas t excavat ions were 

ana l y zed i n an t i c ipa t i on of p u b l i s h i n g the r e s u l t s . I ana l y z ed the a r t i f a c t 

assemblage excavated by Pro f essor B o r d e n at the Loca rno Beach s i te d u r i n g 

the s p r i n g and summer of 1948 (Borden 1950:14-17). The a r t i f a c t s p r e sen t 

from th i s excavat ion have been i n co rpo ra t ed in to the a r t i f a c t t ypo l o gy I 

c rea ted for my thes i s . Th i s al lows f o r a d i r e c t compar ison of the two Locarno 

Beach a r t i f a c t assemblages. 



Unfo r tuna t e l y , there are problems w i th s u c h a compar ison. L i t t l e n o n -

a r t i f a c tua l data i s ava i lab le for the Loca rno Beach s i te , mak ing compar ison of 

s i te occupat i on a n d func t i on d i f f i cu l t . There fore , i t shou ld be kep t i n mind 

tha t d i f f e rences i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages may or may not r e f l ec t a lack of 

c o n t r o l ove r n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l data. 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

The Locarno Beach s i te i s located i n the e thnog raph i c boundar i e s of the 

Halkomelem s p e a k i n g Musqueam who be long i n the l a r g e r C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh 

c u l t u r e area . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

A second prob lem soon p r e sen t ed i t se l f w i t h the Loca rno Beach a r t i f a c t 

assemblage. Two separate t r enches were d u g d u r i n g the excavat ion. While 

both were p r esumab l y s u p e r v i s e d b y P ro f e sso r Bo rden , one t r e n c h ( T r ench 4) 

was excavated so le ly b y vo lun t ee r s . Bo rden g i ves l i t t l e in format ion about 

T r e n c h 4 i n h i s f i e ld notes and no d iagrams o r maps of the t r e n c h ex is t , 

a l t hough there are some pho tog raphs . U n c e r t a i n t y about where the T r e n c h 4 

a r t i f a c t assemblage f i t i n w i th the T r e n c h 1 a r t i f a c t assemblage r e su l t ed i n the 

dec i s ion to separate the a r t i f a c t s from the two t r enches . F o r t h i s p r e l im ina ry 

ana l ys i s I have not i n c l u d e d the 82 a r t i f ac t s excavated from T r e n c h 4, bu t a 

f u l l l i s t of a l l the a r t i f a c t s excavated at Locarno Beach c a n be f ound i n Matson 

et aL (1991:138-146). 

The s p r i n g i n w h i c h Bo rden d u g was the r a in i e s t on r e c o r d and as a 

r e su l t , the t r enches su f f e red cons iderab l e damage due to cave i n s . 

U n c e r t a i n t y about the p roven ience of the a r t i f ac t s f ound i n the cave i n 



slumpage lead us to a dec i s ion to g r oup a l l cave i n a r t i f a c t s toge ther and not 

inc lude them w i th the a r t i f a c t s f ound d u r i n g r e g u l a r excavat ions . We though t 

i t was probab le tha t on l y the ' be t t e r ' a r t i f a c t s were co l lec ted from the cave 

ins , l ead ing to an ove r r ep r esen ta t i on of them i n the co l l ec t ion . A r t i f a c t s 

r e cove r ed from the cave i ns are not l i s t ed i n th i s ana l y s i s bu t they can be 

found i n Matson et a l . (1991:144). 

Chrono logy 

Two cha rcoa l samples co l lected i n s i tu from two of the lower l a y e r s 

p resen t at Locarno Beach were submi t ted to the Simon F r a s e r Rad iocarbon 

Labora to ry . The dates r e t r i e v e d were of 2840180 BP ( S F U 767), a n d from the 

lowermost sample 3280170 BP (SFU 766). There i s no i nd i ca t i on tha t a Char l e s 

component is p r e sen t at the Locarno Beach s i te . Sample One was located at a 

dep th of 102" a n d was assoc iated w i th what Bo rden d e s c r i b e d i n h i s f i e ld 

notes as an a s h y l aye r enc i r c l ed by f i re c r a c k e d r o ck . Th i s sample was 

almost located at the bottom of Bo rden ' s c u l t u r a l depos i ts . Sample Two was 

located at a dep th of 70-90" , and was not assoc ia ted w i t h any p a r t i c u l a r 

feature . These two dates are i n a cco rd w i th o the r Locarno Beach dates , a n d 

the ea r l y dates r e t r i e v ed from the Saska tchewan lab shou ld be r e j ec t ed 

(Borden 1970:96). Bo th samples were la rge a n d hal f of the o r i g i n a l samples 

submit ted are be ing r e ta ined for f u t u r e da t ing c l a r i f i c a t i on . 

F a u n a l Remains 

S h e r y l S te i f e l (1985) focused on the subs i s t ence economy of the Loca rno 

Beach c u l t u r e for he r MA thes i s . She examined the f auna l remains f rom three 

Locarno Beach aged components, i n c l u d i n g the component from the Loca rno 



Beach s i te . The focus of subs i s t ence i n the th ree components ana lyzed is not 

based on marine mammal r e sources , bu t on an economy emphas i z ing foreshore 

r e source s (Ste i fe l 1985:177). Mammals ( i n c lud ing deer, e lk and bear) and 

av i f auna (with d i v i n g d u c k s the most common) are p r e s en t bu t are not the 

most impor tant r e source . Salmon is the most impor tant f i s h and v e r t eb ra t e 

r e source w i th f l a t f i sh the second most abundan t f i s h r esource w i t h h e r r i n g 

also present . Sc reens were not used for the o r i g i n a l excavat ions of the three 

components she ana l y z ed , so she looked at the f auna l remeuns p r e s e n t from 

some of the midden samples co l l ec ted i n the f i e ld . In t h i s way she was able 

to d i s cove r the smal ler bones of h e r r i n g a n d smelt. 

S i te occupa t i on of the Locarno Beach s i te d u r i n g the Locarno Beach 

phase i s sugges t ed to be late w i n t e r — e a r l y s p r i n g , as we l l as s p r i n g to ea r l y 

summer for the s u r f smelt r u n s . There was no she l l f i sh ana l y s i s . The 

seasonal i nd i ca t o r s for the Locarno Beach component from Crescen t Beach 

focused on s p r i n g . Seasonal occupa t i on for the Locarno Beach component at 

Locarno Beach impl ies that the s i te was u t i l i z ed for a g rea te r p a r t of the year 

than the Locarno Beach component f rom Crescen t Beach. 

These f i nd ing s are v e r y s imi lar to the f auna l ana l y s i s of the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e and do not sugges t a n y d r a s t i c change i n the c on t inued re l iance upon 

f i sh r e sources espec ia l l y salmon a n d f l a t f i sh . There i s one d i f f e rence between 

the Char l es and Locarno Beaxih phases w i t h h e r r i n g becoming more appa ren t 

d u r i n g Locarno Beach. It wou ld be use fu l to attempt a more deta i led ana l ys i s 

of the salmon and f l a t f i sh remains v i s - a - v i s each o ther i n the Loca rno Beach 

component from Locarno Beach i n o r d e r to determine whether f l a t f i sh become 

less common and salmon more common t h r o u g h time, wh i ch is what happened at 

Crescen t Beach i n the Loca rno Beach component. 



A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

While some ex i s t ing cata logued a r t i f a c t s c ou ld not be i n c l u d e d i n the 

major ana l y s i s because of u n c e r t a i n proven ience , there was a n o v e r a l l ga in i n 

the number of a r t i f a c t s because a l l of the A s s o r t e d Mate r ia l Bags co l lected 

d u r i n g the 1948 f i e ld season were examined, a n d f rom them a f a i r number of 

a r t i f a c t s not p r e v i o u s l y r e cogn i z ed were co l lec ted and ca ta logued , i f they had 

good proven ience . These a r t i f a c t s were i nco rpo ra t ed in to the a r t i f a c t counts 

and are p resented i n the o v e r a l l t abu la t i on of Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t s . 

There i s the po s s i b i l i t y of an ex i s t ing Marpole phase component from the 

top s t r a t a at Locarno . There fore , i n the f u t u r e , sdl of the a r t i f a c t s w i l l be 

l a id out v i s - a - v i s each o ther a c c o r d i n g to t h e i r p roven ience i n the hopes of 

examining th i s hypo thes i s . 

Table 3.8 p r e s en t s a t abu la t i on of the Loca rno Beach a r t i f a c t assemblage 

from Locarno Beach 's T r e n c h One and Crescen t Beach 's Component Two. 

The f i r s t d i f ference ev iden t i n Table 3.8 i s i n the number of a r t i f ac t s 

p r e s en t at each s i te . Locarno Beach has 432 whi le C rescen t Beach has 275. 

Th i s d i f ference i n numbers shou ld be kep t i n mind t h r o u g h o u t t h i s ana l ys i s 

because i t skews a r t i f a c t p ropo r t i ons . 

There are 92 a r t i f a c t t ypes p r esen t at e i the r one o r bo th s i t es . Of 

those 92, 43 a r t i f a c t t ypes a re p r e sen t on l y at Locarno Beach , and 11 a r t i f a c t 

t ypes a re p r e sen t on ly at Crescen t Beach. Th i s is a dramat ic inc rease i n the 

number of un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes . Of the 38 a r t i f a c t t ypes f ound at bo th s i tes , 

74.1% of Locarno Beach 's to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage and 83.5% of C r e s c en t 

Beach 's to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage ex ist i n these mutual a r t i f a c t categor ies . 

Th i s i s the l a r ges t d i f ference I have so far encounte red . T h i r t y f our of the 

un ique a r t i f a c t t ypes p resen t i n e i ther component conta in p ropo r t i ons of less 



Table 3.8 Locarno Beach Artifacts From Component Two at Crescent Beach 
and Locarno Beach 

Artifact Type Locarno Beach Crescent Beach 
# X # X 

Core 8 1.9 29 10.6 
Bipolar Implement - - 6 2.2 
TOTAL NUMBER 8 1.9 35 12.8 

Chipped Stone Implements 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implenients 
Hammerstone 14 3.2 7 2.6 
Battered Flake 1 .2 - -Anvilstone - - 1 .4 
Hammer Anvilstone - - 1 .4 
Pebble Tool Uniface - - 12 4.4 
Pebble Tool Biface - - 2 .7 
TOTAL NUMBER C. S. IMPLEMENTS 15 3.4 23 8.5 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Flake Tools 
Cortex Spall - - 8 2.9 
Utilized Flake 52 12.0 65 23.6 
Quartz Microlith 1 .2 11 4.0 
Unifacially >-Angled Retouched Flake 13 3.0 19 6.9 
Unifacially <-Angled Retouched Flake 11 2.5 10 3.6 
Bifacially Retouched Flake 6 1.4 3 1.1 
TOTAL NUMBER C. S. F. TOOLS 83 19.1 116 42.1 

Shaped Chipped Stone Tools 
Steep-Angled Formed Uniface 1 .2 - -Steep-Angled Formed Biface 3 .7 - -Leaf-Shaped Biface 9 2.1 1 .4 
Contracting Stem Biface No Shoulders 5 1.2 1 .4 
Contracting Stem Biface With Shoulders 4 .9 4 1.5 
Corner Notched Biface 1 .2 - -Excurvate Biface 1 .2 - -Biface Proximal Fragment 2 .5 - -Biface Medial Fragment 2 .5 - -Unidentified Biface Fragment 2 .5 2 .7 
Chipped Slate <-AngIed Biface Object 8 1.9 2 .7 
Chipped Slate Diamond Shaped Biface 1 .2 - -Chipped Slate Fragment 2 .5 - -Cand G. Stone <-Angled Retouched Implement 1 .2 - -TOTAL NUMBER SHAPED C. S. TOOLS 42 9.8 13 4.8 

TOTAL NUMBER CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 148 34.2 187 68.2 



Table 3.8 Continued 

Artifact Type Locarno Beach Crescent Beach 
# X # X 

Ground Stone Implements 
Saw - - 1 .4 
Abrasive Stone 19 4.4 17 6.2 
Formed Abrasive Stone 8 1.9 3 1.1 
Ground Stone Knife 14 3.2 - -Leaf-Shaped Ground Stone Point 2 .5 - -
Contract. Stem Lancelot-Shaped Ground Stone Point 4 .9 - -Lancelot-Shaped Concave Base Ground Stone Point 1 .2 - -Straight-Stem Ground Stone Point 1 .2 - -Ground Stone Point Proximal Fragment 5 1.2 - -Ground Stone Point Medial Fragment 1 .2 - -Ground Stone Point Distal Fragment 1 .2 - -Leaf-Shaped Facetted Ground Stone Point 9 2.1 - -Parallel-Sided Facetted Ground Stone Point 3 .7 - -Ground Stone Disc Bead 2 .5 (392) (56.2) 
Adze 1 .2 1 .4 
Gulf Island complex 3 .7 3 1.1 
Labret 1 .2 2 .7 
Miscellaneous Ground Stone 22 5.1 1 .4 
TOTAL NUMBER G. S. IMPLEMENTS (WITH BEADS) 421 -TOTAL NUMBER G. S. IMPLEMENTS (NO BEADS) 97 22.4 29 10.7 

Bone Implements 
Worked Bone Medial Fragment 37 8.6 16 5.8 
Worked Bone End Fragment 24 5.6 7 2.6 
Net Gauge 1 .2 - -Ground Molar 3 .7 - -Tooth Pendant 3 .7 - -Whistle 1 .2 - -Splinter Awl 1 .2 4 .5 
Formed Split Bone Awl 17 3.9 3 1.1 
Metapodial Awl 2 .5 1 .4 
Bird Bone Awl 15 3.5 1 .4 
Ulna Awl 9 2.1 - -Ulna Tool 1 .2 1 .4 
Knife Slitting Implement 2 .5 - -Unipoint 5 1.2 2 .7 
Bipoint 2 .5 1 .4 
Pointed Bone Object 1 .2 1 .4 
Needle 3 .7 - -Bone Chisel With Unifacially Tapered Distal End 3 .7 5 1.8 
Bone Chisel With Bifacially Tapered Distal End 2 .5 - -Bone Wedge 1 .2 - -Non-Facetted Bone Point Lancelot-Shaped 3 .7 - -Non-Facetted Bone PoinUWith Central Cavity 3 .7 1 .4 
FïWîetted Bone Point 3 .7 - -Facetted Bone Point With Central Channel 17 3.9 - -Unidentified Bone Wedge, Chisel or Point Fragment 6 1.4 1 .4 



Table 3.8 Continued 

Artifact Type Locarno Beach 

Bone Implements Continued 
Unilaterally Barbed Fixed Bone Point 
Unilaterally Barbed Bone Harpoon 
Fragment Unilaterally Barbed Fixed Point or Harpoon 
Bilaterally Barbed Fixed Bone Point 
Toggled Harpoon Point 
Toggled Harpoon Head 
Decorated Bone Object 
Anthropomorphic Object 
Bone Labret 
TOTAL NUMBER BONE IMPLEMENTS 175 40.4 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

Crescent Beach 
# % 

_1 
45 

A 
16.7 

Antler Implements 
Worked Antler End Fragment 
Worked Antler Medial Fragment 
Antler Unipoint 
Antler Wedge 
Self-Armed Toggle Harpoon Valve 
Decorated Haft 
Atlatl 
Zoomorphic Object 
TOTAL NUMBER ANTLER IMPLEMENTS 

2 
1 

1 
3 
1 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.7 

.2 

2 
2 
1 
4 

1.8 

.7 

.7 

.4 
1.5 

.4 
10 3.7 

Shell Implements 
Shell Bead 
SheU Labret 
Miscellaneous Ground Shell Fragments 
TOTAL NUMBER SHELL ARTIFACTS (WITH BEADS) 
TOTAL NUMBER SHELL ARTIFACTS (NO BEADS) 

A 

4 

.9 

.9 

(30) 
1 

-A 
32 
2 

(4.4) 
.4 

_A 

.8 

TOTAL NUMBER ARTIFACTS (WITH BEADS) 
TOTAL NUMBER ARTIFACTS (NO BEADS) 

432 
432 99.7 

697 
275 100.4 



t h a n 1% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage. There i s a g rea t deal more d i v e r s i t y 

i n a r t i f a c t t ypes at Locarno Beach, b u t most of the un i que a r t i f a c t t ypes are 

r ep r e s en t ed b y one o r two a r t i f a c t s . Never the l ess , t h i s i s the l a r g e s t degree 

of d i f f e rence I have yet seen a n d i t leads one to ask the ques t i on of how 

r ep resen ta t i v e i s the Locarno Beach component at C rescen t Beach? 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implements 

Crescen t Beach has a h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of cores a n d b ipo la r implements. 

B ipo la r implements are not common at C rescen t Beach, bu t they a re en t i r e l y 

absent at Locarno Beach. B ipo la r implements a re o f ten assoc ia ted w i t h la ter 

phases . Does th i s d i f f e rence re f l ec t a d i f ference i n excavat ion s t ra t egy? 

Unshaped Ch ipped Stone Implements are almost three times more common 

at Crescen t Beach (8.5% v e r s u s 3.4%). Crescen t Beach has f ive a r t i f a c t t ypes 

i n t h i s ca tegory whi le Locarno Beach has two. 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Flake Tools 

Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F lake Tools r e v ea l a major d i f f e rence between 

the two s i tes . 42.1% of C rescen t Beach ' s to ta l a r t i f ac t assemblage i s f ound i n 

th i s ca tegory , whi le on l y 19.1% of Loca rno Beach 's i s f ound i n th i s ca tegory . 

One poss ib l e exp lanat ion may be due to the d i s s im i l a r i t y of excavat ion 

t e chn iques g i v en a t endency for these t ypes of ob jects to be 

u n d e r r e p r e s e n t e d i n a r t i f a c t assemblages co l lec ted pre-1960. S ince the 1960's 

Nor thwest Coast a rchaeo log is ts have focused more on ob ta in ing a l l a r t i f a c t s 

excavated r a t h e r t han the pre-1960 's not ion of f o cus ing on more s t y l i s t i c a l l y 

d i s t i n c t a r t i f ac t s a n d a r t i f a c t t ypes . I would there fore a r gue that some of the 

d i s c r epancy i n t h i s ca tegory of c h i p p e d stone implements i s caused b y 

d i f f e rences i n f i e ld t e chn iques , r a t h e r t han p r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences . 



We had an t i c ipa ted s u c h a prob lem w h i c h is why we met i cu lous ly ana l y z ed the 

Asso r t ed Mater ia l bags f o r a r t i f a c t s . A l t h o u g h there i s a large d i f f e rence 

between the two components i n t h i s ca tegory , the r e i s on l y one a r t i f a c t t ype 

un ique to Crescen t Beach and that i s the cor tex spa l l . The near absence of 

q u a r t z micro l i ths at Locarno Beach , p r o b a b l y r e s u l t s from the d i f f i cu l t y i n 

r e t r i e v i n g these ob jects e v en u n d e r the best f i e ld cond i t i ons . A s p r e v i o u s l y 

ment ioned, qua r t z mic ro l i ths are now cons i d e r ed to be c u l t u r a l ma rke r s of the 

Locarno Beach phase , ye t they are not p r e s en t at the t ypes i t e ! 

Shaped Chipped Stone Artifacts 

In Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools there i s some v a r i a t i o n p r e s e n t between 

the two s i tes . A t Locarno Beach , 9.8% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage res ide 

i n t h i s ca tegory and there i s a l a rge number of ch i pped stone bi face s ty l es 

r ep r e s en t ed on l y at Locarno Beach , a l t hough the most common shaped biface 

s t y l e s ( l ea f -shaped and c o n t r a c t i n g stem) are p r e s en t at both s i t es . Ch ipped 

slate ob jec ts are p r e sen t at Loca rno Befich and Crescen t Beach (11 v e r s u s 2). 

These ch ipped slate ob jec ts are cons ide r ed un i que to the Loca rno Beach phase 

( there was one s u c h ob jec t r e cove r ed at C r e s c en t Beach i n the C h a r l e s c u l t u r e 

a r t i f a c t assemblage) . S t eep -ang l ed formed bi faces are p r e sen t a t Loca rno 

Beach. These ob jec ts are absen t at C r e s c en t Beach. Bo th s i tes sha r e an 

absence of a t r u e microblade technology . The d i f f e rences i n t h i s ca tegory are 

not as impor tant as those i n the U n s h a p e d C h i p p e d Stone F l ake Tools. 

Ground Stone Implements 

As w i th the Shaped Ch ipped Stone Tools , Loca rno Beach has twice as 

many ob jec ts r ep resen ted i n the G r o u n d Stone Implements ca t ego ry (22.4% 

v e r s u s 10.7% for Crescen t Beach) . Loca rno Beach has a d i v e r s e number of 

pro jec t i l e po int s t y l es not p r e sen t at Crescen t Beach. From past compar isons 



i t i s impor tant to remember tha t Crescen t Beach has a minimal number and 

d i v e r s i t y of shaped bi faces. What Crescen t Beach does have and Locarno 

Beach does not, i s g r o u n d stone d i s c beads. Un f o r tuna t e l y , s c r e en ing 

t e chn iques at Loca rno Beach were not r i g o r ous and g r o u n d stone d i sc beads 

would not necessa r i l y be d i s cove r ed . Due to the h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n and 

v a r i e t y of g r o u n d stone ob jec ts p r e s e n t at Loca rno Beach I was expec t ing a 

much h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of a b r a s i v e a n d formed ab ras i v e s tones , bu t t h i s was 

not the case. G round stone po in ts (both non- face t ted and facetted) are 

s t y l i s t i c markers for the Loca rno Beach phase. While these a r t i f a c t t ypes a re 

absent at Crescen t Beach , adzes . Gul f I s land complexes a n d l ab re t s are p r e sen t 

and ex is t i n s imi lar p r opo r t i ons to Locarno Beach . G r o u n d stone k n i v e s are 

also cons ide r ed d iagnost i c of the Loca rno Beach phase , b u t they are absent at 

Crescen t Beach. 

Bone a n d A n t l e r Tools 

The d i f f e rence i n p ropo r t i ons of bone implements i s g r ea t e r t h a n that 

for Unshaped C h i p p e d Stone F lake Tools. J u s t o v e r f o r t y pe r c en t (40.4%) of 

Locarno Beach 's to ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage can be f ound i n the bone implement 

ca tegory . J u s t o v e r s ix teen pe r c en t (16.7%) of C rescen t Beach 's ewtifacts are 

bone. There are no un ique a r t i f a c t t ype s w i t h i n th i s ca tegory at C rescen t 

Beach. The d i f ference i n excavat ion s t r a t e gy (Borden d i d not use screens ) i s 

at least p a r t i a l l y r e spons ib l e for the lower p r o p o r t i o n of wo rked bone 

f ragments from Locarno Beach . 

There are some d i f f e rences i n the bone awl categor ies . Formed bone 

awls are much more common at Loca rno Beach (3.9% v e r s u s 1.1% at Crescen t 

Beach) . There is a lso a not iceable increase i n the p r o p o r t i o n of b i r d bone 

awls (3.5% at Locarno Beach v e r s u s .4% at C rescen t Beach) . 



One s im i l a r i t y between the two components i s the low p ropo r t i on of bone 

ch i se l s (.7% at Loca rno Beach and 1.8% at C r e s c en t Beach) . 

Crescen t Beach does not have a v a r i e t y of bone po in ts ( there i s on l y 

one example). A t Locarno Beach the re is a g rea t v a r i e t y of d i f f e ren t bone 

po in t s , i n c l u d i n g non- face t ted and facet ted s t y l e s . L i k e t h e i r g r o u n d stone 

c o u n t e r p a r t s , these implements are assoc iated w i t h the Loca rno Beach phase. 

It is impor tant to note tha t some of the non- face t ted s t y l e s p r e sen t at Loca rno 

Beach were f ound at e i ther Glenrose o r St . Mungo so the re i s ev idence of 

c o n t i n u i t y t h r o u g h time. 

Un i l a t e r a l l y and b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed po in ts and harpoons are p r e s en t at 

Locarno Beach, b u t not i n great numbers . The f i r s t ev idence of t o gg l i ng 

harpoons i s a lso f ound at Locarno Beach w i th one example p resen t . 

Cons i d e r i ng the d i f ference i n sample s ize and the r a r i t y of t o gg l i ng harpoons , 

i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g that t h i s a r t i f a c t t ype i s absent from Crescen t Beach. 

Spec ia l i z ed f i s h i n g gear i s v e r y r a r e at a n y of the s i t es so f a r ana l y zed . 

F i s h i n g (salmon i n pa r t i cu l a r ) was a n impor tant p a r t of the d iet d u r i n g the 

Locarno Beach phase , yet t h i s i s not re f l ec ted i n a h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of 

h i g h l y spec ia l i zed f i s h i n g implements. 

I t shou ld also be noted tha t a s ing le example of a bone l ab r e t i s p r e s en t 

at bo th s i tes . They are s imi lar i n s ize . 

Locarno Beach d i sp l a y s an even lower p r o p o r t i o n of an t l e r ob jec ts t h a n 

Crescen t Beach. A n t l e r i s not an impor tant raw mater ia l d u r i n g the Locarno 

Beach phase , r e l a t i v e to the St . Mungo components from Glenrose a n d St. 

Mungo. Based on the compar ison of an t l e r ob jec ts from Component One and 

Two at Crescent Beach, there was a s l i gh t inc rease i n an t l e r t h r o u g h time, b u t 

both p ropor t i ons were low compared to St . Mungo and Glenrose . P e rhaps t h i s 



re f l ec ts the dec reas ing emphasis on l a rge l and mammals as a major source of 

subs i s t ence . While wedges are r a r e i n Component Two at Crescen t Beach, they 

are absent at Locarno Beach. The i r absence lead Bo rden to hypo thes i ze tha t 

woodwork ing ac t i v i t i e s were not ex tens ive d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase 

(Borden 1970). P e rhaps t h i s decrease i n an t l e r wedges re f l ec ts a n increase i n 

the use of p e r i shab l e wooden wedges (which of course do not s u r v i v e i n most 

s i tua t i ons ) . The an t l e r ob jec ts w h i c h are p r e sen t at Locarno Beach are h i g h l y 

s t y l i z ed p e rhaps r e f l e c t ing a d i f f e ren t a t t i tude towards the use of an t l e r as a 

raw mater ia l . P e rhaps the absence of an t l e r sugges t s a u t i l i z a t i on of the 

Loca rno Beach s i te d u r i n g a time of the y ea r when an t l e r was not r ead i l y 

ava i lab le as a raw mater ia l . 

Shell Artifacts 

She l l implements are not common i n e i the r component. The absence of 

she l l beads at Loca rno Beach p r o b a b l y re f l ec ts a d i f f e rence i n excavat ion 

s t ra teg i es r a t h e r t h a n a p r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r a l d i f f e rence . 

Conclusion of Comparison of Crescent Beach Component Two 

and Locarno Beach Artifact Assemblages 

One cou ld a r gue tha t bo th components are r ep resen ta t i v e of the Locarno 

Beach phase ; they a re s imply va r i a t i ons on the same theme. Many d iagnost i c 

a r t i f a c t t ypes are f ound i n bo th a r t i f a c t assemblage a l though Crescen t Beach 

does not have the same degree of d i v e r s i t y as Locarno Beach. From the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage data , I sugges t tha t the Loca rno Beach site was occup ied 

on a f a i r l y i n t ens i v e and p r o b a b l y mul t i - seasona l bas is d u r i n g the Locarno 

Beach phase. Th i s compar ison of the two s i tes f u r t h e r sugges t s tha t 

Component Two at Crescen t Beach was not as i n t e n s i v e l y o ccup i ed as the o ther 



components so far ana l y zed . There i s a lso l i t t l e doubt tha t a great deal of 

c o n t i n u i t y i s p r e s en t between the Loca rno Beach and Char l e s a r t i f a c t 

assemblages. The emphasis on h e r r i n g at Locarno Beach and the salmon 

emphasis at C rescen t Beach cou ld pa r t i a l l y exp la in some of the d i f f e rences 

between the two s i tes . The raw mater ia l sources ( p a r t i c u l a r l y l i th i cs ) are also 

d i ss im i l a r and cou ld also he lp exp la in some of the d i f f e rences p resen t . Ne i ther 

of these a rguments are v e r y c o n v i n c i n g , bu t they are somewhat p laus ib l e . 

Genera l Conc lus i ons 

I n th i s chap t e r I have p r e sen t ed the r e s u l t s of the ana l y s i s to add r e s s 

my second r e s ea r ch ques t i on on the r e l a t i onsh ip between the Char l e s 

(Component One) and Locarno Beach (Component Two) components at Crescen t 

Beach. 

The ev idence from my ana l y s i s i s equ ivoca l . Hypo thes i s Number Two 

states tha t the two a r t i f a c t assemblages, whi le be ing d i f f e ren t c u l t u r a l en t i t i es , 

demonstrate a cont inuum of i n s i t u evo lu t i on i n the F r a s e r Delta. Th i s i s not 

i n my mind fu l l y p r o v e n u s i n g the ev idence ga the red to date. The h i g h 

degree of s im i l a r i t y between the two components s u p p o r t s the sec t i on of 

Hypo thes i s Number Two s t a t ing tha t there is c on t i nu i t y . The prob lem is too 

much c o n t i n u i t y and the overwhe lming s im i l a r i t y between the two a r t i f a c t 

components cou ld be used to a r gue tha t both components r ep r e s en t the same 

c u l t u r a l phase. 

There i s a cont inuum demonstrated i n the non -a r t i f a c tua l data , most 

impor tan t l y i n the f i s h and she l l f i sh remains. There i s a con t inuum 

demonstrated i n the h i g h p r opo r t i on of a r t i f ac t s found i n a r t i f a c t t ype s 

p r e s en t i n bo th components. While the re are some changes i n the p r o p o r t i o n 



of raw mater ia l t y p e s , the changes are i n q u a n t i t y and not i n k i n d . I do not 

doubt the evo lu t i on of Component One in to Component Two. 

Ana l y s i s of the two a r t i f a c t assemblages from Component Two and 

Locarno Beach showed d i f f e rences between these two components wh i ch are 

bo th convent i ona l l y though t to be r ep r esen ta t i v e of the Loca rno Beach C u l t u r e 

Type , the term u s e d b y M i t che l l (1971:56). Regard l ess of the t e rm used , one 

must ask how impor tan t the d i f f e rences are between the two components. 

These d i f f e rences may be i nd i ca t i v e of p r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences , bu t 

d i f f e rences i n s i te f unc t i on , excavat ion s t r a t e gy a n d i n t e n s i t y of s i te 

occupat i on also in f luence the h i g h degree of d i f f e r en t i a t i on present . 

Fu r the rmore , the f auna l remains from the two s i t es ind ica te d i f f e ren t emphasis 

on f i s h remains ( h e r r i n g and s u r f smelt at Loca rno w i th Crescen t Beach 

hav ing salmon a n d f l a t f i sh more impor tant t h a n e i the r h e r r i n g o r smelt ) . 

Ano the r poss ib le exp lanat ion for the d i f f e rences i s the d i f ference i n raw 

mater ia ls u t i l i z ed at the two s i tes . There i s some sugges t i on that Component 

Two at Crescen t Beach i s not r ep resen ta t i v e of the Loca rno Beach phase; b u t 

u n t i l more s imi lar t ype s of s tud i e s are u n d e r t a k e n i t i s bes t to accept pas t 

i n t e rp r e t a t i on tha t Component One i s Char l es a n d Component Two i s Loca rno 

Beach. It must be remembered tha t Component Two i s o n l y one example of the 

Locarno Beach c u l t u r a l phase . D i rec t compar isons must a lways be done w i t h 

the knowledge tha t the d i f f e rences i n va r i ab l e s s u c h as s i te func t i on a n d 

occupat ion i n t e n s i t y can also be re f l ec ted i n the a r t i f a c t assemblage. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH QUESTION THREE: A Closer Examination of The Charles Culture 

Research Quest ion Number Three conce rns the p l a u s i b i l i t y of a Char l e s 

c u l t u r e ex i s t ing on a r eg i ona l l e ve l encompass ing the a r ea from the F r a s e r 

Canyon to the Gu l f I s lands . From th i s r e s e a r c h ques t i on I deve loped the 

fo l l owing hypo thes i s that focuses on the degree of r eg i ona l d i v e r s i t y p r e sen t 

o r absen t i n the s i tes though t to be long to the Char l es c u l t u r e . 

Hypothes i s Number Three : D u r i n g the time pe r i od between approx imate ly 

5000 a n d 3500 yea rs ago, there was a c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y between g r o u p s of 

p r e h i s t o r i c people l i v i n g i n the Gu l f I s l ands , the Lower Ma in land a n d the 

F r a s e r Canyon . A l t e r n a t i v e l y , d u r i n g the aforement ioned time p e r i od , there i s 

l i t t l e ev idence of c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y encompass ing a r eg i ona l a r ea compr i sed of 

the F r a s e r Canyon , the Lower Ma in land and the Gul f I s l ands . 

Th i s hypo thes i s i s meant to focus and guide my r e s e a r c h of the c u l t u r a l 

v a r i a b i l i t y p r e sen t d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . Th i s hypo thes i s i s a lso a 

means of t e s t ing the v a l i d i t y of c u r r e n t statements c o n c e r n i n g the Char l es 

c u l t u r e . D u r i n g t h i s ana l y s i s , i f a l t e rna t i v e c lass i f i ca t i ons p r e s en t themselves , 

they w i l l be cons ide red . 

The f i r s t sec t ion of t h i s chap t e r d i s cusses the Eayem phase , the t h i r d 

phase be long ing to the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Th i s phase o r i g ina tes i n the F r a s e r 

Canyon and was f i r s t de f ined by Char l es Bo rden i n the 1960*s (Borden 1968). 

The d i s c u s s i o n of the Eayem phase compares two a r t i f ac t assemblages from the 

Es i lao a n d Maure r s i te. In format ion i s also p r o v i d e d on n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l data 

s u c h as chrono logy , f ea tures a n d s i te func t i on g i v i n g a genera l i dea of how 



one another i n terms of o the r t ypes of in format ion. The second p a r t of the 

Eayem phase d i s cuss i on b r i e f l y i n t r oduces a t h i r d component t h o u g h t to 

be long to the Eayem phase , b u t not ye t f u l l y p u b l i s h e d due to the r ecen t 

excavat ion of the depos i ts . Th i s t h i r d component comes from the Hatz ic s i te . 

The second major sec t ion of t h i s chap te r d i s cusses c o n t r o v e r s i a l Char l es 

c u l t u r e components not i n c l u d e d i n the d i s c u s s i o n of the St . Mungo and Mayne 

phases . Two u n - d a t e d a r t i f a c t assemblages from the Marpole and B l i s s 

L a n d i n g s i tes have been t en ta t i v e l y d esc r i b ed as be l ong ing to the Mayne 

phase . Other a r t i f a c t assemblages tha t have been d i v i d e d in to dated Char l es 

c u l t u r e components and quest ionable dated Char l e s c u l t u r e components inc lude : 

P i t t R i v e r , Pender Cana l , B i r c h Bay , Denman I s l and , Tsawwassen, Duke Po int 

and Deep Bay. 

The f ina l sec t ion of t h i s chap t e r compares s e ve ra l Char l es c u l t u r e and 

Locarno Beach components u s i n g quant i ta t i v e t e chn iques i n o r d e r to determine 

the s im i l a r i t y of the two separa te l y de f ined c u l t u r a l phases . Th i s f i na l sec t ion 

d i s cusses the f eas ib i l i t y of s u c h a l ong pe r i od of c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y ove r s u c h 

a wide a r ea and rev i ews the Char l e s c u l t u r e as i t s tands from the data 

p r esen t ed i n th i s thes i s . 



The Eayem Phase 

Esilao 

Site Location 

Prof . Char l e s Bo rden f i r s t w o r k e d i n the lower F r a s e r Canyon d u r i n g a 

s i te s u r v e y programme c a r r i e d out i n the summer of 1956 (Borden 1960). From 

th i s p r e l im ina ry s u r v e y i t was determined there were po ten t ia l l y v e r y o ld 

depos i ts to be excavated . I n the y ea rs of 1959-1963 B o r d e n d id extens ive 

excavat ions at two ad jacent s i tes i n the F r a s e r Canyon , M i l l i k en (DjRi 3) and 

Esi lao V i l lage (DjRi 5), located on the le f t bank of the F r a s e r r i v e r i n a 5 mile 

nar row s t r e t c h of the canyon 2.5 miles n o r t h of Yale (Borden 1960, 1961, 1968). 

The two s i tes are a few h u n d r e d y a r d s n o r t h of the mouth of S iwash Creek 

(Borden 1960:106). The F r a s e r r i v e r must force i t se l f t h r o u g h t h i s nar row 

channe l a n d i n do ing so i s a major obstac le to the salmon r u n s w h i c h must 

h u g the banks i n o r d e r to u t i l i z e a n y backwater o r e d d y (Duff 1952:62). 

Ethnographic Culture Area 

The M i l l i k en and Es i lao Vi l lage s i tes f a l l i n the e thnog raph i c boundar i es 

of the Tai t , the easternmost g r oup of the Stalo Nat ion, who be long i n the 

l a r g e r g r o u p i n g of Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh (Borden 1960:101). Duff (1952:30-34) 

l i s t s and desc r ibes the locat ion of 23 s i tes i n Ta i t t e r r i t o r y . As p a r t of the 

s u r v e y work done i n the summer of 1956, most of these 23 s i tes were v i s i t e d 

and examined (Borden 1960:101). Bo th s i tes are located on what i s now the 

Yale Ind ian Reserve (Mi tche l l 1963:xiii ) . 



Chrono logy 

D u r i n g excavat ion of the ex tens ive depos i ts at M i l l i k en and Es i lao 

V i l lage , B o r d e n d i s cove r ed a more o r less con t inuous occupat i on from 9500 

years ago u n t i l h i s t o r i c t imes. He de f ined s e ve ra l c u l t u r a l phases to cove r 

t h i s v a s t time pe r i od . 

The o ldest occupat ion at Esilsio Vi l lage i s approx imate ly 5500 to 3500 B P , 

a l though Bo rden d i d not h i t s t e r i l e depos i ts (Borden 1968). He de f ined th i s 

time pe r i od as the Eayem phase , named a f ter a smal l p i thouse v i l l age on the 

opposi te s ide of the r i v e r (Borden 1975:72). M i t che l l (1963) d id a MA thes i s on 

some of the data r e cove r ed from Es i lao . The name means " l u c k y p l a c e " for 

c a t ch ing salmon (Duff 1952:30). In a l a t e r pub l i c a t i on Bo rden (1975:72) extends 

the end ing date of the pe r i od to 3100 BP . F o u r dates were r e t r i e v e d from the 

Eayem component. The dates are as fol lows: 37901130 BP (GSC 456), 44201160 

BP (M 1544), 48801180 BP (M 1546) a n d 54901500 BP (M 1547) (Borden 1975:72). 

No proven ience i s g i v en for the Eayem dates. 

M a u r e r 

S i te Loca t i on 

Bes ides the component from Esilêio, the re i s one o the r component though t 

to be long i n the Eayem phase. It was d i s cove r ed at the Maure r s i te (DhRk 8) 

wh i ch is located approx imate ly two miles southwest of the downtown core of 

Agass i z (LeCla i r 1976:33). 



Ethnog raph i e C u l t u r e A r e a 

The Maure r s i te i s i n the e thnograph i e boundar i e s of the P i l a i t (Duff 

1952:21), who be long i n the Stalo Nat ion a n d the l a r g e r g r o u p i n g of C e n t r a l 

Coast Sa l i sh . 

Chrono logy 

There are f our dates from the s i te w h i c h are : 3860±110 BP (GaK 4926), 

42401110 BP (GaK 4922), 4720+380 BP (GaK 4923) a n d 4780+340 BP (GaK 4927) 

(Borden 1975:77). As w i t h the Eayem phase dates, there i s no p roven i ence 

g ive for these dates. 

The dates are r emarkab l y s imi lar for the Maure r and Eayem components. 

There i s no d i s c u s s i o n of a n y d i s c r e p a n c y f ound i n these dates so they sha l l 

be t aken at face va lue . The 54901500 BP (M 1547) date from Es i lao has the 

h i ghes t degree of u n c e r t a i n t y , mak ing the b e g i n n i n g date of the phase 

anywhere from 6000 to 5000 yea rs ago. Th i s i s an ex tens ive time span . 

Conse r va t i v e l y , one cou ld s t i ck w i th the 5500 BP date w i t h the u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

that t h i s date may be too o ld a n d the s t a r t i n g date i s a c tua l l y c loser to 5000 

B.P, w h i c h is where the next o ldest dates from the two components c lus t e r . 

Bo rden states tha t he d id not h i t s t e r i l e depos i ts at Es i lao , and pe rhaps there 

i s an o lder component p r e s en t at the s i te . 

Th i s proposed s t a r t i n g date f o r the Eayem phase i s at least 500 and 

pos s i b l y 1000 yea rs ea r l i e r t h a n the b e g i n n i n g date for the St . Mungo phase. 

Does th i s imply tha t the Char l es c u l t u r e o r i g ina t ed i n the F r a s e r Canyon and 

d i f fused t h r o u g h to the Lower Main land? Pe rhaps , bu t t h i s assumes that the 

pre-5000 BP date i s co r rec t . Ano the r problem w i th th i s hypo thes i s i s the 

ea r l y dates f ound on the Gul f I s l ands at Helen Po in t and Pender Cana l . The 



St. Mungo components are f l anked bo th east a n d west b y o lde r Char l e s c u l t u r e 

assemblages. The ques t i on c o n c e r n i n g the evo lu t i on of the Char l e s c u l t u r e i s 

not one that can be eas i l y so l ved at t h i s time due to the need for more 

p u b l i s h e d and dated a r t i f a c t assemblages f a l l i ng i n i t s time pe r i od . One 

poss ib le exp lanat ion for the ea r l i e r dates on the Gul f I s l and t ies in to M i t che l l ' s 

a rgument tha t the Obs id ian C u l t u r e from f u r t h e r n o r t h g r a d u a l l y migrated in to 

o r g r ea t l y in f luenced the Gu l f I s land c u l t u r e a r ea (Mi tche l l 1988). 

Esilao and Maurer Artifact Assemblage Comparison 

The two a r t i f a c t assemblages compr i s ing the Eayem phase have neve r 

been complete ly p u b l i s h e d , so i t is d i f f i cu l t to make deta i led compar isons o r 

de f in i t i ve statements. When the data i s p u b l i s h e d , i t i s almost c e r t a i n tha t 

there w i l l be d i f f e rences between the p r e l im ina r y data now ava i lab le and the 

f i na l data to be p u b l i s h e d sometime i n the f u tu r e . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone 

Ch ipped stone tools dominate bo th a r t i f a c t assemblages wh i ch i s p a r t i a l l y 

due to the absence of o r gan i c remeiins at e i the r s i te . The to ta l c oun t of 

a r t i f ac t s i s not known from Es i lao , bu t LeC la i r s tates tha t 6000 l i t h i c s were 

excavated from Maure r and approx imate ly 1500 were de f ined as a r t i f a c t s 

(LeCla i r 1976:38). While cores are mentioned f o r both s i tes (15% of the 

assemblage at Maure r ) , b ipo la r implements are also p r e s e n t at bo th s i tes 

a l though i n smal ler p ropo r t i ons (Maurer has at least two b u t B o r d e n does not 

mention how many are p r e s en t at Esi lao ) . Unshaped c h i p p e d stone implements 

s u c h as hammerstones and pebble tools are p r e sen t at bo th s i tes . A t Maure r 

8% of the 1500 a r t i f a c t s were cobble tools i n c l u d i n g ; choppe r s (both un i f ac i a l 

and b i fac ia l ) , cor tex spa l l s a n d hammerstones. I assume the re i s a s imi lar 



propo r t i on from Esi lao due to the number of pebb le tool t ypes Bo rden 

desc r ibes as be ing p r esen t ( choppers , s c r a p e r p lanes , r a s p s , d i s co ida l cor tex 

spa l l s and small u l u - l i k e cor tex spa l l s to name a few [Borden 1975:72,73]). 

U n s h a p e d C h i p p e d Stone F l a k e Tools 

Exped ient f lake tools are common. A t M a u r e r , L eC la i r states (1976:38) 

tha t 72% of the implements were exped ient made uni faces s u c h as u t i l i z ed 

f l akes , na r row a n d s t eep -ang l ed r e t ouch f lakes . Bo rden does not d i s c u s s 

expedient ch i pped stone tools to the same extent as LeC la i r . Bo rden does not 

ment ion u t i l i z ed f lakes o r n a r r o w - a n g l e d r e t ouch f lake implements, bu t he does 

descr ibe s eve ra l d i f f e ren t k i n d s of ' s c r a p e r s ' o r s t eep-ang l ed r e t o u c h f lakes 

(1975:72-74). While b ipo la r implements are p r e s e n t at bo th s i tes , on l y Es i lao 

has de f in i te ev idence for a b ipo la r q u a r t z m i c ro l i th technology . L eC la i r 

(1976:41) s tates , "Some of the b lades ... are the r e s u l t of u s i n g piece esqu i l l es 

of wh i ch there a re at least two examples" . Th i s h in t s at a poss ib l e b ipo la r 

quar t z techno logy , b u t L e c l a i r does not i n c lude q u a r t z as a raw mater ia l t ype 

i n h is paper . L eC l a i r a lso states tha t he has microb lades d e r i v e d from a 

p r e p a r e d core . I assume these b lades are o b s i d i a n , a l t hough he does not say . 

Th i s is the f i r s t appearance of a microblade i n d u s t r y i n c l u d i n g p r e p a r e d 

cores . Un f o r tuna t e l y , no d iagrams or p i c t u r e s are p u b l i s h e d . 

S h a p e d C h i p p e d Stone Tools 

Shaped c h i p p e d stone tools are not as common as u n s h a p e d at e i ther 

s i te. L eC la i r s tates that 5% of the assemblage was compr ised of b i faces 

(1976:38). It is p robab le tha t some shaped c h i p p e d stone tools a re i n c l u d e d i n 

the uni face ca tegory . Bi face s t y l e s from M a u r e r i n c lude l ea f - shaped , 

c on t r a c t i n g stem w i th shou lde r s a n d s i d e -no t ched . At Es i lao bi face s t y l e s 

inc lude l ea f - shaped (Borden ca l ls them l au re l - l e a f - shaped ) , c o n t r a c t i n g stem 



wi th s h o u l d e r s , c o r n e r no tched w i th square shou lde r s a n d pa ra l l e l - s i d ed stem 

(which may be r e la t ed to some of the p a r a l l e l - s i d e d stem g r o u n d stone po in ts 

r e cove r ed at Locarno ) . In genera l , the bi face s t y l e s are s imi lar . Without 

pe r sona l l y examining the two a r t i f a c t assemblages, I cannot say whe ther o r not 

na r r ow -ang l ed formed uni faces are p r e sen t d u r i n g the Eayem phase. I wou ld 

hypo thes i se tha t they are p resent , b u t tha t i s j u s t an educated guess . 

G r o u n d Stone Implements 

A c c o r d i n g to Bo rden (1975), the f i r s t ev idence for g r o u n d stone 

t echno logy o c cu r s at 5000 B P , a n d the ear l i e s t p a r t of the Eayem component 

has no ev idence of a g r o u n d stone t echno logy (1975). Th i s date of 5000 B P 

assumes tha t h i s ear l i e s t r ad i o ca rbon date of 5500 BP i s accura te . If t h i s 

ea r l y r ad i o ca rbon date is too o ld , the i n t r o d u c t i o n of g r o u n d stone i n the 

c a n y o n cou ld be more r ecen t (and c l ose r to the time of i n t r o d u c t i o n of g r o u n d 

stone techno logy f a r t h e r down the r i v e r ) . I f h i s date of 5500 B P i s co r r ec t , 

the i n t r o d u c t i o n of g r o u n d stone t echno logy d u r i n g the middle of the Eayem 

component sugges t s that the pre-5000 BP assemblage i s not Eayem i n n a t u r e , 

bu t more s imi lar to the o lde r Mazama phase. It may a lso be tha t g r o u n d stone 

techno logy is adopted d u r i n g the middle of the Eayem phase , and not at the 

b e g inn ing . 

Bo rden states tha t s eve ra l f ragments of we l l made g r o u n d stone k n i v e s 

are p r esen t . He does not say where w i t h i n the assemblage these ob jec ts were 

r e cove r ed , how many f ragments were f ound , nor whether the ob jec ts were 

r e cove r ed i n s i t u . If he i s c o r r e c t , these are the ear l i es t examples of g r o u n d 

stone k n i v e s from B.C. and they are not an a r t i f a c t t ype f ound i n the St . 

Mungo phase. B o r d e n does not d i r e c t l y state that there was d i s t u r b a n c e at 

Esi lao (Borden 1968:23), bu t i t i s poss ib le tha t the g r o u n d stone kn i f e 



f ragments were mixed in to o lde r depos i ts . Suf f i ce i t to say the re i s more t h a n 

one potent ia l exp lanat ion for the e a r l y appearance of these ob jec ts . U n t i l 

there i s more in format ion , the o c cu r r ence of g r o u n d stone k n i v e s i n the Eayem 

phase must be ques t ioned . 

Ch ipped and g r o u n d stone ob jec ts are p r e sen t at Es i lao for the f i r s t 

time d u r i n g the Eayem phase a n d i n c lude l ea f - shaped pro jec t i l e p o i n t - l i k e 

ob jects made from slate (1975:75). Bes ides the ch i pped a n d g r o u n d stone 

pro j ec t i l e p o i n t - l i k e ob jec ts a n d the g r o u n d stone k n i v e s , there are on l y two 

o ther ob jects Bo rden desc r ibes as g r o u n d stone ob jects . There i s a s ing le 

example of the i n c i s ed decorated p laque ob jec ts made from a metamorphosed 

sed imentary r o ck f i r s t d i s cuss ed i n the i n t r o d u c t i o n to the St . Mungo phase. 

There are two examples of g r u b ef f ig ies made from a metamorphosed 

sed imentary r ock . One example was r e cove r ed i n s i t u from Esileio, b u t one was 

sur face co l lected from M i l l i k e n (Borden 1975:76). These ef f ig ies are the same 

as those of bone f ound downstream at Glenrose and St . Mungo . 

Except for the o c cu r r ence of g r o u n d stone k n i v e s , the o ther g r o u n d 

stone a r t i f a c t t ypes are p r e s en t i n o ther Char l e s components downstream. 

Glenrose has g r o u n d stone l ea f - shaped pro jec t i l e po in ts , i n c i s e d decorated 

p laques and bone g r u b s . St . Mungo has both i n c i s ed decora ted p laques and 

bone g r u b ef f ig ies. 

To me, there i s minimal ev idence for the presence of a g r o u n d stone 

techno logy at Es i lao that cou ld be r e spons ib l e for wel l made g r o u n d stone 

k n i v e s . There i s v e r y l i t t l e d i v e r s i t y i n the ob jec ts d e s c r i b e d and bes ides 

the g r o u n d stone k n i v e s , the re i s no o ther a r t i f a c t t ype made from slate and 

complete ly g r ound on a l l sur faces . 



Borden (1975:75) s tates , "A se r i es of smal l a n d l a rge ab ras i v e s labs of 

s late , sandstones and mica s c h i s t was r ecove red from the same l eve ls that 

y i e lded the g r o u n d slate a r t i f a c t s " . Th i s i s the f i r s t time I have seen i t 

sugges t ed that s late and s c h i s t ob jec ts cou ld operate as succe s s fu l ab ras i v e 

stones. I would l i k e to examine these ob jects to determine the i r de f in i t i on as 

ab rade r s . Un f o r tuna t e l y , B o r d e n does not say how many ab rade r s were 

p r esen t at Eayem. While t h e i r p resence can be an i n d i r e c t i nd i ca t o r of a 

g r o u n d stone techno logy , they are not a s ing le func t i on object a n d they may 

also be i n d i r e c t ev idence of a deve loped bone a n d an t l e r technology . 

Bo rden ' s c laim tha t the ear l i e s t g r o u n d stone k n i v e s d u r i n g the Char l es 

c u l t u r e come from the Eayem component at Es i lao needs to be c r i t i c a l l y r e 

examined i n l i g h t of the absence of g r o u n d stone at the more f u l l y r epo r t ed 

and contemporaneous Maure r s i te . While g r o u n d stone i s p r e sen t i n the St . 

Mungo components, as s ta ted b y Matson (1976), g r o u n d stone k n i v e s are not a 

p a r t of the St. Mungo phase . Th i s statement was s u p p o r t e d b y the r e s ea r ch 

r epo r t ed i n Chap te r Two wh i ch uncove r ed no g r o u n d stone k n i v e s from any of 

the th ree St . Mungo components examined. 

There has as of ye t been no d i s cuss i on of the g r o u n d stone techno logy 

p r esen t at Maure r . There i s a simple exp lanat ion for t h i s o v e r s i gh t . Of the 

6000 ob jec ts excavated from the M a u r e r s i te , none showed any ev idence of 

g r i n d i n g o r a b r a d i n g . F u r t h e r m o r e , no a b r a d e r s were f ound . While g r o u n d 

stone ob jects are neve r common i n the Char l es c u l t u r e assemblages so far 

examined for th i s thes i s , the re is a lways some present . The complete absence 

of g r o u n d stone at Maure r i s un i que . Ground stone shou ld be p r e s en t and i t s 

absence sugges t s e i the r the component i s ea r l i e r t han the o ther Char l e s 



components or tha t g r o u n d stone techno logy was not p r e sen t d u r i n g the 

Char l e s c u l t u r e i n the F r a s e r Va l l ey . 

Is i t poss ib le tha t g r o u n d stone is absent from M a u r e r due to i t s age? 

Two of i t s f our dates are c lose to 4800 BP , a time w h i c h sees a non—Charles 

c u l t u r e phase p r e s en t on the Lower Ma in land . Cou ld i t be tha t l i k e Es i lao , 

there i s an o lder component p r e s en t wh i ch i s not p a r t of the Eayem phase? 

The t h i r d date fa l ls near 4300 BP wh i ch i s the s t a r t i n g date for the Char l es 

c u l t u r e on the Lower Ma in land . There fore , of the f our dates , on l y one i s 

located wel l i n the time range for the St . Mungo phase . From the p r e l im ina ry 

r e p o r t i t i s not obv i ous where the dates came from and how much of the 

depos i t i s y ounge r t han 4300 BP . If that ques t i on cou ld be answered pe rhaps 

one cou ld s t u d y the f eas ib i l i t y of an o lder non -Cha r l e s component. 

Ano ther probab le exp lanat ion for the absence of g r o u n d stone 

t echno logy r evo l ves a r o u n d the po s s i b i l i t y of the presence of a d i f f e ren t 

c u l t u r a l g roup at the si te. Th i s cou ld not be p r o v e n from the da ta i n the 

p r e l im ina ry r epo r t s at t h i s time. 

Th i s lack of g r o u n d stone i s re f l ec ted i n a s imi lar pauc i t y from the 

Char l es component at C rescen t Beach (when compared to Glenrose a n d St . 

Mungo ) , bu t there are obv ious d i f f erences . C r e s c en t Beach had the h i ghes t 

p r o p o r t i o n of ab ras i v e s tones , and whi le the re were on l y two g r o u n d stone 

ob jects r e cove red , the h u n d r e d s of g r o u n d stone beads lay to r e s t any 

though t s of g r o u n d stone techno logy be ing absen t i n the Char l e s component at 

Crescen t Beach to the same extent i t i s absent at Maure r . 

Bone a n d A n t l e r Implements 

Organ ic p r e s e r va t i on was extremely poor at both s i tes and the re was 

minimal r e cove ry of o rgan i c remains. L eC la i r sugges t s tha t a bone and an t l e r 



t echno logy was absent from Maure r (1976:42). He bases th i s a rgument on the 

lack of large ca l c ined bone f ragments r e cov e r ed from depos i ts showing 

ev idence of be ing b u r n t . There must be an env i r onmenta l exp lanat ion for the 

absence of ' l a r ge ' ca l c ined bone f ragments , because the complete o r near 

absence of o r gan i c f auna l remains also po ints to a poor p r e s e r v a t i o n 

env i ronment r a t h e r t han the absence of a bone and an t l e r technology . 

A r t i f a c t Compar ison: Conc lus i ons 

Genera l conc lus i ons about the a r t i f a c t t ype s p r esen t and absen t from 

the two components compr i s ing the Eayem phase po in t to bo th s imi la r i t i es as 

wel l as impor tant d i f f e rences . C h i p p e d stone tools of a n expedient na tu r e 

dominate bo th a r t i f a c t assemblages w i t h minimal emphasis o n s ing le f unc t i on 

a r t i f a c t t ypes . While a b ipo la r t echno logy i s p r e s en t at both s i t es , ev idence 

for a b ipo la r q u a r t z m ic ro l i th t echno logy i s p r e s e n t on l y at Es i lao , b u t i t may 

also be p r e sen t at Maure r . A t Maure r there i s some ev idence f o r a p r e p a r e d 

blade techno logy , a l though there are no v i s u a l examples of what these ob jec ts 

look l i k e , making compar isons d i f f i cu l t . The presence o r absence of a 

p r e p a r e d microblade techno logy has been a non -ques t i on u n t i l the i n t r o d u c t i o n 

of the Maure r a r t i f a c t assemblage f o r the re has on l y been one poss ib le 

microblade (from Glenrose) and one b l ade - l i k e f lake (from Crescen t Beach) 

f ound i n the a r t i f a c t assemblages ana l y z ed so fa r . Fo r the f i r s t time the re i s 

a sugges t i on of a p r e p a r e d blade t echno logy p r e - L o c a r n o Beach. Examinat ion 

of these microblades and cores would be a p r i o r i t y for the p e r s o n who would 

w i sh to do f u r t h e r work on th i s ques t i on . The microb lades from M a u r e r are 

not common, and I assume are made from obs id i an . The on l y s t y l i s t i c marke r 



presen t at both s i tes for the Eayem phase i s c o r n e r no tched (stemmed) 

bi faces. 

Di f ferences between the two s i tes bes ides the aforement ioned q u a r t z 

micro l i ths and microb lades also i n c lude the presence of two g r o u n d stone 

a r t i f a c t t ypes p r e s en t at Es i lao and not at Maure r . G r u b ef f ig ies a n d 

decorated g r o u n d stone tab le ts are not p r e sen t at Maure r , bu t they a re both 

f ound at Glenrose , St. Mungo and a decorated g r o u n d stone tab le t was 

d i s cove r ed at P i t t R i v e r . A f u r t h e r s im i l a r i t y between Es i lao and the St . 

Mungo phase i s f ound i n the l ea f - shaped c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone pro j ec t i l e 

po in t s ty l e . 

Raw Mater ia ls 

The dominant raw mater ia l at Maure r i s basal t , whi le B o r d e n (1975:74) 

states tha t argûlite (also known as a c h e r t y a rg i l l i t e ) i s the most common raw 

mater ia l at Es i lao . Raw mater ia ls a lso inc lude q u a r t z c r y s t a l (which i s not 

p r e sen t at Maure r ) , v a r i ous c r y p t o c r y s t a l l i n e s (I assume t h i s impl ies quar t z i t e 

and che r t ) , and obs i d i an (which i s not p r esen t at Es i lao ) . 

F a u n a l Remains 

B o r d e n be l ieved Esileio to be occup ied on a r e g u l a r b£isis t h r o u g h o u t the 

Eayem phase d u r i n g the f i s h i n g season (Borden 1968:14). Th i s i s based on the 

locat ion of the s i te (h igh on a na r row bank of the canyon ) , e thnog raph i c 

ev idence gathered by Duff wh i ch po in ted to t h i s sect ion of the c a n y o n as a 

good place to ca t ch salmon (Duff 1952:62), and the ca rbon i z ed remains of a 

t ype of c h e r r y wh i ch r i p ened d u r i n g the time of the major salmon r u n s 

(Borden 1968:13,14). Th i s las t piece of in format ion was obta ined f rom the 



M i l l i k e n s i te , and he does not state whe ther ca rbon i z ed c h e r r y p i t s were also 

f ound at Es i lao . There was no o rgan i c p r e s e r va t i on r epo r t ed for the Eayem 

component at Es i lao , so i t i s on l y t h r o u g h the above mentioned ev idence tha t 

one can hypothes i se s i te func t i on . Ano the r i n d i r e c t i nd i ca t i on of s i te 

u t i l i z a t i on i s the presence of q u a r t z mic ro l i ths w h i c h are assoc ia ted w i t h f i s h 

remains. L eC la i r does not hypo thes i se a s i te func t i on for the Maure r s i te. 

However, i t s locat ion a long a promontory d i r e c t l y above the F r a s e r R i v e r i s 

sugges t i v e of a p rocurement s t r a t e gy wh i ch focused on u t i l i z i n g the F r a s e r , 

bu t tha t is con jec ture on my par t . 

Fea tures 

The most i n t e r e s t i n g aspec t of the Maure r s i te was the presence of what 

was once the o ldest house s t r u c t u r e d i s cove r ed i n B r i t i s h Columbia. The 

fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i on i s a s ynops i s of LeClsdr (1976:35,36). Th i s f ea ture was 

r e c t angu l a r i n na tu r e and i t s outs ide measurements were 11 X 7 meters. 

There were 25 postmolds, a n d a compar ison of t h e i r s ize w i th those from the 

o ther s i tes would be another impor tant f u tu r e task . In the feature a h ea r th 3 

X .5 meters was d i s cove red at the s ou th end of the c e n t r a l l i v i n g depress i on . 

There was also a r a i s ed b ench located i n the per imeter of the i n t e r i o r of the 

feature . The un iqueness of t h i s feature i s p r o b a b l y r e spons ib l e for 

d i s t inc t i v eness of t h i s s i te . Based on the p r e l im ina r y in fo rmat ion , there i s 

ev idence for the ear l i es t p i thouse (but no l onger the ea r l i e s t b ighouse ) and a 

massive co l lect ion of ob jec ts assoc ia ted i n and a r o u n d i t . There are also f our 

C14 dates assoc iated i n some way w i t h the f ea ture and the r e s t of the s i te . 

Some excavat ion took place i n an a rea of the s i te not assoc ia ted w i th the 



f ea ture , bu t the r e cove r ed ob jec ts have been determined to be from the same 

time pe r i od of the feature a n d a l l have been lumped together . 

Conc lus i ons C o n c e r n i n g the Eayem Phase 

The f i r s t item on the agenda for f u tu r e ana l y s i s of Maure r is a 

d esc r i p t i on of what dates are assoc ia ted w i t h what sect ions of the s i te . A 

s t r a t i g r aph i e pro f i l e of a l l a reas of the site would also be he lp fu l . A 

b r eakdown of a r t i f a c t p roven i ence and a s p l i t t i n g of a r t i f a c t s in to g r oups 

assoc iated w i th , bes ide o r away from the f ea ture would p rov i de in format ion 

p e r t i n e n t for the de terminat ion of how many components are p r e s en t at 

Maure r . S u c h s p l i t t i n g of the a r t i f a c tua l data may help to determine the 

po s s i b i l i t y of mix ing of more t h a n one component. A l t h o u g h LeC la i r does not 

say, a great deal of depos i t was removed from th i s s i te i n c l u d i n g o ve r a meter 

and a ha l f of depos i t l a y i n g d i r e c t l y ove r the f loor . A l l the ob jec ts i n t h i s 

o v e r b u r d e n have been lumped in to the same component a n d the o v e r b u r d e n 

has been a t t r i b u t e d to wa l l s lump. P a r t of the u n u s u a l n e s s of the Maure r s i te 

stems from the lack of in format ion p r esen t c o n c e r n i n g the p roven ience of the 

r e cove r ed data. Before one can a t t r i b u t e what has been f ound at Maure r w i t h 

the r e s t of the Char l es components, one would need def in i te proo f of a ' c l ean ' 

component un ta in t ed by o lde r o r y ounge r depos i ts (for f u r t h e r data on a 

poss ib le Char l es c u l t u r e si te w i th ev idence of a house s t r u c t u r e , see Mason, 

Andrew fo r thcoming on the Hatz ic s i te ) . 

A t th i s po in t i t i s obv ious how much more work needs to be done w i th 

the Eayem phase data to b r i n g the data to the same l eve l as that de r i v ed from 

the St. Mungo phase. There i s need for a s u r v e y of a l l po ten t ia l Char l es 

c u l t u r e components o c c u r r i n g i n the a rea of the F r a s e r R i v e r from Yale to P i t t 



Rive r . A rchaeo log i s t s cannot cont inue to acknowledge the ex istence of th i s 

phase w i thout a t tempt ing to add more in format ion to the o r i g i n a l de f in i t i on 

w h i c h has not changed s ince 1976. The f i r s t s tep i n t h i s change w i l l come 

about w i th the pub l i ca t i on of Bo rden ' s o r i g i n a l work at Es i lao a n d L e C l a i r ' s 

work at Maure r . Once the t ypes i t e data has been p u b l i s h e d i t w i l l be eas ier 

for o the r archaeo log is ts to decide the p l a u s i b i l i t y of the ex istence of the 

Eayem phase ove r s u c h a wide a r ea a n d s u c h a l ong time frame. The 

components from Eayem and Maure r d e s c r i b ed i n th i s ana l ys i s p r e -da t e 

Locarno Beach, bu t th e i r own p a r t i c u l a r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s a n d s im i l a r i t y w i th 

other phases i n c o r p o r a t i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e , cannot be a ccura t e l y 

determined at t h i s time w i th the data so f a r p r esen t ed . The Hatz ic s i te at 

th i s po in t i n time i s our best hope f o r a we l l p u b l i s h e d and de f ined Eayem 

component. 

Controversial Charles Culture Components 

Marpole 

Site Location 

The Marpole s i te has been excavated s e v e ra l times o ve r i t s l ong h i s t o r y 

of i nves t i ga t i on . I t i s the t ypes i t e for the Marpole phase wh i ch fol lows 

Locarno Beach i n Northwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y . I n 1973 emergency sa lvage 

excavat ions were u n d e r t a k e n by James Bake r (1974) at Marpole (DhRs 1). 

These excavat ions were la ter examined by Dav id B u r l e y and p u b l i s h e d as 

Append ix B i n h i s d i s se r ta t i on wh i ch p r e sen t ed a d i s cuss i on of the Marpole 

Cu l tu r e Type (Bur l ey 1979). There was some sugges t i on from the 1973 

excavat ions that an ear l i e r component was p resen t . P r e v i o u s l y , d i s c u s s i o n of 



the Marpole s i te assumed o n l y a s ing l e component was present . The Marpole 

site is p r obab l y the most famous she l l midden s i te i n Vancouver . It i s located 

at the No r th end of the Alex F r a s e r B r i d g e near the F r a s e r Arms Hotel . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

The Marpole s i te i s located i n the e thnog raph i c boundar i e s of the 

Halkomelem speak ing Musqueam who be long i n the l a r g e r Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh 

c u l t u r e area . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

Th is p a r t i c u l a r excavat ion at Marpole was conduc ted b y a r b i t r a r y 10 cm 

leve ls i n a h i g h l y d i s t u r b e d po r t i on of the o r i g i n a l midden (h i s to r i c a r t i f a c t s 

were p r e s en t t h r o u g h o u t some of the u n i t s excavated and u p to 60 cm i n 

o ther un i t s ) . The excavat ions took place i n a l te rnate 2X2 meter squa r es a long 

a n o r t h / s o u t h base l ine . E v e n t u a l l y , a major t r e n c h was d u g w h i c h was 

in t e r s ec t ed b y ano ther t r e n c h r u n n i n g east/west (Bur l ey 1979:513). Deposits 

were d r y sc reened t h r o u g h 1/4 i n c h mesh. B u r l e y d id not i n c lude i n h is 

ana l y s i s any excavat ions from w h i c h r e c o r d s were not kept . Un f o r tuna t e l y , 

l i ke most p ro j ec t s that have been u n d e r t a k e n at Marpole , t h i s p ro j e c t was a 

sa lvage pro j ec t w i t h l imited time and money ava i lab le . 

Chrono logy 

There are no ea r l y dates from th i s po tent ia l e a r l y component. B u r l e y ' s 

hypo thes i s c o n c e r n i n g th i s e a r l y component i s based on the presence of 

c e r t a in a r t i f a c t t ype s and the v e r t i c a l placement of c e r t a i n artl feict t ypes i n 

the components (Bur l ey 1979:526). 



A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

B u r l e y examined what he c ons ide r ed the most time sens i t i v e a r t i f ac t 

t ypes a n d p lo t ted t h e i r d ens i t y pe r each 10 cm leve l . These a r t i f a c t t ypes 

inc lude bi faces, t h i n g r o u n d stone k n i v e s , ha rpoon s t y l e s a long w i t h bone a n d 

an t l e r po in t s t y l es . He a r gues tha t t h i n g r o u n d stone k n i v e s are r a r e l y f ound 

i n p r e -Marpo l e phase context , a n d t h e y would there fore be the most sens i t i ve 

to f r e quency v a r i a t i o n (Bur l e y 1979:526). B u r l e y (1979:527) demonstrates tha t 

as one goes down t h r o u g h the depos i ts there i s a decrease i n the f r e quency 

of t h i n g r o u n d stone k n i v e s w i t h a not iceable decrease a t 80 cm, and an 

almost tota l absence of g r o u n d stone kn i v e s b y 120 cm. Th i s t ype of s inalysis 

shou ld be sub j ec t ed to a Mann-Whi tney s t a t i s t i ca l t es t w i t h the N u l l 

Hypo thes i s that the g r o u n d stone k n i v e s per a r b i t r a r y l e ve l are sample 

popu la t ions d r a w n f rom the same pa r en t popu la t i on . The A l t e rna te hypo thes i s 

would be tha t the f r equenc i es exh ib i t ed were d i f f e rent due to the fact some 

were sample popula t ions d r a w n from two or more d i f f e rent pa r en t popula t ions . 

Th i s t ype of test would he lp one to determine the s t a t i s t i ca l s i gn i f i cance of 

the d i f f erences exh ib i t ed i n F i g u r e 3, Append i x B (Bur l ey 1979:527). If there 

i s l i t t l e o r no s ta t i s t i ca l d i f f e rence , one can h a r d l y a r gue for a c u l t u r a l 

d i f f erence . 

Based on the f r e quency of the p r e v i o u s l y mentioned d iagnos t i c a r t i f a c t 

t ypes , B u r l e y t r a c e d out a pro f i l e s epa ra t ing the two components (Bur l ey 1979: 

Append ix B, F i g u r e 4), 

B u r l e y p laced 1041 a r t i f a c t s in to e i ther Component 1 o r 2 (wi th 

Component 1 be ing the E a r l y Component and Component 2 be ing the Marpole 

component) . There i s a la rge d i f ference i n s ize between the two a r t i f a c t 

assemblages (186 for Component 1 and 855 for Component 2), the re fo re , any 



d i s cuss i on and compar i son of p r opo r t i ons shou ld be j u d g e d c r i t i c a l l y . Due to 

the a r b i t r a r y na ture of the de l ineat ion of the two components , I w i l l not 

c onduc t a deta i led ana l y s i s of the a r t i f a c t b r eakdown v i s - a - v i s each a r t i f a c t 

t ype . Rather , I w i l l p r o v i de some genera l statements i n some of the l a r g e r 

a r t i f a c t t ype g r o u p i n g s . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implements 

There i s no d i s c u s s i o n of core v a r i a t i o n o r u n s h a p e d ch i pped stone 

tools, a l though Component 1 has s l i g h t l y more cobble tools. Component 2 has 

q u a r t z c r y s t a l s w h i c h I assume are q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths o r some s u c h s imi lar 

a r t i f a c t t ype , whi le Component 1 has none. 

Shaped Chipped Stone Artifacts 

Shaped stone tools e xh ib i t a d i f ference i n v a r i e t y and p r o p o r t i o n of 

bi faces p r e sen t i n each component, w i t h more v a r i e t y p r e sen t i n Component 2. 

Both components have microb lades p r e s en t i n minimal numbers . Ch ipped slate 

d i s cs wh i ch I assume are the same a r t i f a c t t ype as what I have ca l l ed ch i pped 

slate n a r r o w - a n g l e d bi face ob jec ts show a la rge d i f f e rence i n p ropo r t i ons . 

The p ropo r t i ons for t h i s a r t i f a c t t ype are 22% for Component 1 and 0.3% for 

Component 2. Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype has on l y been seen i n th i s ana l y s i s i n 

Locarno Beach components (wi th a s ing le except ion from Crescen t Beach 's 

Char l es component) . 

The o ve ra l l p r opo r t i ons of c h i p p e d stone implements i n Component 1 i s 

61.2% (114) v e r s u s 19.2% (164) i n Component 2. Th i s is a l a rge d i f ference on 

the same l eve l as tha t exh ib i t ed i n c h i p p e d stone p ropo r t i ons between the two 

Locarno Beach components p r e v i o u s l y d i s cussed i n Chap t e r Three . Th i s h i g h 

p r o p o r t i o n of c h i p p e d stone for the ea r l y component i s more s imi lar to the 

Crescen t Beach, Locarno Beach component, bu t t h i s s im i l a r i t y is on l y on the 



sur face , as most of the c h i p p e d stone compr i s ing Marpo le ' s Component 1 i s 

shaped ch i pped stone v e r s u s the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped c h i p p e d stone 

i n Crescen t Beach ' s Component Two. 

G r o u n d Stone Objects 

The number of ab ras i v e stones i n Component 1 i s much lower t h a n i n 

Component 2. There is ano ther s izeable d i f ference i n p ropo r t i ons between the 

number of t h i n g r o u n d stone k n i v e s i n each component. Component 1 had 15 

g r o u n d stone k n i v e s and a l l of them may be out of context . I f t h e y are t aken 

at face va lue , they compr ise 0.08% of the assemblage v e r s u s 45% for Component 

2. Th i s is a f a i r l y s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e rence . What one would def ine as a t h i n 

g r o u n d stone kn i f e i s sub j e c t i v e , b u t i n th i s case, almost aU of the g r o u n d 

stone kn i f e implements are de f ined as t h i n g r o u n d stone k n i v e s . G round 

stone po in ts are l ess common i n Component 1, b u t a c c o r d i n g to Table 4 (Bur l ey 

1979:531-534) facet ted g r o u n d stone po in ts are p r e s en t i n ne i the r assemblage. 

Cel ts are p r e sen t i n bo th assemblages, as are g r o u n d stone d i sc beads. There 

are s l i g h t l y more g r o u n d stone a r t i f a c t t ypes p r esen t i n Component 2. There 

are no Gul f I s l and complex ob jec ts p r e s en t i n e i the r component. 

The p ropo r t i ons of g r o u n d stone ob jec ts i n the two components i s v e r y 

d i f f e rent w i th 26.3% i n Component 1 v e r s u s 66.7% i n Component 2, Th i s 

d i f f e rence i s subs tan t i a l . The Locarno Beach component from Locarno Beach 

shares a s imi lar p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d stone w i t h Component 1 at Marpole . The 

g r o u n d stone p ropo r t i ons for the Char l es components so far ana l y z ed have a l l 

been l ess than 6% of the tota l a r t i f a c t assemblage. 

Bone a n d A n t l e r A r t i f a c t s 

There i s a s u b s t a n t i a l decrease i n the number of bone a n d an t l e r 

ob jects p r e sen t i n Component 1, bu t the p ropo r t i ons for the two components 



are s imi lar (9.1% for Component I 's bone implements v e r s u s 9.8% for Component 

2's bone implements, and 2,6% for Component I ' s an t l e r a r t i f a c t s v e r s u s 3.3% 

fo r Component 2's). Bone ob jec ts are not as common as they are i n the 

Char l es components o r the Loca rno Beach component at Locarno Beach. The 

p r o p o r t i o n of bone i n Component 1 i s almost ha l f the p r o p o r t i o n of the 

Locarno Beach component at C rescen t Beach (9.1% for Marpole v e r s u s 16,7% fo r 

Component Two at Crescen t Beach) , The low p r o p o r t i o n of an t l e r i s s imi lar to 

Crescen t Beach and h i g h e r t han the p r o p o r t i o n from Locarno Beeich. 

F a u n a l Remains a n d Fea tu res 

There i s no d i s cuss i on of f ea tures , f auna l remains , o r ske l e ta l remains 

r e cove r ed from the excavat ion B u r l e y used for h i s ana l y s i s . 

Conc lus ions 

It i s l i k e l y tha t a non-Marpo le component i s p r e sen t at the Marpo le s i te , 

a l though many n o n - c u l t u r a l va r i ab l e s may be p a r t i a l l y r e spons ib l e f o r the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage d i f f erences i n c l u d i n g ; excavat ion s t ra t egy , seimple s i ze , a 

change i n sett lement pa t t e rn , a change i n seasonal occupat i on , and/or a 

change i n site func t i on . A l t h o u g h B u r l e y a r g u e d (1979:538-541) for Component 

I 's a f f i n i t y to the Mayne phase, i t i s more l i k e l y to be a f f i l ia ted w i th the 

Locarno Beach phase, at l east a c c o r d i n g to the anedysis I have completed. His 

a rgument for the component be l ong ing to the Mayne phase i s based on a 

s im i l a r i t y of pro jec t i l e po in t s t y l es , a s ing le b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed ha rpoon (a 

s ty l e a lso f ound i n the St . Mungo phase ) , w h i c h whi le not u s u a l l y c ons ide r ed 

the harpoon t ype for the Locarno Beach phase , i s p resen t , at l east a c c o r d i n g 

to M i t che l l (1971:57). B u r l e y goes on to say tha t the r e la t i ve absence of 



g r o u n d slate po in ts and k n i v e s , p resence of cobble core too ls , and a v a r i e t y 

of f lake implements of obs i d i an and q u a r t z c r y s t a l are also cha ra c t e r i s t i c s of 

Component 1 and these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are f ound i n the Mayne phase (Bur l ey 

1979:539). 

B u r l e y a r gues that Component 1 l a cks some d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

the Locarno Beach phase i n c l u d i n g l a rge bone pro jec t i l e heads, the more exotic 

forms of g r o u n d stone po in ts (which I assume are the facet ted s ty les ) and 

Gul f I s l and complex ob jects . S im i l a r i t y w i th Locarno Beach d iagnost i c i n c ludes 

the presence of microb lades , c h i p p e d slate k n i v e s , cobble implements, an 

earspoo l and a one-p iece t o gg l i ng harpoon head s imi lar to the one from 

Locarno Beach. 

Based on the d iagnos t i cs , the c u l t u r a l a f f i n i t y of Component 1 i s 

u n c e r t a i n , bu t when one compares the a r t i f a c t s p resen t , keeps i n mind the 

small sample s ize and examines the p ropo r t i ons of a r t i f a c t s be long ing to 

c h i p p e d stone, g r o u n d stone, p e cked a n d g r o u n d stone, bone and an t l e r , i t i s 

e v iden t tha t Component 1 has a c l o se r a f f i n i t y to the Loca rno Beach phase. 

Log i ca l l y th i s a f f i n i t y makes sense, because the Locarno Beach phase evo lves 

in to the Marpole phase , and there i s no ev idence for the ex istence of the 

Mayne phase i n the Vancouve r area . If one were to a r gue tha t t h i s component 

be longed to the Char l e s c u l t u r e , one would have to a r gue that i t was St . 

Mungo i n na ture because the St . Mungo components are from a s imi lar 

env i ronment to the Mayne component. 

A t the time of B u r l e y ' s ana l y s i s the a r t i f a c t s from the Loca rno Beach 

site were not we l l p u b l i s h e d (except for M i t che l l ' s work at Montague Harbour ) , 

and there was l i t t l e ana l ys i s done of e i the r the Char l es c u l t u r e o r the Locarno 

Beach phase. With the in format ion now ava i lab le , I would a rgue tha t there is 



l i t t l e ev idence for a Mayne component at Marpole , bu t the r e i s some ev idence 

for a Locarno Beach component, a l t hough one would need f u r t h e r n o n -

a r t i f a c tua l ev idence to p rove o r d i sp r o v e the presence of Component 1. 

While t h i s ana l ys i s po in ts to p rovoca t i v e answers , one must remember 

the pe r i l s of de f in ing a c u l t u r a l phase based so le ly on the d iagnos t i c a r t i f a c t 

t ypes p r esen t o r absent . In th i s case, the d iagnos t i cs are not de f in i t i ve of 

any c u l t u r a l phase , bu t a compar ison of a r t i f a c t p r opo r t i ons shows more 

s im i l a r i t y than i s f i r s t ob s e r v ed i n the s ing le a r t i f a c t t ype s alone. The 

absence of d iagnost i cs do not mean much i n th i s case due to the smal l number 

of a r t i f a c t s p resent . C o n s i d e r i n g the smal l number , i t i s s u r p r i s i n g how many 

d iagnos t i cs are p r e sen t i n Component 1 at Marpole ( quar t z m ic ro l i ths , 

microb lades , c h i p p e d slate d i s c s , ce l t s , earspoo l and 1-piece t o gg l i ng harpoon 

head) . It i s also dangerous to def ine a c u l t u r a l phase based o n d iagnos t i cs , 

because sometimes the d iagnos t i cs f o r two phases may ove r l ap . In th i s case 

the harpoon s ty l e , pro jec t i l e po in t s t y l e s , the presence of cobble core tools 

and a v a r i e t y of f lake implements of q u a r t z c r y s t a l are a l l a r t i f a c t t ypes 

p r esen t i n both the Mayne a n d Locarno Beach phase , b u t they are us ed to 

def ine the Mayne phase. The p ropor t i ons of these a r t i f a c t t ypes u n d o u b t e d l y 

v a r y i n the two phases , b u t w i thout access to the complete l i s t of a r t i f a c t s 

and t h e i r p ropo r t i ons , one cannot use a l i s t of genera l d iagnos t i cs s u c h as the 

one l i s t ed above w i thout r i s k i n g e r r o r . Even tua l l y , as more and more 

in format ion becomes ava i lab le about the ea r l y pe r i ods on the Nor thwest Coast, 

ou r l i s t of d iagnos t i cs w i l l change w i th some be ing no l onge r c ons ide r ed 

d iagnos t i c of a p a r t i c u l a r phase because the i r use i s more w idespread than 

o r i g i n a l l y de f ined. 



B l i s s L a n d i n g 

S i te Loca t i on 

A small sa lvage excavat ion was u n d e r t a k e n by Owen Beatt ie i n the 

summer of 1971 at the B l i s s L a n d i n g s i te (EaSe 2) s i tua t ed i n T u r n e r Bay , s ix 

miles n o r t h of L u n d on the west coast of the Ma lasp ina P e n i n s u l a (Beattie 

1972). The site was located i n a she l t e red nor theas t c o r n e r of T u r n e r Bay 

(Beattie 1972:23). 

The c u l t u r a l depos i ts are s e m i - c i r c u l a r i n out l ine measur ing r o u g h l y 50 

meters a long the beach f r on t and 50 meters f rom the beach f r on t to back. 

The site had been ex tens i ve l y d i s t u r b e d t h r o u g h o u t the h i s t o r i c pe r i od . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y the Ma lasp ina P e n i n s u l a fa l l s w i t h i n the t e r r i t o r y of the 

Sliammon, a s u b - d i v i s i o n of the Coast Sa l i sh Ma in land Comoxan d ia lec t (Barnet t 

1955), and a member of the N o r t h e r n Coast S a l i s h c u l t u r a l a r ea (Kennedy a n d 

B o u c h a r d 1990). The N o r t h e r n Coast Sa l i sh language g r o u p s share th e i r 

s ou the rn bo rde r w i th the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

Excavat ions took place d u r i n g a two week p e r i o d , w i th s ix tes t p i t s d u g 

t h r o u g h o u t the midden depos i t (Beattie 1972:Figure 14.). The depos i ts were 

excavated by e i the r 10 cm o r 20 cm a r b i t r a r y l eve ls and there i s no mention 

of any s c r e en ing of the midden mater ia l . 



Chrono l ogy 

There were no ca rbon dates r e t r i e v e d from th i s s i te . Based on the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage Beatt ie de l ineated two d i f f e ren t components de f ined as 

ea r l y and recent (Beattie 1972:26). 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implements 

There were 100 c lass i f iab le a r t i f a c t s r e cove r ed from t h i s excavat ion 

w i th 81 a r t i f ac t s compr i s ing the E a r l y Component. Beatt ie does not d i s cuss 

the na tu re of the cores p resen t , so one can assume that cores were not 

p r e s en t i n th i s component. Hammerstones and cobble c h o p p i n g tools are 

p r esen t , as are f lake tools of v a r i ous stone mater ia ls i n c l u d i n g obs i d i an . 

There are 16 f lake tools made from q u a r t z and two made from obs id i an . 

Shaped Chipped Stone Tools 

Bifaces are r ep r e sen t ed b y f i ve ob jec ts , one of w h i c h i s made from 

quar t z . Th i s i s on l y the second time i n my ana l y s i s tha t I have encounte red 

the use of q u a r t z for ob jec ts o ther t han mic ro l i ths o r microb lades . The f i r s t 

time was at Locarno Beach where a s t eep -ang l ed formed uni face was p r esen t 

(Pra t t et a l . 1991). Based on F i g u r e 16 (Beattie 1972:35) the bi face s ty l es 

inco rpo ra t e bo th l ea f - shaped and c on t r a c t i n g stem. There are th ree q u a r t z 

microblade cores present . There is one basal t , one o b s i d i a n , and f o u r q u a r t z 

microb lades also present . 

Ground Stone 

G r o u n d stone techno logy is absent from th i s a r t i f a c t assemblage. There 

i s a lso no ev idence for a c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone techno logy . 



Bone a n d A n t l e r Objec ts 

Bone p r e s e r va t i on was adequate to p r e s e r v e one bear canine pendant , 

three awls , one c h i s e l , and s ix po in ts . 

Beatt ie a sse r t s that a l t hough the assemblage was smal l , the E a r l y 

Component best f i t in to the Mayne phase as de f ined b y Ca r l s on (1970). I 

would a rgue tha t based on the most r e c en t in fo rmat ion , the a r t i f a c t s from the 

E a r l y Component at B l i s s L a n d i n g are more i nd i ca t i v e of the Locarno Beach 

phase. The h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of q u a r t z tools i n c l u d i n g the use of q u a r t z for 

ob jec ts tha t are not m ic ro l i ths o r microb lades i s not f ound i n the Char l es 

cu l tu r e components so f a r ana l y zed . F u r t h e r m o r e , the three microblade cores 

are the f i r s t ones f ound i n t h i s ana l y s i s a n d t h e y are t r ad i t i ona l l y assoc iated 

w i th the c u l t u r a l phases a f te r the Char l e s c u l t u r e . The microblade cores from 

the Maure r s i te cou ld be an except ion to th i s r u l e , bu t t h e y have not yet 

been pho tog raphed and p u b l i s h e d . Ano the r a rgument for t h i s component to be 

p laced i n the Locarno Beach phase conce rns the presence of s ix bone ' po in t s ' . 

Without examining these ob jec ts I cannot be s u r e , bu t one d i f f e rence I f ound 

between Char l es c u l t u r e a n d Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t assemblages , i s tha t bone 

po ints are more common i n Loca rno Beach. 

The s t ronges t a rgument for t h i s component be long ing to the Mayne 

phase i s the lack of g r o u n d stone t echno logy , w h i c h i s not v e r y common i n 

the Mayne phase, bu t is p r e va l en t i n the Locarno Beach phase . A n o n -

c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion for the lack of g r o u n d stone i s tha t i t s absence is due to 

s i te func t i on , o r the smal l assemblage s ize . A l l of the a r t i f a c t t ype s p resen t 

at the s i te sugges t a Loca rno Beach component. 



F a u n a l Remains 

A p r e l im ina ry f auna l ana l y s i s was done, bu t the re i s no d i s cuss i on of 

how the f auna l remains were co l l ec ted , a n d sample b ias i s not known . Beatt ie 

states tha t a p r onounced l a y e r of she l l , separa ted the two components i n two 

of the Test P i t s (Beattie 1972:32). F i s h remains were more abundan t i n the 

most "Recent Component " , whi le sea mammal bones were s l i g h t l y more common 

i n the " E a r l y Component" . Minimal amounts of b i r d bones were p r e s en t i n 

both components. E v e r y l e ve l a lso conta ined ungu la te bones. 

One cannot say much about the c u l t u r a l a f f i l i a t ion of the E a r l y 

Component based on the f auna l remains as r epo r t ed i n the p r e l im ina ry r epor t . 

The remains do not po in t to e i the r the Mayne o r Locarno Beach phase . 

Fea tures 

Based on Seat t le ' s Ph.D. (1980:314-315) and the p r ehmina r y r e p o r t 

(1972:33-36) two b u r i a l s f rom B l i s s L a n d i n g were d iagnosed as be l ong ing to the 

Mayne phase. B u r i a l 2 was l y i n g on i t s r i g h t s ide i n a f lexed pos i t i on . The 

s k u l l ' s shape sugges t ed moderate e longat ion w i t h a bu lge i n the o cc ip i t a l 

r eg i on . Whether th i s bulge was in ten t i ona l has been an ongo ing debate. 

O r i g i na l l y i t was determined i n the f i e ld tha t the b u l g i n g was in t en t i ona l 

a l though ... " a smal l r o ck wedged between an ou t c rop of bedrock and the 

bregma of the s k u l l l a t e r p r o v e d r espons ib l e for the s k u l l shape " (Beattie 

1972:33). When the s k u l l was r e c o n s t r u c t e d i n the lab , the dec i s ion was made 

that i t was not deformed. In Beat t ie ' s Ph.D., the dec i s ion heus been made tha t 

the s k u l l was in t en t i ona l l y deformed lamboidal ly , a lbe i t moderate ly (1980:313). 

Th i s is not the end of the s t o r y , for C y b u l s k i (1991) sugges t s tha t t h i s t ype 

of c r a n i a l deformation may be the un in t en t i ona l b y - p r o d u c t of c r a d l i n g 



prac t i c e s i n in f ancy . In o ther words the s k u l l of b u r i a l 2 i s moderate ly 

deformed but th i s deformat ion may o r may not be in t en t i ona l . The ev idence i s 

too equ i voca l to be used on i t s own as ev idence for c r a n i a l deformat ion d u r i n g 

the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

B u r i a l 3 was also u n u s u a l i n tha t the c r an ium was miss ing from th i s 

o therwise pe r f e c t l y p r e s e r v e d ske l e ton . A s imi lar ske le ton was r e cove r ed from 

Crescen t Beach 's Component Two. The ske l e ton was pos i t i oned o n i t s r i g h t 

s ide i n a less f lexed pos i t i on than b u r i a l 2. A la rge t a b u l a r s lab of bedrock 

had been p laced on the ske le ton p r i o r to in te rnment . Beatt ie (1980:314) la ter 

d i s cove r ed that the re was ev idence of l ab re t wear on the mandib le . Bes ides 

the two l ab re t s r e cove r ed from Helen Po in t , a l l o the r l ab r e t s have come from 

Locarno Beach components. Un f o r tuna t e l y , the presence of l ab re t wear on th i s 

b u r i a l does not c l a r i f y the c u l t u r a l phase p r e s en t at B l i s s L a n d i n g , because i t 

e i ther conf i rms the use of l ab r e t s d u r i n g the Mayne phase o r i s ano the r 

example of l abre t wear from a Loca rno Beach phase ske le ton . While not e a r th 

s h a k i n g , i t is t hough t p r o v o k i n g that two ske le tons , one from a Loca rno Beach 

component (Crescent Beach Component Two), the o ther from a p robab l e Locarno 

Beach component (B l iss Land ing ) are both m iss ing t h e i r c r an ium. There i s a 

f u r t h e r s im i l a r i t y between these two ske le tons i n that bo th had ev idence of 

l abre t wear on the mandible (Beattie 1980). The re were no o ther f ea tures 

assoc iated w i th the E a r l y Component at B l i s s L a n d i n g . 

Conc lus i ons 

The place of B l i s s L a n d i n g i n the Nor thwes t Coast p r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r a l 

sequence is t enuous at best. It may be an unda t ed example of the Mayne 

phase o r an undated example of the Locarno Beach phase. The two 



components from B l i s s L a n d i n g and Marpole would benef i t the most from 

rad i o ca rbon dates. I am more i n c l i n e d to a r gue at t h i s po in t that B l i s s 

L a n d i n g is an unda ted Loca rno Beach component based on the a r t i f a c t 

assemblage, the equ i voca l ev idence of the f auna l remains , and the miss ing 

c r an ium and l ab re t wear from b u r i a l 3 w h i c h are bo th assoc ia ted at C rescen t 

Beach w i th a Locarno Beach component. Fu r the rmor e , the re i s minimal 

ev idence of c r a n i a l deformation on ske l e ton 2, mak ing head deformat ion d u r i n g 

the Char l es c u l t u r e yet to be p r o v e n beyond the shadow of a doubt . 

Pitt River 

Si te Loca t i on 

P i t t R i v e r (DhRq 21) is ano ther s i te t h o u g h t to be long to the St . Mungo 

phase . I t was excavated d u r i n g th ree f i e ld seasons from 1978 to 1980 u n d e r 

the d i r e c t i on of Va ler ie Patenaude (1985). Patenaude does not d i r e c t l y r e f e r 

to the " E a r l y component" at P i t t R i v e r as St . Mungo. Ins tead , she p laces the 

P i t t R i v e r E a r l y component i n the Char l e s c u l t u r e . While not s ta ted , the E a r l y 

component at P i t t R i v e r i s most l i k e l y r ep r esen ta t i v e of the St . Mungo phase. 

The P i t t R i v e r s i te i s located at the conf luence of the P i t t and F r a s e r R i v e r s 

on the n o r t h s ide of the F r a s e r R i ve r . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y , P i t t R i v e r fa l l s w i t h i n the t r a d i t i o n a l t e r r i t o r y of the 

Ma in land Halkomelem speak ing Katz ie who l i v ed on the F r a s e r R i v e r and were a 

s u b - g r o u p of a l a r g e r soc ie ty ca l l ed the Sta lo (Duff 1952). The Katz ie are 

members of the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh . 



Excava t i on P r o c edure s 

The excavat ion o c c u r r e d o ve r two f i e ld seasons a n d Valer ie Patenaude 

(1985) wrote the r e s u l t s . Bo th t r e n c h and wide a r e a excavat ion t echn iques 

were employed (Patenaude 1985:98-113). Excava t i on was b y n a t u r a l l a y e r s w i t h 

a r b i t r a r y 5 cm leve ls i n t h i c k e r l a ye r s . So i l samples a n d l aye r samples were 

taken t h r o u g h o u t the excavat ion. A l l mater ia l was water sc reened t h r o u g h 

1.64 mm (1/8 inch ) s c r een . 

Chrono logy 

The C14 dates from P i t t R i v e r span the Char l e s c u l t u r e and Locarno 

Beach phase. (Patenaude 1985:15). It i s d i f f i cu l t to d i s c e r n the b o u n d a r y 

between the two components because Patenaude states tha t the b o u n d a r y she 

has des ignated is a r b i t r a r y a n d , "... the co l l ec t ions from these two components 

were v i r t u a l l y i d en t i ca l i n compos i t i on" (Patenaude 1985:200). Fu r the rmor e she 

states; 

I t w i l l be noted tha t there is some ove r l ap between these ranges 
of dates. Bo th Char l e s and Locarno C u l t u r e s are p a r t of a 
con t inuum r e f e r r e d to as Pro to -Coas t S a l i s h , and as s u c h , have no 
c l ear d i v i d i n g l ines between them (Patenaude 1985:189). 

In o ther words , she , l i ke Ca r l son and M i t che l l w i t h the Mayne and Loca rno 

Beach phases , be l ieves i n lump ing the St . Mungo phase w i t h Locarno Beach. 

Yet, the degree of s im i l a r i t y between the two components cou ld be the r e s u l t 

of n o n - c u l t u r a l p rocesses s u c h as excavat ion p r o c e d u r e s tha t mixed the 

components. While there are many dates for P i t t R i v e r , the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

mixed components and the a r b i t r a r y na ture of the component d i v i s i o n s , lead to 

my dec is ion to omit th i s s i te from the St . Mungo phase d i s c u s s i o n i n Chap t e r 

Two. There i s undoub t ed l y a Char l es component at P i t t R i v e r , bu t i t s exact 

nature i s yet to be d i scove red . 



Artifact Assemblage 

At P i t t R i v e r , there is a great deal of s im i l a r i t y on bo th a genera l and 

spec i f i c l e v e l w i t h o ther St . Mungo component a r t i f a c t assemblages. C h i p p e d 

stone tools dominate the a r t i f a c t assemblage. Bo th core a n d f lake tools are 

p r e sen t a n d common. 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Objects 

U n s h a p e d c h i p p e d stone implements s u c h as hammerstones and pebble 

tools are not as common as i n ea r l i e r time pe r i ods , bu t t h e y are p resent . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Flake Tools 

Unshaped c h i p p e d stone f lake tools are p r o b a b l y the l a r ges t a n d most 

common genera l ca t egory of c h i p p e d stone tools. A r t i f a c t s c ompr i s ing th i s 

ca tegory inc lude : u t i l i z ed f l akes , steep and n a r r o w - a n g l e d r e t ouched f l akes , as 

wel l as b i fac ia l l y r e t ouched f lakes . 

P i t t R i v e r conta ins ev idence of a b ipo la r q u a r t z m ic ro l i th i c i n d u s t r y , 

wh i ch i s not common i n St . Mungo components. There were 41 ' C r y s t a l B lades ' 

(Patenaude 1985:246-249) p r e sen t i n the ea r l y component. Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype i s 

used as a s t y l i s t i c marke r for the l a t e r Loca rno Beach phase , a n d because 

Locarno Beach is p r e s en t at P i t t R i v e r , t h i s may be another i nd i ca t i on of 

mix ing between the St . Mungo and Locarno Beach components at P i t t R i v e r . 

Ano the r poss ib le exp lanat ion f o r t h i s a r t i f a c t type ' s abundance d u r i n g 

the e a r l y component c ou ld be due to s i te func t i on and a r t i f a c t func t i on . 

Patenaude (1985) postu la tes tha t s i te func t i on was one of a fa l l f i s h i n g camp. 

A t ano ther ea r l y (Locarno Beach aged) faU f i s h i n g camp on the Hoko r i v e r , 

qua r t z micro l i ths were d i s cove r ed and t h r o u g h exper imentat ion f ound to be 

use fu l fo r p r o c e s s ing la rge quant i t i e s of f i s h ( F l enn iken 1981). Quar t z 

micro l i ths may not be p r e s e n t at o ther St . Mungo components because the 



ac t i v i t i e s that took place at these s i tes were not as f ocused on p r o c u r i n g f i sh . 

Ano the r explanat ion for the appearance of these a r t i f a c t s may be that 

v e i n q u a r t z was a more abundan t a n d access ib le raw mater ia l f a c i l i t a t ing i t s 

use at an ear l i e r time pe r i od than tha t of most q u a r t z usage. 

The least l i k e l y exp lanat ion i s that these a r t i f a c t s a r e an i nd i ca t i on of a 

d i f f e rent c u l t u r e g r oup than tha t f ound downstream at Glenrose o r St . Mungo 

(where no q u a r t z micro l i ths were found) . The debate o v e r q u a r t z mic ro l i ths 

w i l l con t inue for some time. 

From P i t t R i v e r there i s no ev idence of a p r e p a r e d blade core 

technology . The dominance of unshaped ch i pped stone tools (both core and 

f lake t ypes ) sugges t s a techno logy of exped ient l y p r o d u c e d tools. 

Shaped Chipped Stone Tools 

Shaped C h i p p e d Stone Tools conta ins the categor ies formed un i faces and 

bi faces. Formed steep and n a r r o w - a n g l e d uni faces are not as common as t h e i r 

unshaped cous ins . Na r row-ang l ed formed uni faces are p r e s e n t at P i t t R i v e r 

and based on i l l u s t r a t i o n s are s imi lar to those from Glenrose , St . Mungo and 

Crescen t Beach. Th i s a r t i f a c t t ype may be a s t y l i s t i c marke r for the St . 

Mungo phase a n d i t s p resence at P i t t R i v e r i s we l l noted. 

There are two categor ies of shaped bi faces p r e sen t i n the ea r l y 

component, l ea f - shaped and c o n t r a c t i n g stem. Lea f - shaped bi faces are an 

o lder s ty l e , bu t the form is r ep r e sen t ed i n the ea r l y component. Con t r a c t i n g 

stem bi faces (both w i th and w i thout deve loped shou lders ) are also present . 

Ground Stone Implements 

Patenaude (1985:189) l i s t s two ch i pped stone k n i v e s , a n d f our c h i p p e d 

slate k n i v e s p r e s en t i n the ea r l y component. Th i s is the h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n 

of these ob jec ts from any of the Char l es components. Twelve shaped ab ras i v e 



stones are p resent . Th i s i s the f i r s t time unshaped ab ras i v e stones are 

absent whi le shaped ab ras i v e stones are p resent . P e r h a p s t h e i r absence 

r e s u l t s from a d i f f e rence i n d i f f e r en t i a t ing " s h a p e d " v e r s u s " u n s h a p e d " . 

The i r presence does not n e c e s sa r i l y ind ica te a g r o u n d stone techno logy , as 

Patenaude (1985) po in ts out , a b r a d e r s cou ld a lso be used f o r the mak ing of 

bone and an t l e r tools (which due to poor p r e s e r v a t i o n were not p r e s e n t at 

P i t t R i v e r ) . F ragments of g r o u n d stone po in ts were f o u n d at P i t t R i v e r . 

G round stone k n i v e s are not p resent . G round stone d i s c beads are p resen t , 

b u t not v e r y common. 

Two Gul f I s l and complex a r t i f a c t s are f ound i n the Char l es component 

(Patenaude 1985:154-160). L i k e q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths , Gul f I s l and complex ob jec ts 

are s t y l i s t i c marke r s for the Locarno Beach phase . The two examples from 

P i t t R i v e r are the o n l y ones on the Ma in land not f ound i n a Loca rno Beach 

component. There fore , the r e i s some doubt c o n c e r n i n g the v a l i d i t y of these 

two ob jec ts be ing p r esen t i n the Char l e s component at P i t t R i v e r . They 

cannot be cons ide red i nd i ca t o r s for the St. Mungo phase u n t i l o the r s imi lar 

ob jec ts appear i n a s i te not h a v i n g a Locarno Beach component p resen t . 

P i t t R i v e r has one f ragment of decorated and i n c i s e d g rounds tone 

s imi lar i n s ty l e to those f rom Glenrose , St . Mungo a n d Es i lao . P e cked a n d 

g r o u n d stone implements are r a r e . 

Bone/Ant l e r/SheU Objects 

Un fo r tuna t e l y , o r gan i c p r e s e r v a t i o n was not idea l at P i t t R i v e r a n d 

there were v e r y few n o n - l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s r e cove red . 

In conc lus i on , the a r t i f a c t assemblage at P i t t R i v e r i s sugges t i v e of a 

St. Mungo component, bu t there i s a mixing of a r t i f a c t t ypes w i t h Locarno 



Beach. U n t i l one can be c e r t a i n tha t the two ear l i e s t components at P i t t R i v e r 

are separated based on an in t ens i v e compar ison of bo th a r t i f a c tua l and n o n -

a r t i f a c tua l data , i t i s not wise to make a n y de f in i te statements. 

Raw Mater ia ls 

Basal t of v a r y i n g qua l i t y i s the dominant ch i pped stone raw mater ia l . 

Obs id ian is a lso p r e s en t i n low numbers . 

F a u n a l Remains 

F a u n a l in format ion from the P i t t R i v e r s i te i s minimal due to the eicidic 

na ture of the so i l . P i t t R i v e r may have been a l imited a c t i v i t y s i te i n wh i ch 

salmon and wapato (an ed ib le p lan t species ) were u t i l i z ed (Patenaude 1985:286-

287). Salmon remains are the most common f auna l remain r e cove r ed f rom the 

site (Patenaude 1985:354-357). D u r i n g St . Mungo times the P i t t R i v e r s i te was 

located i n a s l ough/marsh land env i ronment not c onduc i v e to a permanent base 

camp (Patenaude 1985:287), b u t located i n a good a rea for the t a k i n g of 

spawn ing salmon swimming the F r a s e r r i v e r . The presence of the P i t t R i v e r 

s i te as a spec ia l i zed salmon procurement s i te i n i t se l f sugges t s the i n c r e a s i n g 

importance of f i s h d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

Fea tures 

A t P i t t R i v e r , the postmolds r e cove r ed are sugges t i v e of the u t i l i z a t i on 

of l ess permanent dwe l l ings . Hear th features are not a lways we l l de f ined , no r 

is there any p a r t i c u l a r dominant s t y l e , bu t t h e y are the most common feature . 

P i t t R i v e r had numerous p i t f ea tures d u g into the h a r d p a n c lay u n d e r l y i n g 

the c u l t u r a l depos i ts . Patenaude hypo thes i s es tha t these p i t s were used to 



steam wapato and pos s i b l y o the r l oca l l y ava i lab le p lant r e sources . Th i s i s the 

f i r s t time there has been an attempt to postulate tha t the ev idence i s 

sugges t i v e of p l an t p rocurement d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

Conc lus i ons 

P i t t R i v e r is an impor tant s i te because the data from i t c ou ld be used to 

do an in t ens i ve s u r v e y and compar ison of the St . Mungo and Loca rno Beach 

phases . It would be f r u i t f u l to compare s u c h an ana l y s i s w i th tha t I d i d w i th 

the Crescen t Beach data. Based on what I have now d i s cove r ed about the 

d i f f erences between the St . Mungo a n d Locarno Beach c u l t u r e t y p e s , i t wou ld 

be approp r i a t e to a p p l y t h i s knowledge to a s i te s u c h as P i t t R i v e r . A t t h i s 

po in t I would a r gue that the re i s de f in i t e l y a Char l es component p r esen t , 

p r o b a b l y be long ing to the S t . Mungo phase , bu t the p o s s i b i l i t y of mix ing w i t h 

a Locarno Beach component makes i t d i f f i cu l t fo r one to make spec i f i c 

statements about th i s s i te . 

P ende r Cana l 

S i te Loca t i on 

Work at Pender Canal (DeRt 1 a n d 2) on No r th Pende r I s l and i n 1984 

and 1985, have revea led depos i ts de f ined as be l ong ing to the Mayne phase 

(Car lson 1985 and 1986). 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

Pender Cana l be longs w i th in S t r a i t s s p e a k i n g Saan i ch t e r r i t o r y and can 

also be g rouped into the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh c u l t u r e a r ea as de f ined by 

Sut t l es (1990). 



Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

Th ro ugh o u t the excavat ions at Pender , 10 cm a r b i t r a r y l eve ls were 

employed w i th a r t i f ac t s t i e d i n th ree d imens iona l ly (Car l son 1985:10). So i l was 

d r y sc reened t h r o u g h 1/4 i n c h mesh. Column samples were t aken as were 

she l l samples of each spec ies f ound i n each l e ve l (Car l son 1985:53-55). A l l 

excavat ions took place i n 2X2 metre u n i t s . 

Chrono logy 

The dates from Pende r Canal (Car lson 1985: 60, 1986:17) have been 

p u b l i s h e d , bu t the re may be more to come. There are a to ta l of 12 dates 

p u b l i s h e d c o v e r i n g a maximum time span of 5390 to 2900 BP . In the Pender 

r epo r t , the Mayne phase component compr ises the time frame of 5000 to 4000 

BP , whi le Locarno Beach r anges f rom 4000 to 2500 BP . There are f i ve dates 

be long ing to the Mayne phase as de f ined i n the Pende r r e p o r t a n d they span 

5390 to 4030 BP . 

Th i s d i f ference i n de f in i t i on of c u l t u r a l phases makes i t d i f f i cu l t to 

compare the in format ion from Pender to that of o the r s i t es w i th more 

t r ad i t i ona l separa t ions of c u l t u r a l phases . Th i s lump ing of phases also makes 

i t d i f f i cu l t to determine what does and does not be long to the de f in i t i on of the 

Mayne phase as i t was f i r s t de f ined at Helen Po int . 

The ear l i es t date at P ende r Cana l i s 5170±220 BP (RIDDL 100) w h i c h 

d i r e c t l y dates a b u r i a l tha t w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n the Fea tures sec t ion . In 

genera l the dates from Pender are o ld w i th f i ve dates pre-4300 BP . A l l these 

dates would fa l l i n the Mayne phase , bu t not i n the St . Mungo. Inc luded i n 

these f i ve dates are two of 4320 BP , l e av ing o n l y three tha t are outs ide the 

time frame for the St. Mungo phase. 



A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

The a r t i f a c t assemblage for P ende r Cana l has been d i v i d ed i n the 

l i t e r a tu r e between a pre-4000 component (the Mayne phase component) and a 

post-4000 component (the Loca rno Beach component) , mak ing any d i r e c t 

compar isons between the a r t i f a c t assemblage a n d o ther Mayne and St . Mungo 

a r t i f ac t assemblages d i f f i cu l t due to the d i f f e rence i n the de f in i t i on of the 

c u l t u r a l phases . The f i na l number of a r t i f a c t s r e cove r ed f rom Pender Canal i s 

not known , bu t a f ter the f i r s t f i e ld season the re were 525 of w h i c h C a r l s o n 

(1985:60) states seven a r t i f a c t s were r e cove r ed from the Mayne phase 

component. A t t h i s time the exact r e l a t i onsh ip between the v e r y smal l Mayne 

component and the many p u b l i s h e d dates i s not known. 

The a r t i f a c t assemblage from the Mayne component at Pende r CansJ i s 

compr ised of the fo l lowing a r t i f a c t t ypes : one c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi face, one 

f laked stone f ragment , one ab rade r , one w o r k e d bone f ragment , one bone bead 

and two bone po in t f ragments (Car l son 1985:60). 

The a r t i f a c t assemblage i s too smal l to al low for an in format ive 

d i s cuss i on of raw mater ia l t ypes . There i s no in format ion c o n c e r n i n g f auna l 

remains. 

Fea tures 

Due to the small s ize of the e a r l y component from Pende r Cana l , the re i s 

l i t t l e in format ion c o n c e r n i n g f ea tures . Based o n the p r e l im ina ry r e p o r t s , there 

may or may not be postmolds p resen t i n the Mayne phase component (Car l son 

1985:62). A s ing le b u r i a l was obta ined from the Mayne component at Pende r 

CanaL Th is b u r i a l was d i r e c t l y dated to 51701220 BP (RIDDL 100) ( C y b u l s k i 

1991:Appendix A:7). Th i s incomplete b u r i a l was d i s t u r b e d a n d the o r i g i n a l 



pos i t i on of in terment i s not d i s cuss ed . Assoc ia ted w i th the b u r i a l was r e d 

ochre and a la rge conglomerate rock (Car lson 1985:98). The mandible on th i s 

b u r i a l has the o ldes t known example of l ab re t wear on the sou th coast of 

B r i t i s h Columbia ( C y b u l s k i 1991: Append i x A:8). Th i s is an impor tant f i n d i n g 

and to date is the f i r s t de f in i te example of e a r l y l ab re t wear from a p r e -

Locarno Beach component. As we sha l l soon see, s imi lar ev idence was 

d i s cove red from two b u r i a l s excavated at the Tsawwassen s i te . 

Conc lus ions 

Based on the p r e l im ina r y data, Pende r Cana l can be cons ide red an 

impor tant s i te tha t has a l r eady b r o u g h t to l i g h t ques t ions c once rn ing 

p r e v i o u s l y accepted ideas about Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y . The d i s cove r y of 

a b u r i a l dated to 5170 BP w i t h ev idence of l ab r e t wear forces archaeo log is ts to 

r e cons ide r the placement of the use of l ab r e t s i n j u s t the Locarno Beach 

C u l t u r e Type . Some may a r gue that one b u r i a l i s not enough ev idence . 

Once th i s r e s e a r c h has been more fu l l y r epo r t ed i t w i l l be v i t a l to 

compare the a r t i f a c tua l and n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l da ta to tha t from Helen Po in t i n 

o rde r to determine s imi lar i t i es and d i f f e rences w i th the hopes of de l ineat ing a 

Mayne phase for the Gul f I s lands . There i s s t i l l a g reat deal of work to be 

done w i th the in format ion from th i s s i te and i t w i l l be p i v o t a l i n f u tu r e 

ana lyses that focus on the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

B i r c h Bay a n d Semiahmoo S p i t 

S i te Locat ions 

Located at B i r c h Bay i n Whatcom County , two miles n o r t h at Semiahmoo 

Sp i t , Washington, are s e ve ra l s i tes . Some of these s i tes have tenta t i ve Char l es 



c u l t u r e components. The M a r s h s i te (45-WH-24-L) occup ies a she l t e r ed 

pos i t i on i n B i r c h Bay . P r e l im ina ry r e s u l t s of th i s excavat ion are desc r i b ed i n 

L a r s e n (1971). A l ong w i th the M a r s h s i te one o ther s i te excavated i n the 

Semiahmoo S p i t a r ea has been t en ta t i v e l y de f ined as e i the r Loca rno Beach or 

Mayne phase (Graber t and L a r s e n 1975:246). G rabe r t a n d L a r s e n (1975:243) 

also ment ion tha t the re are a number of unda ted i n l and s i tes wh i ch are s imi lar 

to ea r l y F r a s e r Del ta and Gul f I s l ands s i tes . They d i s cuss a si te s e ven miles 

ups t ream from the mouth of the Nooksack R i v e r ca l led the Smith Garden site 

(45-WH-34). 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y the s i tes l y i n g i n B i r c h Bay and the s u r r o u n d i n g a r ea 

are i n the t e r r i t o r y of the Semiahmoo people (Sut t l es 1951) who are S t r a i t s 

Sa l i sh speake rs . L i k e the o ther p r e v i o u s l y mentioned S a l i s h g r o u p s , the 

Semiahmoo be long i n the C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh c u l t u r e area . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

There i s no d i s cuss i on of excavat ion t echn iques i n e i the r L a r s e n (1971) 

o r G r a b e r t and L a r s e n (1975). There fore , the re i s no knowledge c o n c e r n i n g 

how much bias was i n t r o d u c e d in to the data p resen ted . A l l of the s i t es are 

r epo r t ed as h a v i n g minimal she l l p r e s en t i n the so i l , a l though she l l i s p r e sen t 

i n the younge r depos i ts d i r e c t l y o v e r l y i n g the n o n - s h e l l depos i ts . Without 

v i s u a l c l a r i f i ca t i on i t is d i f f i cu l t to say , bu t the locat ion of these s i tes on 

wa te r f r on t sugges t s to me tha t the lack of she l l i n the o lde r depos i ts is the 

p r o d u c t of geological a c t i v i t y and not c u l t u r a l a c t i v i t y (which i s what G rabe r t 

and L a r s e n suggest ) . Ju l i e S te in at the U n i v e r s i t y of Washington (see for 



example S t e in 1989) has s tud i ed o lde r coasta l depos i ts l a c k i n g i n she l l and has 

p roposed that n a t u r a l p rocesses i n v o l v i n g t ides and so i l chem is t r y are 

r e spons ib l e for the absence of she l l . 

Chrono logy 

There are no dates for the M a r s h s i te . The s i te from Semiahmoo Sp i t 

(45-WH-17) has a basa l date of 41001500 B P (Graber t and L a r s e n 1975:240). 

The Smi th Garden site (45-WH-34) has a s ing le date of 41801120 BP from one of 

the deeper occupat ion s t r a t a (Graber t and L a r s e n 1975:245). 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

A r t i f a c t assemblages for these s i tes are small . 88 a r t i f a c t s were f ound 

at the M a r s h site and the re i s no ment ion of n o n - l i t h i c ob jec ts so one can 

assume tha t o rgan i c p r e s e r va t i on was poor. Of the 88 ob jec ts , cobb le tools of 

v a r i ous t ypes were d i s cove r ed a long w i t h 22 f lake tools. Basa l t i s the most 

common raw mater ia l . There i s ment ion of f our r e c t a n g u l a r b lades ( La rsen 

1971:66) wh i ch have been removed f rom cores u s i n g the p u n c h method. There 

i s one bi face. One t h i n slate ob jec t i s po in t - shaped w i t h a t ape r ed g r o u n d 

edge. There is no d i s c u s s i o n of the ea r l y a r t i f a c t assemblage from the dated 

deposi t 45-WH-17. The i n l and s i tes wh i ch are b r i e f l y mentioned as be ing 

poss ib le Mayne phase components a re j u d g e d so on the fo l lowing c r i t e r i a ; "... 

the l imited number of g r o u n d s late , se rpent ine , and smal ler c h i p p e d stone 

ob j e c t s " (Grabert and L a r s e n 1975:244). The Smith Garden s i te lower deposi t 

conta ined a few pebble implements, f lake tools , and 30 c h i p p e d stone bi faces. 



Fea tu res 

Fea tures i n c lude hea r ths , and a small p i le of r o u n d e d beach pebbles at 

the M a r s h site ( La r s en 1971:65). 

Conc lus i ons 

There i s i n su f f i c i en t ev idence to place these components in to the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e , because the dates are few a n d fa r between, the assemblages are too 

small . There is l i t t l e n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l ev idence to he lp c l a r i f y s i te func t i on , age 

o r occupat ion . Never the l ess , I dec ided to inc lude these components w i th th i s 

ana l ys i s as po tent ia l dated Char l e s c u l t u r e components tha t must be f u r t h e r 

p u b l i s h e d before they can be c ons ide r ed members of the Char l es c u l t u r e . 

Denman I s l and 

S i te Loca t i on 

The Denman I s l and s i te (DiSe 10) is located on the southwest shore of 

Denman I s l and , a sho r t d is tance n o r t h of Repulse Po int . I t c ons i s t s of a 

ser ies of smal l , shal low pocke ts of she l l midden, a r o c k s h e l t e r and a b lu f f top 

l i t h i c scat te r . Fo r t h i s ana l y s i s the b lu f f top excavated mater ia l i s d i s cussed . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y t h i s a r ea was occup ied by the Pen t l a t ch who are an 

ex t inc t l i n g u i s t i c s u b - g r o u p of the N o r t h e r n Coast Sa l i sh . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

Th is site was excavated as a sa lvage pro j ec t b y a c rew u n d e r the 

d i r e c t i on of Mor ley E l d r i d g e (1987). Twenty 1X1 meter squares were excavated 



i n 10 cm leve ls b y 4, 50 cm square quad ran t s . A l l mater ia l was d r y s c r eened 

t h r o u g h 1/4 i n c h mesh. 

Chronology 

A sect ion of bu t che r ed bone was rad i o ca rbon acce lerated dated to 

3500±100 BP RIDDL 576 (E ld r i dge 1987:5-16). Th i s date came from the lower 

p a r t of the deposi t , so the uppermos t depos i t of the b lu f f top may be younge r 

t h a n the Char l e s c u l t u r e , a l though E l d r i d g e a r gues tha t based on s t r a t i g r a p h y 

and a r t i f a c t s , there i s no ev idence for two d i f f e ren t c u l t u r a l components. 

Artifact Assemblage 

There was poor o r gan i c p r e s e r va t i on . Two h u n d r e d and s ix a r t i f ac t s 

were r e cove r ed f rom the v a r i o u s sec t ions of the s i te . The a r t i f a c t t abu la t i on 

inc ludes the a r t i f a c t s from d i f f e rent sec t ions , so the fo l lowing a r t i f a c t 

d e s c r i p t i on may i nc lude some objects not be l ong ing to the B lu f f top component. 

I have del ineated and separated the a r t i f a c t s from each of the separate s i te 

sect ions as much as poss ib le bu t w i th some of the l ess d iagnos t i c ob jec ts 

( such as the cores and unshaped c h i p p e d stone implements) , i t was d i f f i cu l t to 

d i s c e r n what be longed where . There fore , th i s d i s c u s s i o n focuses on presence 

and absence data r a t h e r t h a n ac tua l counts . Cores and a s ing le b ipo lar 

qua r t z core are present . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Artifacts 

Unshaped ch i pped stone ob jects inc lude bo th u t i l i z ed and r e touched 

f lakes as wel l as at least one q u a r t z m ic ro l i th . Other unshaped implements 

s u c h as hammerstones and cobble tools are absent , a l though there are two 

anv i l s tones present . Doubt less th i s is pa r t i a l l y due to the low sample s ize . 



Shaped Chipped Stone Implements 

The shaped c h i p p e d stone ca tegory focuses on bi faces. There are two 

ob jec ts E l d r i d g e def ines as c r e scen t s a n d they are sugges t i v e of some t ype of 

spec ia l func t i on ch i pped stone implement. Bi face s ty l es are dominated by leaf-

shaped forms. There i s one example of a stemmed biface wh i ch had been 

modif ied from a b r o k e n l ea f - shaped bi face (E ld r i dge 1987). 

Ground Stone Tools 

There are no examples of c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone ob jec ts . G r o u n d 

stone i s not common and i s r ep r e s en t ed i n the b lu f f top a r t i f a c t assemblage b y 

ab rade r s ( four u n s h a p e d , one shaped) . E l d r i d g e mentions the d i f f i cu l t y i n 

d i s c e r n i n g a b r a d e r s because the bedrock of the s i te i s sandstone and there 

was d i f f i cu l t y i n the f i e ld d i s t i n g u i s h i n g ob jec ts made from sandstone . If one 

i s to assume a m u l t i - f u n c t i o n for g r o u n d stone a b r a d e r s , t h e i r presence o n 

the b lu f f top cou ld be the r e s u l t of bone/ant ler a r t i f a c t manufac ture as we l l as 

g r o u n d stone tool manufacture . 

The most u n u s u a l a r t i f a c t t ype p r esen t at t h i s s i te has been p r e v i o u s l y 

unencounte r ed . E l d r i d g e def ines these ob jec ts as i nc i s ed sandstone and 

s i l t s tone pebbles . The i n c i s ed pebb les , l i ke the a b r a d e r s , were d i f f i cu l t to 

d i s t i n g u i s h because the i n c i s i n g was u s u a l l y v e r y shal low. These pebb les 

have a v a r i e t y of des i gns e tched onto t h e i r sur face and t h e i r s ize is u s u a l l y 

no l a r g e r t han the average palm. E l d r i d g e (1987:5-19) sugges t s these 

i n t e r e s t i n g ob jec ts may have some a f f in i t y w i th the i n c i s e d stone p laques 

f ound d u r i n g the St . Mungo phase and r e f e r s to Matson (1976:Figure 8 - l l : Y ) . 

F u r t h e r s im i l a r i t y between E l d r i d g e ' s ob jects a n d the St . Mungo phase can be 

f ound i n in format ion obta ined b y A l Mackie d u r i n g a two month sa lvage 

excavat ion at the St . Mungo site i n 1981 (Mackie 1982). Mackie uncove r ed a 



f ragment of a shaped and i n c i s ed sandstone object . From the d e s c r i p t i on a n d 

the p i c t u r e , th i s ob jec t has close a f f i n i t y to E l d r i d g e ' s ob jec ts (Mackie 

1982:26,51). These ob jec ts are u n u s u a l and E l d r i d g e sugges t s they r ep r esen t 

a ceremonia l f unc t i on at the s i te . 

Raw Mater ia l s 

Basa l t is the most common raw mater ia l at the s i te . Approx imate ly 62% 

of a l l the a r t i f a c t s excavated were made from basal t . C h e r t is a lso p resen t 

a l though i n much lower p ropo r t i ons . Obs id ian is also p r e s en t as we l l as 

q u a r t z a n d sandstone . 

Fauna l Remains 

The f auna l ana l ys i s i s i n conc lus i v e due to poor p r e s e r v a t i o n on the 

b lu f f top . The f auna l ana l y s i s d i s cusses the r o c k s h e l t e r remains i n more deta i l 

because th i s was where the best o r gan i c p r e s e r va t i on ex is ted . Deer (26 

p ieces ) , Dog (2 pieces) and h a r b o u r sea l (1 piece) were f ound at the b lu f f top . 

The deer bone are mainly from the lower leg . Rebecca Wigen (who d id the 

f auna l ana lys i s ) s tates th i s i s p r o b a b l y due to t h e i r d u r a b i l i t y . T h e i r 

presence cou ld also be due to th e i r be ing b r o u g h t in to the s i te for tool raw 

mater ia l . Wigen does not g ive a season of occupat ion f o r the b lu f f t op , bu t 

E l d r i d g e (1987:5-68) proposes a summer occupat ion for the b lu f f top based on 

the b i r d spec ies p resent . There were two pieces of ident i f i ab le b i r d bone, one 

was g u l l , the o ther was eagle. These two b i r d s cou ld be p r e s en t any time of 

the year , making h i s theo ry of summer occupat ion v e r y u n l i k e l y . 

Fu r the rmore , th i s theo ry i s based on on ly two pieces of ident i f i ab le remains, 

l ead ing to ques t ions of r ep resen ta t i v eness . 



Fea tu res 

There was a s ing le f ea ture p r e s en t on the b lu f f top . It c ons i s t ed of a 

c l u s t e r of n a t u r a l and f i r e c r a c k e d r o c k . Assoc ia t ed w i t h the f ea ture were 

two areas of concent ra ted l i t h i c s . One area was determined to be where 

b ipo la r t echno logy had t a k e n place whi le the o the r a r ea was assoc ia ted w i th 

b i fac ia l r e t ouch and manufacture . 

Conc lus i ons 

The sample s ize for t h i s s i te i s small , p r e s e r v a t i o n i s poor a n d there i s 

on l y one date. There i s l i t t l e ev idence from the data compi led so f a r for the 

b lu f f top a rea to be o ther t h a n some k i n d of l imi ted a c t i v i t y s i te . The p h y s i c a l 

locat ion of the b lu f f top makes i t a poor base camp loca l . E l d r i d g e a rgues tha t 

the b lu f f top sec t ion of the site i s a spec ia l i zed male-only a r ea where men 

p rac t i s ed h u n t i n g magic u s i n g the i n c i s ed pebb les , and they also d i d some 

manufacture and r e s h a r p e n i n g of h u n t i n g weapons. The major a rgument for 

the maleness of the b lu f f top re la tes to the absence of t r a d i t i o n a l women's 

ac t i v i t i e s ( there is a lack of text i le a n d hide w o r k i n g objects ) a n d the 

r e l a t i v e l y h i gh p r o p o r t i o n of men's h u n t i n g weapons (E ld r i dge 1987:5-49). To 

counte r th i s a rgument one would need in format ion on how many s teep-ang l ed 

r e t ouch f lakes were present . Many o rgan i c a r t i f a c t s are assoc ia ted w i th 

t r ad i t i ona l women func t i ons and t h e i r absence at the b lu f f t op cou ld be due to 

the n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion of poor p r e s e r va t i on . Determin ing the maleness 

and femaleness of p a r t i c u l a r ac t i v i t i e s i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d is not c lear 

cu t and is based on archaeo log i s t ' s p reconce i ved not ions of what is and is not 

male ac t i v i t i e s w h i c h are based on e thnog raph i c analogies tha t were ga thered 

by predominate ly male an thropo log i s t s . As Conkey a n d Spec to r po in t out 



(1984), a rchaeo log ica l data o f ten p r o v i d e s subs tan t i a t i on for a p a r t i c u l a r 

gender mythology. They go on to say: 

I n spi te of the absence of s e r i ous methodological o r theore t i ca l 
d i s course on the sub j e c t , the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d i s not s i l en t 
on the sub j e c t of gender . Rather , i t i s permeated w i t h 
assumpt ions , a sse r t i ons and statements of " f a c t " about gender 
(Conkey a n d Spec to r 1984:2). 

In conc lus i on , a rguments c o n c e r n i n g s i te f unc t i on as ide , the b lu f f top 

po r t i on of the Denman I s l and site i s a con t ende r for the Char l e s c u l t u r e . A 

deta i led ana l ys i s of the a r t i f a c t s may o r may not y i e ld a y ounge r component. 

Th i s component, l i k e the Maure r s i te , l a cks g r o u n d stone ob jec ts a l though 

a b r a d e r s and sandstone i n c i s ed pebb les are p resent . Th i s lack of g r o u n d 

stone may be due to the spec ia l i z ed na ture of t h i s s i te , o r the small sample 

s ize , fo r g r ound stone i s neve r p l en t i f u l i n the Char l es c u l t u r e . There are no 

microblades or ev idence of a blade techno logy , b u t there i s ev idence of a 

b ipo lar techno logy p r e s en t on the b lu f f top . 

Tsawwassen 

The r e p o r t f o r the Tsawwassen site is compi led i n many volumes of 

wh i ch on l y volume one a n d three are ava i lab le at the time of ana l y s i s . 

There fore , the fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i o n i s p r e l im ina ry . Un less o therwise 

ment ioned, a l l the fo l lowing in format ion was r e t r i e v e d from Areas 1991a and b. 

S i te Loca t i on 

The Tsawwassen s i te (DgRs 2) i s located on the Tsawwassen Ind ian 

Reserve 22 km sou th of Vancouve r and 7 km sou th of L a d n e r . The boundar i es 

of the s i te at the time of the r e p o r t were extens ive . From the n o r t h / s o u t h 

axis the site was 425 meters and from the east/west axis the site was 630 



meters. These measurements do not i n c lude v a r i o u s sec t ions of the site w h i c h 

were r e cen t l y lost to modern development. There are three main areas of 

midden a n d Areas c o n s u l t i n g est imates tha t approx imate ly 87% of the to ta l s i te 

cons i s t s of midden depos i ts . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y the site i s located i n the Halkomelem speak ing 

Tsawwassen c u l t u r e a r ea wh i ch be longs to the l a r g e r g r o u p i n g of the Stalo 

Nat ion (Sutt les 1990). The Tsawwassen also be long to the Cen t r a l Coast S a l i s h 

c u l t u r e area . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

The salvage na ture of the excavat ion r e q u i r e d a g rea t deal of work to 

be done i n a minimum amount of time. There fore , the s i te was not excavated 

u s i n g a s ing le p rocedure . There were three genera l excavat ion methods: 1) 

backhoe excavat ion , 2) hand t r e n c h i n g a n d 3) con t ro l l ed hand excavat ion . 

Excava t i on p ro c edure one and two d id not invo l v e con t ro l l ed u n i t excavat ions 

o r s c r e en ing due to the time l imits a n d massive na ture of the depos i t 

excavated i n p a r t i c u l a r l y th rea tened por t i ons of the s i te . Excava t i on 

p rocedure three i n vo l v ed con t ro l l ed 1X1 meter u n i t s d i v i d e d in to 50 cm b y 50 

cm quadran t s . U n i t s were excavated s t r a t i g r a p h i c a l l y w i t h l a ye r s more t h a n 5 

cm t h i c k excavated i n a r b i t r a r y 5 cm t h i c k l eve ls . A l l excavated mater ia l was 

water screened t h r o u g h 1/4 i n c h mesh. To r e cove r a sample of the mater ia l 

los t t h r o u g h the sc reens , b u l k matr ix samples were co l lec ted for lab ana l y s i s . 



A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

The p r e - L o c a r n o Beach component a r t i f a c t assemblage was not v e r y 

large a n d w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n Geordie Howe's MA Thes is sometime i n 1992. 

Howe has used a s imi lar a r t i f a c t t ypo l o gy as the one composed for th i s thes i s . 

There fore , the data w i l l be eas i l y compared to mine. 

Fea tures 

The in format ion for the fo l lowing sec t ion i s compi led from Areas (1991b). 

The Tsawwassen s i te i n the f u t u r e w i l l be remembered for the la rge p r o p o r t i o n 

of b u r i a l s r e cove r ed from the s i te . These b u r i a l s were examined b y Joanne 

C u r t a i n . There were f i ve b u r i a l s w i t h r ad i o ca rbon dates that f e l l i n the St . 

Mungo phase (the time span of the St . Mungo phase was de f ined as 4500 to 

3300 BP ) . These b u r i a l s were the fo l lowing : D-14, D-16, D-48, F - 4 a and F - 4 b . 

Based on s t r a t i g r a p h i e p roven ience f our add i t i ona l b u r i a l s were also a t t r i b u t e d 

to the St . Mungo phase , F - 4 d , F-4e , D-51a and D-51b. The f i r s t two were 

excavated bu t D-51a and 51b were le f t i n s i t u a n d were not p a r t of the sample 

on w h i c h the osteologieal ana l y s i s was conduc t ed . 

F o r a deta i led d e s c r i p t i on of the b u r i a l s r e cove r ed from Tsawwassen see 

the d e s c r i p t i on s u p p l i e d i n Archaeo log i ca l Inves t i ga t i ons at Tsawwassen. B.C. 

Volume III; Human Osteology (Areas 1991b). B u r i a l p r a c t i s e s for the St . Mungo 

bur i a l s are va r i ab l e w i th bo th s ing le a n d mult ip le p r i m a r y inhumat ion 

r e co rded . F i v e r ad i o ca rbon dates were r e t r i e v e d from the sample. The o ldest 

date comes from b u r i a l F -4b [4120±120 B P (Beta-38357)]. Bo th D-16 and D-14 

date to the same time pe r i od of 3800 BP . F - 4 a was dated at 3680±80 B P (Beta 

38356) whi le D-48 was the younges t d a t i n g to 3500±60 BP (Beta 39228). 



Grave goods were assoc ia ted w i t h at least th ree of the b u r i a l s . Both D-

14 emd D-16 were covered w i t h a t h i c k l aye r of g r o u n d stone and she l l beads. 

D-14 was a juven i l e of 11-14 years whi le D-16 was a midd le -aged male (which 

p r o v i d e s ev idence nega t ing Ham's hypo thes i s [1986:158] tha t beads are 

p r e h i s t o r i c a l l y i nd i ca t i v e of females). D-51a a n d b were not excavated , bu t 

they were b u r i e d toge ther i n a p i t a n d assoc iated w i th them was a pa r t i a l dog 

ske le ton a long w i t h a pec ten she l l gorge t co l l ec ted from the r i g h t w r i s t of D-

51a. B u r i a l goods o ther t h a n beads are v e r y sparse . One may ask of the 

s i gn i f i cance of a j uven i l e b u r i e d w i t h s u c h a la rge number of beads. Pe rhaps 

th i s i s an ind i ca t i on of the b e g inn ing of a r a n k e d soc ie ty . U n t i l t h i s po int , 

the re has been no ev idence of soc ia l d i f f e rent ia t i on i n b u r i a l s . 

D-16 and D-48 are bo th midd le -aged a d u l t s , w i t h D-16 de f ined as male 

and D-48 de f ined as a poss ib le male. Bo th mandibles exh ib i t ed wear a t t r i b u t e d 

to l ab re t s . These are the second a n d t h i r d example of St . Mungo aged 

ske le tons exh ib i t i ng l ab re t wear (Pender y i e lded the f i r s t example). The most 

impor tant d i f f e rence between these two b u r i a l s and the Pender b u r i a l i s tha t 

these two are dated to the end of the St . Mungo phase [D-16 3800±60 BP 

(Beta-38354) and D-48 3500±60 BP (Beta-39228)] whi le the Pender b u r i a l w i th 

l ab re t wear was dated almost 1500 yea rs ear l i e r . Bo th examples of l abre t wear 

from Tsawwassen are assoc iated w i th midd le -aged adu l t s wh i ch does not imply 

a non -ega l i t a r i an soc ie ty . The ev idence for b u r i a l D-16 i s not as conc lus i ve 

as D-48, as l abre t wear i s on l y p r e s en t on one of the tee th , whi le the maxil la 

and p a r t of the mandible i s miss ing (Areas 1991b:219). Th i s b u r i a l i s the 

o ldest from Tsawwassen w i th l ab re t wear, and i t is un fo r tuna te tha t there is 

not more ev idence than a s ing le tooth (the lower premolar ) w i t h a l ab re t facet. 

A c c o r d i n g to C y b u l s k i (1991:6) the i n c i s o r s a n d can ines are the c l ea res t 



markers for l ab re t wear. B u r i a l D-48 has l ab r e t wear on more than one tooth 

(Areas 1991b:269). Th i s b u r i a l (D-48) is v e r y elose to the end of the Char l es 

eu l tu re and the b e g inn ing of the Locarno Beach phase , a n d I see l i t t l e r eason 

to ques t i on the v a l i d i t y of the l ab r e t wear. I f the juven i l e b u r i a l (D-14) 

cove red i n beads had also exh ib i t ed ev idence of l ab re t wear I wou ld a rgue f o r 

ind i ca t i ons of a r a n k e d soc ie ty ; b u t I am not ye t r eady to make s u c h an 

argument w i th the data p r e sen t ed . 

There was no c r a n i a l deformation mani fested on a n y of the St . Mungo 

bu r i a l s . Those b u r i a l s dated to the Marpole/Stseleix ove rwhe lming ly showed 

ev idence of c r a n i a l deformat ion i n v a r y i n g degrees (Areas 1991b:117). 

Conc lus i ons 

I t i s too ea r l y to make conc lus i ons c o n c e r n i n g the Char l e s component, 

bu t the p r e l im ina ry data looks so l id i n c l u d i n g the c a r b o n dates. The 

extens ive deposi t le f t at t h i s site ensu r e s f u t u r e o p p o r t u n i t y for s t u d y of 

p r e - L o c a r n o Beach depos i ts . A t t h i s po in t the exact number of Char l e s 

component a r t i f ac t s is not known . The ske l e ta l ev idence ind i ca tes the 

importance of g r o u n d stone a n d she l l beads. Two adu l t b u r i a l s have some 

ev idence of l abre t wear, a l t hough one ske le ton has minimal ev idence . While no 

l abre t s were r e cove r ed from the Char l e s component depos i t s , the assoc ia t ion of 

l abre t s w i th on l y the Loca rno Beach phases must be re -examined i n l i g h t of 

the ev idence from Pender a n d Tsawwassen. 



Duke Po in t 

S i t e Loca t i on 

The Duke Po in t A r e a is s i tua ted i n the eas t e rn c i t y l imit b o u n d a r y of 

Nanaimo on Vancouve r I s l and . The a r ea i t se l f i s located on two pen insu las 

ca l led Duke Po in t and J a c k Po int . Due to the th r ea t of modern development, 

an emergency sa lvage excavat ion was u n d e r t a k e n i n 1978 u n d e r the d i r e c t i on 

of Prof . Donald H. M i t che l l and Neal Croz i e r . Rebecca M u r r a y (1982) based he r 

Masters Thes i s on the data r e t r i e v e d f rom t h i s excavat ion. Un less o therwise 

s ta ted , a l l in format ion is t aken from her ansdysis . S e ve ra l s i tes were 

excavated i n the Duke Po int A rea , bu t on l y one s i te , DgRx 5 i s of importance 

to t h i s s t u d y . DgRx 5 was located on Jack Po int . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c C u l t u r e A r e a 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y the s i te fa l ls w i t h i n the t r ad i t i ona l t e r r i t o r y of the 

Halkomelem s p e a k i n g Nanaimo people (Barnet t 1955) who can be p laced i n the 

Cen t r a l Coast S a l i s h c u l t u r e area . 

Excava t i on P r o c e d u r e s 

The ac tua l s ize of the site at the time of excavat ion was est imated to be 

900 meters l ong and 35-45 meters wide. The s i te was segregated in to three 

areas: A , B and C. Most of the site excavat ions for the 1978 f i e ld season were 

i n a rea B. F o r t y two 2X2 meter u n i t s were excavated i n the site a long w i th 

two large backhoe t r enches approx imate ly 480 meters long and 2 meters wide 

wh i ch were dug to a id i n the de l ineat ion of s i te s t r a t i g r a p h y . The 2X2 un i t s 

were excavated i n 10 cm a r b i t r a r y a n d n a t u r a l leve ls . A l l mater ia l was e i the r 

wet o r d r y sc reened t h r o u g h 1/8 i n c h s c r een mesh. 



Chrono l ogy 

The time frame cove red for Component 1 r o u g h l y fa l l s i n the Char l es 

c u l t u r e as we l l as the Locarno Beach phase. There was one date r e t r i e v e d 

from the ear l i es t component (Component 1). The wood cha r coa l date 41301100 

BP [(WSU 2234) M u r r a y 1982:128] fa l ls w i t h i n the Char l e s c u l t u r e . The 

terminat ion date i s est imated by M u r r a y to be sometime p r i o r to 2600 BP 

(Mur ray 1982:133). She states tha t the date from Component 1 fa l ls w i t h i n the 

Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type as de f ined by M i t che l l (1971:65). F i g u r e 18 

(Mi tche l l 1971:65) sugges t s Locarno Beach beg ins sometime p r i o r to 2000 B.C. 

(or 4000 BP ) . I wou ld surmise (I cannot p rove it ) tha t t h i s e a r l y s t a r t i n g 

date for Locarno Beach i s based on a lump ing of dated Char l e s c u l t u r e (most 

spec i f i ca l l y Mayne phase) a r t i f a c t assemblages w i t h Loca rno Beach a r t i f a c t 

assemblages. Th i s t enta t i ve c onc lus i on i s con f i rmed b y M i t che l l (1971:57). 

From F i g u r e 17 (Mitche l l 1971:64), one can see tha t no Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t 

assemblages p r e -da t e 3200 BP . Th i s sugges t s to me tha t C a r l s o n , b y 

de l ineat ing the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type as post-4000 BP for P ende r Cana l , 

was fo l lowing M i t che l l i n lump ing the Mayne a n d Locarno Beach phase toge ther 

(Car lson 1985:60). 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

The Duke Po in t date, i f the Char l e s a n d Loca rno Beach C u l t u r e Types 

are separa ted , can be p laced i n the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Un f o r tuna t e l y , the 

a r t i f a c t tabu la t i on i s not useable here due to t h i s mix ing of two phases . In a 

genera l comment about Component 1, ch i pped stone implements dominate the 

o ve ra l l assemblage (82.2%), w i th g r o u n d stone the next h i ghes t p r o p o r t i o n 

(7.3%), and bone implements t h i r d h i ghes t (5.1 %). These p r opo r t i ons are 



s imi lar to o ther Char l e s components , a l though poor o rgan i c p r e s e r va t i on skews 

the data. 

Chipped Stone (Unshaped and Shaped) 

The ch i pped stone implements demonstrate ev idence of a b ipo la r 

t echno logy , microblades a n d q u a r t z mic ro l i ths . Over ha l f of the ch i pped stone 

implements have been c lass i f i ed as miscel laneous c h i p p e d stone (123 of 226) 

wh i ch does not he lp w i th a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on and c u l t u r a l des ignat ion . 

There i s a r e l a t i v e l y h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of unshaped stone implements. Biface 

s ty l es inc lude both l ea f - shaped and stemmed. 

Ground Stone 

A l l g r o u n d stone ob jec ts cou ld be cons ide r ed r ep r esen ta t i v e of the 

Char l es c u l t u r e except for the presence of a l ab re t and cel t . There are two 

t ypes of g r o u n d stone beads , one made from s late , the o ther from sandstone . 

Compared to Component 2 (which i s a Marpole component) there i s a large 

d i f ference i n the p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d stone (7.3 % v e r s u s 39.6%). 

Bone and Antler Artifacts 

Organ ic ob jects are not common. Misce l laneous w o r k e d bone i s the 

l a rges t a r t i f a c t c lass i n the bone implement categor ies , w i t h on l y one worked 

ant l e r f ragment present . Nine she l l d i sc beads are p r esen t , bu t compared to 

Component 2 (363) t h e i r p resence i s minimal. 

Th i s conc ludes my d i s c u s s i o n of the a r t i f a c t assemblage from Duke Po in t 

because there is l i t t l e to be ga ined b y do ing a d i r e c t compar ison between 

Component 1 and the o ther Char l e s components at t h i s time. It wou ld be 

pro f i tab le to re-examine Component 1 at DgRx 5 and determine the s imi lar i t i es 

and d i f f e rences p r esen t between the ea r l y and la ter sect ions of Component 1. 

In th i s way one cou ld beg in to accumulate the in format ion necessary to 



determine the f eas ib i l i t y of l ump ing the Char l es c u l t u r e w i t h Locarno Beach on 

Vancouver I s land and the Gul f I s l ands . U n t i l a deta i led s ide by s ide 

compar ison of Vancouve r and Gul f I s l and Char l e s and Loca rno Beach s i tes has 

been accompl ished, one must ques t i on the f eas ib i l i t y of c r e a t i n g a s ing le time 

pe r i od s p a n n i n g 4000 to 2500 BP. Based on the ev idence from the Ma in land , 

there i s a great deal of d i v e r s i t y p r e s en t i n th i s time p e r i od , too much to be 

cove red b y a s ing le c u l t u r a l form. 

F a u n a l Remains 

The f auna l remains f o r Component 1 are not d i s c us s e d i n deta i l due to 

poor o rgan i c p r e s e r va t i on . S h e l l was almost e n t i r e l y absent from the 

component. In one un i t po r t i ons of a r t i cu l a t ed deer and sea mammal ske le tons 

were uncove r ed . In t h i s same un i t at a n u n k n o w n dep th a sandstone feature 

i n assoc ia t ion w i th redepos i t ed f i r e - c r a c k e d r o ck enc losed a n almost complete 

a r t i cu l a t ed dog ske l e ton (Mur ray 1982:319). Poss ib le postmolds were uncove r ed 

i n some of the u n i t s a l though they were not d i s cussed i n deta i l . A t least one 

wel l de f ined hea r th feature was also present . There were no b u r i a l s 

encounte red i n th i s component. 

Conc lus i ons 

In conc lus i on , there seems l i t t l e doubt tha t the re i s a Char l e s component 

at Duke Po int , b u t u n t i l the re i s f u r t h e r s p l i t t i n g of the ear l i e s t component, 

one cannot say how extens ive the depos i t i s , no r how s imi lar t h i s Vancouver 

I s land deposi t i s to Ma in land c o u n t e r p a r t s from the same time pe r i od . 



Deep Bay 

Site Location 

Ti ie Deep Bay site (DiSe 7) is s i tua ted on the east coast of Vancouve r 

I s land approx imate ly 5 miles n o r t h of the B i g Qual icum R i v e r . The excavated 

sect ion of the s i te was located on a sp i t i n a she l t e r ed body of water ca l l ed 

Deep Bay. The s u b d i v i s i o n of the sp i t i n the mid-sevent i es lead to a n 

emergency sa lvage excavat ion i n the summer of 1975 d i r ec t ed by Greg Monks 

who used the data r e t r i e v e d from the s i te for h i s Ph.D. d i s se r ta t i on . Un less 

o therwise noted , the fo l lowing in format ion i s based on h i s work (Monks 1977). 

The re are no exact measurements g i v en f o r the extent of the s i te , b u t 

Monks states tha t most of the sp i t was p r e h i s t o r i c a l l y i nhab i t ed as we l l as the 

shore of Deep Bay . 

E t h n o g r a p h i c Culture Area 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y the site l ies In the P e n t l a t c h - s p e a k i n g t e r r i t o r y of the 

S ruckan (Barnet t 1955:23). The Pen t l a t ch c u l t u r e a r ea i s located d i r e c t l y 

beside what Sut t l e s de f ined as C e n t r a l Coast S a l i s h , bu t i s not located i n the 

ac tua l C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh c u l t u r e area . 

Excavation Procedures 

The major excavat ion o c c u r r e d on lot 73 located about hal f way u p the 

sp i t . F i v e , 2X2 meter u n i t s formed a 2X10 meter t r e n c h . A t r e n c h s ty l e 

excavat ion was p u r s u e d because i t was eas ier i n a t r e n c h to ga in c on t r o l of 

d i f f i cu l t s t r a t i g r a p h y s u c h as tha t p r esen t ed i n the t y p i c a l Nor thwest Coast 

she l l midden. A l l mater ia l was d r y screened t h r o u g h 1/8 i n c h s c r een mesh. 



Excava t i on proceeded t h r o u g h a combinat ion of 10 cm a r b i t r a r y l eve ls and 

natured s t ra ta . 

Chrono l ogy 

The s t r a t i g r a p h y was d i f f i cu l t to u n d e r s t a n d r e s u l t i n g i n la te r con fus ion 

c o n c e r n i n g the s t r a t i g r aph i e pos i t i on of the two o ldest c a r b o n dates. Monks 

(1977:Figure 6) p r o v i d e s the s t r a t i g r aph i e pro f i l e for the excavat ion as wel l as 

the c a r b o n samples obta ined from the s i te . The o ldest c a r b o n date was 

r e t r i e v e d from the bottom of n a t u r a l l aye r P-1 wh i ch was the l as t l a ye r 

con ta in ing c u l t u r a l remains. Th i s date was r e t r i e v e d from sca t t e red cha rcoa l 

embedded in a poss ib le c lay l i v i n g f loor. The date was 48601180 B P (GaK 

6039). I t i s impor tant to note tha t t h i s date came from a feature a n d not from 

B u r i a l 7 as had been p r e v i o u s l y t h o u g h t (see for example Beatt ie 1980:308, Ham 

1982:81, a n d Ham et a l . 1986:40). The second date assoc iated w i t h the ear l i e s t 

component (Component 1) at Deep Bay comes from n a t u r a l l aye r T w h i c h l i es 

above l a y e r P - 1 . Th i s second date i s 26301100 BP (GaK 6038). Monks t h i n k s 

that Component 1 terminates sometime a f ter 2630 and sometime before 19101110 

BP (GaK 6037) wh i ch is the o ldest date for Component 2. 

A r t i f a c t Assemblage 

There are 88 a r t i f ac t s f ound i n Component 1. P r e s e r va t i on was poor , 

w i th one f ragment of wo rked bone present . The most impor tant aspec t of the 

a r t i f a c t assemblage from Component 1 is i t s s t r a t i g r aph i e r e l a t i onsh ip to the 

two v e r y d i f f e rent dates r e t r i e v ed from the component. A l l bu t one of the 

a r t i f ac t s r e cove r ed from Component 1 are s t r a t i g r a p h i c a l l y above the 2630 B P 

date. Most of the a r t i f ac t s were r e cove r ed i n l a ye r P wh i ch l ies above l aye r 



T and the 2630 BP date. In o the r wo rds , the a r t i f a c t assemblage l ies w i th in 

the t r ad i t i ona l time bounda ry of the Loca rno Beeich phase. The one poss ib le 

a r t i f a c t o lder t han 2630 BP i s a piece of q u a r t z c r y s t a l debi tage ( there was no 

ev idence of w o r k i n g o r u t i l i z a t i on a long any of the edges) f ound i n the c lay 

f loor dated to 4860 BP . 

Once the s t r a t i g r aph i e pos i t i on of the a r t i f a c t s i s c l a r i f i ed i t i s l og ica l 

tha t the assemblage dates to Loca rno Beach. Of the 87 a r t i f a c t s , 25 

implements are e i the r u t i l i z ed f lakes o r r e t o u c h f l akes , 20 are q u a r t z 

mic ro l i ths ( t echn ica l l y they do not be long i n th i s ca tegory because Monks says 

there was no ev idence of u t i l i z a t i on , bu t neve r the l ess t h e i r p resence i n s u c h 

la rge quant i t i es i s impor tant a n d I dec ided to i n c lude them i n the a r t i f a c t 

count ) and 11 are obs id i an f lakes (which l i k e the mic ro l i ths show no ev idence 

of u t i l i z a t i on o r r e touch ) . T h i r t y f ive pe r c en t of the t o ta l a r t i f a c t assemblage 

be longs to q u a r t z micro l i ths and obs i d i an f lakes . None of the Char l e s c u l t u r e 

components come close to h a v i n g s u c h a h i g h p r opo r t i on . There i s an 

obs id i an microblade medial f ragment also p r e s e n t and t h i s would be expected 

i n a Locarno Beach component. Two a b r a d e r s a n d one g r o u n d stone d i sc bead 

are also present . Bes ides the h i g h p r opo r t i on of q u a r t z and obs i d i an there i s 

l i t t l e of s t y l i s t i c s i gn i f i cance i n th i s component. Without the dates , one might 

a rgue tha t the component i s o lde r (if one be l ieved that q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths and 

obs id i an implements were common d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e ) . 

A b r i e f compar ison between B l i s s L a n d i n g and Deep Bay demonstrates 

the s im i l a r i t y between the a r t i f a c t assemblages. F o r example, a l t hough both 

assemblages are smal l , there i s a r e l a t i v e l y h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of q u a r t z 

implements, while obs id i an i s edso a common raw mater ia l . Bo th s i tes conta in 

ev idence of a microblade t echno logy i n c l u d i n g cores from B l i s s L a n d i n g . Each 



site has a s ing le example of an obs i d i an microblade. Ano the r s im i l a r i t y 

between the two components i s the near absence of g r o u n d stone objects . 

Bes ides the two a b r a d e r s a n d g r o u n d stone d i sc bead f rom Deep Bay there i s 

no g r o u n d stone. The reason for t h i s is not c lear . Bone p r e s e r va t i on was 

s l i g h t l y be t te r at B l i s s L a n d i n g , b u t o rgan i c a r t i f a c t s are minimal ly 

r ep r esen t ed , 

F a u n a l Remains 

The f auna l remains are neg l i g ib l e w i th un iden t i f i ed l and mammal, deer, 

seal , un iden t i f i ed duck and un iden t i f i ed b i r d p r e sen t i n minute quant i t i es . 

She l l was v i r t u a l l y absent f rom th i s component. 

The f auna l remains f o r Deep Bay a n d B l i s s L a n d i n g are somewhat s imi lar 

i n tha t there was minimal remains at e i ther s i te . B i r d bones are p r e sen t i n 

bo th components. F i s h remains are p r e s en t at B l i s s L a n d i n g b u t there is no 

mention of them at Deep Bay, One s im i l a r i t y i s tha t both s i tes conta ined 

ev idence for sea mammal remains a n d l and mammal remains. 

Fea tures 

As p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, one impor tant f ea ture was uncov e r ed i n 

Component 1, Th i s feature was located d i r e c t l y above a l l b u t s t e r i l e beach 

depos i ts . The c lay ' f l oor ' was two or three cent imetres t h i c k . I t was 

embedded w i th sca t t e r ed c h u n k s of cha rcoa l f rom wh i ch the c a rbon date was 

obta ined . It cou ld be a l i v i n g f loor a l though the on ly a r t i f a c t d i s cove red was 

the p r e v i o u s l y mentioned piece of q u a r t z debitage. There was no ev idence of 

postmolds o r o ther f ea tures and Monks states tha t the feature may be n a t u r a l 

i n o r i g i n a l though he fe lt a n o n - c u l t u r a l exp lanat ion was u n l i k e l y . 



The second a n d even more impor tant f ea ture d i s cove r ed i n Component 1 

was Buried 7. Th i s b u r i a l was impor tant because i t was used as p a r t of Owen 

Beatt ie 's Ph.D. d i s s e r t a t i on a n d at the time of Beat t ie ' s wo rk was thought to 

p r e -da t e Locarno Beach. When f i r s t ana l y zed i t was determined tha t there 

was no ev idence of head deformat ion, b u t Beatt ie (1980:308) r epo r t s lambdoida l 

head deformation present . Th i s was another po ten t i a l l y o ld example of head 

deformation. The b u r i a l was d i s cove r ed i n a c a i r n b u r i a l as we l l (a f eature 

that would pos s i b l y make i t s imi lar to Beat t ie ' s B u r i a l 3 at B l i s s Land ing ) . 

Th i s ske l e ton , a long w i th the two from B l i s s L a n d i n g , have been the major 

argument for head deformat ion d u r i n g p r e - L o c a r n o Beach times. Bu t , b u r i a l 7 

at Deep Bay is located i n n a t u r a l l a ye r P wh i ch l i es above the 2630 BP date. 

Th i s is a Locarno Beach aged b u r i a l ! Why t h i s d i s p a r i t y has not been 

p r e v i o u s l y noted i s u n k n o w n , bu t I t h i n k i t was due to the complex 

s t r a t i g r a p h y r e s u l t i n g i n l a ye r P l y i n g above T r a t h e r t h a n v i ce v e r sa . 

B u r i a l 7 can now take i t s r i g h t f u l p lace i n the Loca rno Beach phase. 

Conc lus ions 

Bes ides the a rguments a l r eady used c o n c e r n i n g the placement of B l i s s 

L a n d i n g in to the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type , I t h i n k tha t the s imi lar i t i es 

between Deep Bay a n d B l i s s L a n d i n g p u t f u r t h e r p r e s s u r e on p l a c ing B l i s s 

L a n d i n g in to the Locarno Beach phase. 

Deep Bay cou ld be though t of as a spec ia l i z ed l imi ted a c t i v i t y s i te 

da t ing to the Locarno Beach phase wh i ch is what Monks conc luded . The 

absence of a Char l es c u l t u r e a r t i f a c t assemblage, a l though there is a date, is 

an uncommon c i r cumstance . More o f ten, one has a component i n need of a 

date r a t h e r than a date i n need of a component. The o ldes t date at Deep Bay 



shou ld be k ep t i n mind , and pe rhaps a new set of rad io c a r b o n dates cou ld be 

r u n to see i f th i s o ld date s t i l l s t ands o r whe the r the Locarno Beach date i s 

o lder t h a n though t . Based on the in format ion ga the red c once rn ing Component 

1, there is no Char l e s component p r e s en t at Deep Bay. 

D i s cuss i on 

Th i s conc ludes my d i s c u s s i o n of po tent ia l cand ida tes for membership to 

the Char l e s c u l t u r e . The compi led ev idence does not add many new 

components to the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Component 1 at Marpole shows c losest 

a f f in i t y to the Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Type as does the E a r l y Component at 

B l i s s L a n d i n g . The P i t t R i v e r s i te has a Char l e s component but there are 

ques t ions c o n c e r n i n g the degree of mix ing between the ad jacent Char l e s a n d 

Locarno Beach components. There i s a Char l es component w i th a dated b u r i a l 

from Pender Cana l , bu t the a r t i f a c t assemblage i s small . The p r e l im ina ry 

r e s u l t s from sou th of the bo rde r i n the State of Washington sugges t some 

components date to the Char l e s c u l t u r e , bu t the r e i s too l i t t l e in format ion to 

make def in i te statements. The B lu f f t op component from Denman I s l and dates to 

the late Char l e s c u l t u r e . A n ea r l y Locarno Beach component may a lso be 

p resen t and mix ing w i th the Char l es component, a l t hough E l d r i d g e a rgues 

aga ins t t h i s po s s i b i l i t y . The Tsawwassen s i te d i d not have ex tens ive Char l es 

cu l tu r e depos i ts , b u t the dates are secure . The Duke Po in t s i te p r obab l y has 

a p r e - L o c a r n o Beach component, b u t the lump ing of the p r e - L o c a r n o w i t h the 

Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t s in to one a l l i n c l u s i v e assemblage makes i t d i f f i cu l t to 

determine the s im i l a r i t y of the Char l e s component to the o ther Char l e s 

components ( this is a s i tua t i on s imi lar to the one at P i t t R i v e r , a l t hough 



Patenaude d id separate the two c u l t u r e t ypes , she d id so r e l u c t a n t l y , a r g u i n g 

that the re was l i t t l e d i f ference between the two). Component 1 from Deep Bay 

can be p laced i n the Loca rno Beach phase. 

There may be o ther Char l es components wa i t ing to be d i s cove r ed , for 

example Smi th (1903) desc r ibes a component tha t may be long to the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e . 

In o ther words , of the nine components ana l y z ed , one ( B i r c h Bay) i s a 

quest ionab le Char l es component; f our (P i t t R i v e r , Pender Cana l , Denman I s l and 

and Duke Point ) have Char l e s components, b u t i n the case of Duke Po in t a n d 

P i t t R i v e r there i s also a Loca rno Beach component that may be mix ing w i th 

the ea r l i e r component. It may also be the case at Denman I s l and tha t there i s 

some mix ing of components; three s i t es (Marpole, B l i s s L a n d i n g a n d Deep Bay) 

show c loser a f f i n i t y to, and I wou ld a rgue , are r ep r esen ta t i v e of the Locarno 

Beach C u l t u r e Type . Of the n ine components , on l y P i t t R i v e r , Pende r Cana l 

and Tsawwassen have r e l a t i v e l y t r oub l e free Char l e s component. 

The Char l e s C u l t u r e 

Now tha t a l l three s u b - p h a s e s of the Char l es c u l t u r e have been 

d i s c u s s e d , the next step i n answe r ing my t h i r d r e s ea r ch ques t i on i s to 

s y n t h e s i s the r e l e van t data and add r e s s the ques t i on c o n c e r n i n g the 

f eas ib i l i t y of the Char l es c u l t u r e on a reg iona l l eve l . 

The Char l es components i n c l u d e d i n th i s d i s cuss i on are the fo l lowing : 

Crescen t Beach, Denman I s l and , Es i lao , Glenrose , Helen Po int , Maure r , Pende r 

Cana l , P i t t R i v e r , St . Mungo and Tsawwassen. These s i tes were se lected due 



to the completeness of t h e i r p u b l i s h e d data and the p r e v i o u s d i s cuss i on wh i ch 

s u p p o r t s the presence of Char l e s components i n these s i t es . 

Loca t ion 

Based on the data, the a r ea cove red b y the Char l e s c u l t u r e components 

i nc ludes the F r a s e r Canyon , t h r o u g h the F r a s e r Va l l ey , the Lower Ma in land , 

the Gul f I s l ands and Denman I s l and . Th i s i s a huge a r ea i n terms of d is tance . 

How much s im i l a r i t y can one ant i c ipa te on th i s r eg i ona l scale? 

E t h n o g r a p h i c A f fHiat ion 

A l t h o u g h not p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, a l l the s i tes w i t h Char l e s components 

are located i n Coast Sa l i sh t e r r i t o r y a n d a l l bu t two s i tes a re located w i t h i n 

the Cen t r a l Coast Cu l tu r e S a l i s h r eg i on . The Denman I s l and b lu f f top 

component i s located i n the Pen t l a t ch c u l t u r e a r ea w h i c h , a c c o r d i n g to 

Kennedy and B o u c h a r d (1990:441-452), be longs to the N o r t h e r n Coast Sa l i sh 

r eg i on . The B l i s s L a n d i n g s i te i s a lso located i n the N o r t h e r n Coast Sa l i sh 

reg ion (Kennedy and B o u c h a r d 1990:441-452), w h i c h s h a r e d i t s s o u t h e r n bo rde r 

w i th the Cen t r a l Coast S a l i s h language g roups . L i n g u i s t i c ev idence s u c h as 

p resented b y Sut t l e s (1987) and K inkade (1989) sugges t s a coasta l o r i g i n for 

the Sa l i shan speakers who t h e n moved in to the In t e r i o r . Based o n t h i s 

argument , there would be a g rea t deal of s im i l a r i t y between the N o r t h e r n 

Coast Sa l i sh and C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh reg ions d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e , more 

s im i l a r i t y than tha t between e i the r of the coasta l g r oups and the In t e r i o r 

Sa l i sh g roup . There are s e v e r a l d i f f e rent Coast Sa l i sh l anguages r ep r e sen t ed 

i n the data. There is d i v e r s i t y on the i n d i v i d u a l l eve l , bu t on the genera l 

l eve l , a l l the s i tes are i n an a rea of h i s t o r i c c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y . 



Excavation Procedures 

A l l the s i tes r ep r e s en t ed i n th i s g roup were excavated u n d e r con t ro l l ed 

s i tua t i ons but tha t i s where the s im i l a r i t y ends . A d i v e r s i t y of excavat ion 

t echn iques were p u r s u e d based on d i f f e ren t theoret iced pe r spec t i v e s and 

r e s e a r c h ques t ions . 

Chronology 

TABLE 4.1 

Site Name 

Crescent Beach 

Charles Components Radio Carbon Dates Summarized 

Uncorrected Dates (Before Present) 

Denman Island 

Esileu) 

Glenrose 

Helen Point 

Maurer 

Pender Canal 

Pitt River 

St. Mungo 

Tsawwassen 

4440180 ( S F U 795) 
3710±80(WSU 4244) 

35001100 (RIDDL 576) BP 

54901500 (M 1547) 
44201160 (M 1544) 

4240+110 (GaK 4648) 
32801105 (GaK 4863) 

5420+230 (GaK 4938) 
3950+260 (WSU 1191) 

47801340 (GaK 4927) 
42401110 (GaK 4922) 

5170+220 (RIDDL 100) 
4430+170 
43201150 (RIDDL 105) 

4270+80 (GaK 4925) 
3590+85 (WSU 4245) 

4880+180 (M 1546) 
37901130 (GSC 456) 

41851105 (S 788) 

3980+130 (GaK 3201) 

47201380 (GaK 4923) 
38601110 (GaK 4926) 

45801550 
4320+220 (RIDDL 96) 

4390+110 (WSU 2468) is the o ldes t date w i t h two 
dates to 3300 

U n i t A:4000-4300 B:4090-4400 
D:4480 (WSU 2857) (See also Table 2.1) 

41201120 (Beta-38357) 
3800+60 (Beta-38354) 
3500160 (Beta-39228) 

3880+50 (Beta-38353) 
3680180 (Beta-38356) 



The Char l e s c u l t u r e encompasses the o v e r a l l time pe r i od of 5500 to 3300 

BP. Th i s time s p a n i s based on unco r r e c t ed dates and does not take in to 

account the degree of u n c e r t a i n t y assoc ia ted w i t h the dates . With the c a r b o n 

dates ga thered together , I am s t r u c k b y the o ldes t date from Es i lao (5490 BP ) . 

Compared to the o the r dates, I would a r gue tha t t h i s date shou ld be 

abandoned due to the h i g h degree of u n c e r t a i n t y . I g n o r i n g tha t date does 

l i t t l e to change the b e g inn ing date of the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

The end ing of the Char l es c u l t u r e and the b e g i n n i n g of the Locarno 

Beach phase i s sometime a r o u n d 3500 to 3300 BP . 

Compar ing and c o n t r a s t i n g the three s u b - g r o u p s leaves one wonde r ing 

where the Char l e s c u l t u r e f i r s t o r i g ina t ed . The o ldest dates are i n the F r a s e r 

Canyon o r the Gul f I s l ands . The Main land i s s u r r o u n d e d b y o lde r Char l es 

c u l t u r e dates yet shows no ev idence of the Char l e s c u l t u r e u n t i l approx imate ly 

4500 BP , at least 500 years la ter t han i n the F r a s e r Canyon and the Gul f 

I s lands . A p u z z l i n g s i tua t i on tha t cannot be exp la ined w i t h the c u r r e n t data , 

bu t f u t u r e r e s ea r ch w i l l r econc i l e t h i s q u a n d a r y . 

Artifact Assemblage 

Ar t i f a c t s have been the focal po in t of t h i s thes i s . The three s u b - p h a s e s 

(St. Mungo, Mayne a n d Eayem) of the Char l e s c u l t u r e have been d i s c u s s e d 

separate ly i n Chap te r s Two and F o u r . More spec i f i c d i f f e rences between the 

phases have been p resen ted ; t h i s d i s c u s s i o n focuses on s imi la r i t i es tha t may 

or may not ind icate a r e g i ona l c u l t u r a l phase . 



Cores and Bipolar Implements 

Cores are common ob jec ts i n the Char l es c u l t u r e . More impor tan t l y , 

b ipo la r t echno logy i s also p resent , a l t hough i n v a r y i n g p ropo r t i ons , 

t h r o u g h o u t the r eg i on . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Implements 

Th i s genera l ca tegory is common at most s i tes . Pebble tools comprise 

the l a r ges t po r t i on of t h i s ca tegory . While the re are v a r i ous s u b - t y p e s , the 

o ve ra l l p r opo r t i ons of pebble tools decreases f rom the ea r l i e r pe r i ods . 

Unshaped Chipped Stone Flake Tools 

In most cases th i s g r o u p of ob jec ts i s the most common genera l a r t i f a c t 

t ype p r esen t t h r o u g h o u t the r eg i on d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . Wi th in the 

s u b - c a t e g o r y of Retouched F lake Tools , q u a r t z micro l i ths are a content ious 

a r t i f a c t t ype i n the Char l e s c u l t u r e . Two St . Mungo components . C rescen t 

Beach and P i t t R i v e r , conta ined q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths , b u t on l y P i t t R i v e r had a 

not iceable number of q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths (41). A p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for th i s 

h i g h number of q u a r t z mic ro l i ths may be the mix ing of the Char l e s component 

w i th the Loca rno Beach component also p r e sen t at P i t t R i v e r . Quar t z 

mic ro l i ths are p r e s en t i n the Mayne phase component at Helen Po int . The 

Eayem component at Es i lao , also has q u a r t z micro l i ths a l though concre te 

numbers are not g i v en . I n genera l , q u a r t z mic ro l i ths may or may not be 

p r e sen t i n a Char l e s component, bu t t h e y are not p r e s en t i n the h i g h 

p ropo r t i ons f ound d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase . 

Shaped Chipped Stone Tools 

Shaped c h i p p e d stone tools are not as common as unshaped ch i pped 

stone implements i m p l y i n g an emphasis on the expedient manufacture of tools. 

There i s minimal ev idence of a p r e p a r e d blade technology . On ly the Maure r 



si te mentions p r e p a r e d blade cores (a l though the re are no d iagrams o r 

pho tog raphs of these cores ) . There i s minimal ev idence of b lades from any of 

the Char l e s components. As w i t h q u a r t z m ic ro l i ths , a p r e p a r e d blade 

techno logy i s more commonly assoc ia ted w i th the Locarno Beach phase. 

Shaped bi faces i n the r eg i on share s t y l e s s u c h as l ea f - shaped and shou lde red . 

Without examining a l l of the bi faces toge ther , i t i s d i f f i cu l t to say whether 

there are s t y l i s t i c d i f f e rences i n each of the three s u b - p h a s e s . Bi faces are 

somewhat large i n compar ison to bi faces from Locarno Beach a n d la te r 

components. 

G r o u n d Stone Implements 

G r o u n d stone ( i n c lud ing c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone) are not common 

a r t i f a c t s d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . These implements are a l toge ther absent 

at the Maure r s i te . A l l o the r Char l e s c u l t u r e components have some ev idence 

of g r o u n d stone a r t i f ac t s p resen t . A c c o r d i n g to the data ga thered so far , 

g r o u n d stone ob jec ts do not make up more t h a n 10% of the to ta l a r t i f a c t 

assemblage for a Char l es c u l t u r e component. Th i s p r o p o r t i o n inc reases 

dramat i ca l l y d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase. Pecked a n d g r o u n d stone 

implements are a l l bu t absent d u r i n g the Char l e s c u l t u r e . There i s some 

debate c once rn ing the presence of Gu l f I s land complex ob jec ts ( i n c l u d i n g 

labre ts ) d u r i n g the Char l es c u l t u r e . They are de f ined as be ing p a r t of the 

Char l es components at Helen Po int and P i t t R i v e r . A t bo th s i tes Locarno 

Beach phase components are p r e sen t so there may be some mix ing of 

components. Non -a r t i f a c tua l da ta from Pender Cana l and Tsawwassen may 

ind ica te the presence of l abre t s i n the Char l es cu l tu r e . Th i s ev idence w i l l be 

f u r t h e r d i s cussed i n the f ea tures sect ion. 



Bone and Antler Implements 

Organ ic implements have v a r y i n g p r e s e r va t i on success i n Char l es 

components. There is g rea t d i v e r s i t y i n the t ype s of implements manufac tured 

from bone and an t l e r , bu t as w i th the stone ob jec ts , the r e is a n emphasis on 

exped ient ob jects . N o n - u t i l i t a r i a n ob jec ts are uncommon a n d minimal ly 

decorated a l though there are except ions s u c h as the Glenrose " l i t t l e man" 

an t l e r haft . Of those s t y l i s t i c implements p r e sen t l i t t l e can be sa id about 

reg iona l s imi lar i t i es due to the lack of o rgan i c p r e s e r v a t i o n in the Canyon . 

Shell Implements 

S h e l l ob jects are ne v e r common bu t t h e y are p r e s en t w i th the 

approp r i a t e p r e s e r va t i on . 

Raw Mater ia ls 

Basal t is the most impor tant raw mater ia l fo r non -o r gan i c a r t i f a c t s . 

S u c h exotic mater ia ls as o b s i d i a n are occas iona l l y p r esen t , b u t neve r common. 

Quartz i te and ch e r t are f a i r l y common raw mater ia ls , b u t neve r as p l en t i fu l as 

basal t . In o rgan i c mater ia ls mammal bone is b y f a r the most common raw 

mater ia l , w i th an t l e r a d i s t an t second. 

Faunal Remains 

Throughou t the r eg i on encompass ing the Char l es c u l t u r e , f auna l remains 

po in t to a mixed economy w i t h both l and and sea r e sources u t i l i z ed . 

Spec ia l i za t ion i n salmon has not yet begun , bu t i t i s a r e source explo i ted to 

some extent. La rge l and mammals a re s t i l l an impor tant food source (and 

source of raw mater ia l for a r t i f a c t s ) , bu t sea mammals inc rease i n importance 

t h r o u g h o u t the Char l es c u l t u r e . Spec ia l i z ed procurement ac t i v i t i e s are p resen t 



i n the f auna l remains from s i tes s u c h as Crescen t Beach, Denman I s l and and 

St . Mungo. 

Fea tures 

There are i n t r i g u i n g f ea tures p r e sen t i n c l u d i n g c l a y - l i n e d features (at 

Crescen t Beach, St . Mungo a n d Helen Po int ) , poss ib le root r oas t ing p i t s (at 

P i t t R i ve r ) and r o ck s lab f ea tures (at Helen Po int ) . The most impor tant 

f ea tures p resen t are the house f ea tures f ound at Maure r and Hatz ic . It w i l l 

be i n t e r e s t i n g to see how these two features compare to one another . 

A l t h o u g h none of the o ther s i tes y i e lded s imi lar f ea tures , many s i tes y i e lded 

' l i v i n g f l oo rs ' w i t h ev idence of ex tens ive occupat i on . Hear ths are p r e s en t at 

a l l s i tes and postmolds are almost as common. La rge - s ca l e f ea tures (except for 

Maure r and Hatzic ) are absent i n d i c a t i n g a lack of the la rge p lank houses 

assoc ia ted w i th the e thnog raph i c C e n t r a l Coast Sa l i sh . 

Well p r e s e r v e d and complete ske l e ta l remains are not common, b u t are 

p r e s en t i n f i ve of 10 s i tes (Crescent Beach, G lenrose , Helen Po int , Pende r 

Canal and Tsawwassen) . F rom Pender comes a ske le ton dated at 5170±220 B P 

(RIDDL 100). Th i s i s the o ldest dated Char l e s c u l t u r e b u r i a l and more 

impor tan t l y , there i s ev idence of l ab re t wear on the mandible . Th i s i n d i r e c t 

ev idence of l ab re t wear, a long w i th the l ab re t s from Helen Po int ind ica te tha t 

l abre t s were not necessa r i l y f i r s t used d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase. 

F u r t h e r s u p p o r t of t h i s hypo thes i s i s p r o v i d e d b y the two ske le tons from 

Tsawwassen w i th some l ab re t wear ind i ca t ed on both (a l though one b u r i a l has 

minimal ev idence and the o ther b u r i a l i s v e r y close to the Char l e s/Locarno 

Beach t r ans i t i ona l per iod ) . Grave goods are u s u a l l y absent from b u r i a l s w i th 

the except ion of the two Tsawwassen b u r i a l s l i t e r a l l y b u r i e d i n g r o u n d stone 



and she l l beads. There is no ev idence of head deformation. The ske l e ta l 

ev idence sugges t s that Char l es c u l t u r e soc ie ty was o rgan i z ed a long ega l i t a r i an 

p r i n c i p l e s . L ab r e t wear on three b u r i a l s i s an i n t e r e s t i n g o c cu r r ence , bu t i s 

not yet unequ i voca l proo f of a r a n k e d soc ie ty espec ia l l y when c o n s i d e r i n g two 

of the th ree b u r i a l s are midd le -aged adu l t s a n d o c c u r on on l y three out of a 

poss ib le 23 dated Char l e s c u l t u r e b u r i a l s . 

Conc lus i ons 

The ev idence ga thered from the 10 s i tes show genera l s imi lar i t i es on a 

r eg i ona l scale. From what i s so f a r k n o w n , the r e are ind i ca t i ons tha t on a 

r eg i ona l l eve l , many s i tes share s imi lar i t i es i n a r t i f a c tua l and n o n - a r t i f a c t u a l 

data. There are also many d i ss im i la r i t i e s between s i tes i n the same s u b -

phases (for example Glenrose , St. Mungo and Crescen t Beach) and between the 

sub -phase s (St. Mungo, Mayne and Eayem). A t t h i s po int i n the ana l y s i s the 

p lac ing of C rescen t Beach w i th St . Mungo a n d Glenrose i n the St . Mungo phase 

cannot be p r o p e r l y answered , bu t i t sha res more s imi la r i t i es w i t h them 

compared to the o ther Char l es components d i s c us s e d i n Chap te r Four . To 

expect no d i s s im i l a r i t y at the r eg i ona l l e ve l i s un r ea l i s t i c . C o n s i d e r i n g the 

a rea cove red and the number of s i tes i n v o l v e d , the number of s imi lar i t i es 

p r esen t i s encourag ing and r equ i r e s f u r t h e r s t u d y . 

There is l i t t l e sugges t i on on the r eg i ona l scale for the ex istence of a 

r a n k e d , non-ega l i t a r i an soc iety . The ear l i e s t ev idence f o r s u c h a soc ie ty 

manifests i t se l f d u r i n g the Locarno Beach phase . 

As p a r t of the ongo ing compar ison of the Char l es c u l t u r e and the 

Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Types , I amassed the data p r esen t ed i n Table 4.2. 



Table 4.2 Charles and Locarno Beach Artifact Frequencies 

ARTIFACT SITES 
TYPES A B C D E F G H I J K L 

PCHU 16 40 16 16 12 1 16 8 4 0 0 2 
CSP 11 5 3 14 8 2 0 13 1 0 0 2 
QCML 0 0 0 1 11 28 11 0 4 1 1 0 
MCBL 1 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 30 0 1 3 
CGSO 0 0 0 1 2 10 13 17 10 8 0 41 
GSK 0 7 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 14 1 16 
NFGP 2 0 1 0 0 3 6 6 12 15 6 5 
FGSP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 12 6 0 
ADZE 0 1 0 0 1 7 0 2 1 1 3 3 
GIC 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 12 12 3 2 0 
LAB 0 0 0 0 4 9 2 1 2 2 0 0 
NS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 16 0 2 0 
PBP 13 11 13 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 
TREND 8 6 8 2 0 2 0 1 2 3 2 1 
BBD 0 7 2 4 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 
WHST 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 
MAWL 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 
NDL 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 
BWED 1 15 1 0 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 0 
UBFPH 3 1 4 2 0 1 13 1 0 4 0 0 
BBFPH 1 1 2 0 0 0 9 0 0 1 0 1 
PUN 7 17 4 1 0 2 0 8 0 0 0 0 
WEDG 32 102 27 1 4 5 8 8 0 0 1 0 
SAB 0 8 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 

Site Names Key and References for Data 
A. Glenrose St . Mungo Component (Matson 1976) 
B. St . Mungo St . Mungo Component (Boehm 1973, Ca l v e r t 1970) 
C. St . Mungo St . Mungo Component (Ham et aL 1986) 
D. C rescen t Beach Char l e s Component (Pe rcy 1974, Matson et a l . 1990, 1991 and 

P ra t t et aL 1991) 
E. C r escen t Beach Locarno Beach Component (See Above) 
F. C r escen t Beach Locarno Beach Component (Trace 1981) 
G. Helen Po int Mayne Component (Car lson 1970, 1975) 
H. Montague Harbour Locarno Beach Component (Mi tche l l 1968, 1971) 
I. Georgeson Bay Locarno Beach Component (Hagger ty and Sendey 1976) 
J . Loca rno Beach Locarno Beach Component (P ra t t et a l . 1991) 
K. Whalen Farm Locarno Beach Component (Matson et a l . 1991, Thom 1992) 
L. Marpole Locarno Beach? Component (Bur l ey 1979) 



Table 4.2 (cont inued) Cha r l e s a n d Loca rno Beach A r t i f a c t F r equenc i e s 

A r t i f a c t Types 

CHIPPED STONE 
BP=Bipolar Implement 
PCHU=Cobble Tools 
CSP=Cortex S p a l l 
QCML=Quartz M i c r o l i t h 
MCBL=Microblade 
CGSO=Chipped and Ground Stone Object 

GROUND STONE 
GSK=Ground Stone Kni fe 
NFGP=Non-Facetted G r o u n d Stone Po in t 
FGSP=Facetted G round Stone Po in t 
GSDB=Ground Stone Disc Bead 
ADZE=Adze 
GIC=Gulf I s l and complex 
LAB=Labret 

PECKED AND GROUND STONE 
NS=Net S i n k e r 

BONE AND ANTLER 
PBP=Per forated Bone Pendant 
TPND=Tooth Pendant 
BBD=Bone Bead 
WHST=Whistle 
MAWL=Mawl 
NDL=Needle 
BWED=Bone Wedge 
UBFPH=Uni la te ra l l y Barbed F ixed Po int o r Harpoon 
BBFPH=Bi la tera l l y Ba rbed F ixed Po int o r Harpoon 
PUN=Punch 
WEDG=Wedge 

S H E L L 
SHB=Shel l Bead 
SAB=Shel l Adze Blade 



The data was ca l cu la ted for 24 a r t i f a c t t ypes a n d 12 components from both 

Char l es and Locarno Beach C u l t u r e Types a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

With th i s in format ion se lected a n d so r t ed , I c l u s t e r e d the data u s i n g the 

SYSTAT s ta t i s t i ca l package (Wi lk inson 1991). Th i s t ype of app l i ca t i on te l l s one 

whe ther o r not there are s imi la r i t i es i n the data based on mathematical 

t echn iques (for more in format ion see Shennen 1988 or Matson and T rue 1974). 

The c l u s t e r d iagram v i s u a l l y p r esen t s the s im i l a r i t y between the data based on 

the in format ion supp l i ed . Th i s c l u s t e r d iagram is p r e sen t ed i n F i g u r e 4.1. I 

d i d a s imi lar exerc ise i n a pape r (Pra t t 1989b) i n w h i c h I d i d a c l u s t e r 

ana l ys i s of Char l es and Locarno Beach components based on presence/absence 

data. Th i s time I used c o u n t i n g data i n o rde r to ach ieve more accura te 

r e su l t s . Un fo r tuna t e l y , I was not able to use data from any of the Eayem 

components due to the lack of p r e s e r va t i on . I used data from components 

w i th o rgan i c and ino r gan i c a r t i f a c t s . Th i s c l u s t e r was compiled u s i n g a c i t y 

block data matr ix , euc l idean d is tance and f a r thes t ne i ghbour . 

The St. Mungo components c l u s t e r toge ther wel l w i t h the Char l es 

component from Crescen t Beach the l as t component to l i n k up . I n t e r e s t i ng l y , 

the Glenrose and St . Mungo component excavated by Ham are more c lose ly 

l i n k e d than the two components from St . Mungo. Th i s can be exp la ined . F o r 

th i s thes i s , both Glenrose and Ham's St . Mungo component were r e - a n a l y z e d 

and were done so u s i n g a t ypo l ogy d i f f e rent from the one used b y Boehm to 

analyze her St . Mungo component. Th i s C l u s t e r One has c e r t a in 

cha rac t e r i s t i c s . These f our components have the most c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t s , 

l i t t le g r o u n d stone and some v a r i a t i o n i n the t ypes of bone and an t l e r 

a r t i f ac t s present . C r escen t Beach has the lowest number of bone and an t l e r 
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implements. C l u s t e r One impl ies that the ea r l y component at Crescen t Beach 

be longs w i th the o ther St . Mungo components. 

C l u s t e r Two i s cha rac t e r i z ed b y a l e sse r number of ch i pped stone 

a r t i f ac t s (compared to C l u s t e r One), a h i g h e r number of q u a r t z c r y s t a l 

m ic ro l i ths (except for Montague Ha rbou r wh i ch has none), more c h i p p e d and 

g r o u n d stone ob jec ts , more g rounds tone , as we l l as more pecked and g r o u n d 

stone implements. Helen Po in t has the h i ghes t number of un i l a t e r a l and 

b i l a t e ra l l y ba rbed f ixed po in ts/harpoons whi le the o ther three components i n 

th i s C l u s t e r Two have e i the r zero o r one ( in C l u s t e r One, a l l components have 

a minimum number of two present ) . Helen Po in t and Montague H a r b o u r have 

s l i g h t l y more an t l e r a r t i f a c t s t han the Crescen t Beach components, bu t i n 

genera l . C lus t e r Two has less bone a n d an t l e r a r t i f ac t s t h a n C l u s t e r One. 

Based on the in format ion from th i s c l u s t e r d iagram, Helen Po int has more i n 

common w i th Locarno Beach components than i t does w i t h St . Mungo 

components. Th i s s u p p o r t s the not ion tha t the o r i g i n a l l y de f ined Mayne phase 

inc ludes a large mixture of Loca rno Beach mater ia l . 

C l u s t e r Three has the lowest number of c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t s , a h i g h 

number of c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone ob jec ts , q u a r t z c r y s t a l m ic ro l i ths less 

common than C l u s t e r Two a n d the most g r o u n d stone a r t i f a c t s . Georgeson Bay 

has s eve ra l pecked and g r o u n d stone implements, bu t the o ther th r ee 

components have a lower number . C l u s t e r Three has the lowest number of 

un i l a t e r a l and b i l a t e ra l po in ts/harpoons . A n t l e r a r t i f a c t s are almost complete ly 

gone! Note that the two Locarno Beach components excavated by B o r d e n l i n k 

together i n C l u s t e r Three . Is i t poss ib le tha t the c l u s t e r i n g of the two 

Locarno Beach components excavated b y B o r d e n r e s u l t s from a d i f f e rence i n 

excavat ion p rocedures? Both components were excavated p r i o r to the s ix t ies 



when the re was a focus on ob ta in ing a r t i f a c t s r a t h e r than o ther data. 

P e rhaps . F u r t h e r s u p p o r t for t h i s i dea can be f ound i n Thom (1992) and h i s 

work w i th the Whalen Farm a r t i f a c t assemblage. The a r t i f a c t assemblage that i s 

the most d i f f e rent i s the one from Marpole and there i s l i t t l e doubt tha t t h i s 

i s due to the h i g h degree of u n c e r t a i n t y c o n c e r n i n g the a c tua l ex is tence of 

th i s e a r l y component, neve r the l e ss , i t does share more s imi lar i t i es w i t h the 

o ther Locarno Beach components t h a n i t does w i t h the Char l es components. 

When I f i r s t c l u s t e r ed Char l e s and Locarno Beach data i n my 1989 

paper , there had been some sugges t i on i n the da ta tha t there was some 

va r i a t i on r ep resen t ed due to a Ma in land/ Is land d i f f e rent ia t ion . Th i s i s not the 

case i n th i s ana l y s i s . 

The next stage of the r eg i ona l ana l y s i s took the in format ion used for 

the c l u s t e r i n g d iagram a n d app l i ed ano ther s t a t i s t i ca l t e chn ique known as MDS 

(Mult i Dimensional Sca l ing ) . F i g u r e 4.2 d i sp l ays the r e s u l t s . These r e su l t s 

are i n bas ic agreement w i th the c l u s t e r ana l y s i s . 

M.D.S. shows the s imi lar i t i es o r d i f f e rences amongst a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

Th i s s ca l ing was ca l cu la ted u s i n g a c i t y - b l o c k d is tance matr ix (which sums the 

abso lute d i f f e rences r a t h e r t han the s qua r ed d i f f e rences between the po ints 

for each va r i ab l e , making the r e s u l t s more r o b u s t [Shennen 1988:201]). 

The f our St . Mungo components and the Char l es component from 

Crescen t Beach are v e r y close to each o ther w i t h a not iceable gap between 

themselves and the o ther components. Once aga in , Helen Po in t i s more c lose ly 

re la ted to the Locarno Beach components than the Char l es components. 

Dimension One and Two exp la in 58.4% of the va r i ance p r esen t i n the data 

and I wou ld sugges t tha t time i s r ep r e sen t ed b y Dimension One w i t h the o lde r 
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St. Mungo components at the top and the y ounge r Locarno Beach components 

at the bottom. Dimension Two cou ld be r e f l e c t ing the increase i n the presence 

of g r o u n d stone implements as we l l as the decrease of c h i p p e d stone and 

o rgan i c a r t i f a c t s from the Char l e s to the Loca rno Beach phase. 

I n c l o s ing , the c l u s t e r ana l y s i s and M.D.S. d i d not negate the i n c l u s i o n 

of the Char l es component at C rescen t Beach w i t h the St . Mungo components at 

Glenrose a n d St . Mungo. In fact , these f our components were the most t i g h t l y 

c l u s t e r ed of a l l 12 components present . F u r t h e r m o r e , the separa t i on of the St . 

Mungo components from the Helen Po int Mayne Component a n d o ther Locarno 

Beach components i s not d i spu t ed . E v e n t u a l l y , Eayem phase components w i l l 

have to be added to allow for a fu l l e r ana l y s i s of the Char l es C u l t u r e on a 

reg iona l l eve l . Th i s f i na l compar ison of Char l e s and Loca rno Beach a r t i f a c t 

assemblages po in ts to the h i g h degree of s im i l a r i t y f ound i n the Helen Po in t 

Mayne phase assemblage compared to o ther Loca rno Beach components. Th i s 

s im i l a r i t y has now been shown b y bo th a r t i f a c tua l and s t a t i s t i ca l means. 

Th i s ana l y s i s s u p p o r t s the d i s t i n c t i v eness of the Char l es components 

from Glenrose , St . Mungo a n d Crescen t Beach. It a lso s u p p o r t s the ques t ions 

ra i s ed c once rn ing the u n c e r t a i n na ture of the Mayne phase , as c u r r e n t l y 

known. 



CHAPTER F I V E 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Th i s thes is posed three r e s e a r c h quest ions that were separa te l y 

examined i n Chap te r s Two, Three and Four . There were v a r y i n g degrees of 

success i n answer ing the r e s e a r c h ques t ions . 

Research Quest ion One focused on the degree of c u l t u r a l v a r i a b i l i t y 

p r e s en t i n three a r t i f a c t assemblages be long ing to the r eg i ona l Char l e s 

c u l t u r e . These three a r t i f a c t s assemblages were r e cove r ed from the Glenrose 

C a n n e r y , St . Mungo Canne r y a n d Crescen t Beach s i tes . It was es tab l i shed 

that s i te func t i on and o ther n o n - c u l t u r a l va r i ab l e s were r e l a t i v e l y cons tant , 

there fore a l lowing a deta i led ana l y s i s of the three a r t i f a c t assemblages v i s - a 

v i s each other . 

A hypo thes i s was p roposed tha t the degree of v a r i a b i l i t y was minimal 

amongst the a r t i f a c t assemblages from Glenrose , St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach. 

Th is impl ied that a s imi lar c u l t u r a l t r a d i t i o n was p r esen t at a l l th ree s i tes at 

approx imate ly the same time i n p r e h i s t o r y . In o r d e r to e i the r accept o r re j ec t 

th i s hypo thes i s i t was necessary to d i s cuss the St . Mungo and Mayne phases 

because i t had been p r e v i o u s l y sugges t ed tha t the three components used to 

add r ess th i s hypo thes i s were from two d i f f e rent c u l t u r a l t r ad i t i ons . Two 

components (Glenrose and St . Mungo) are the t ypes i t e s of the St . Mungo 

phase, whi le the Crescen t Beach component was s ta ted b y P e r c y (1974) as 

be long ing to the Mayne phase. Important d i f f e rences (and s imi lar i t i es ) 

between the St. Mungo and Mayne phases were d i s cuss ed . 



The second aspect of my f i r s t r e s e a r c h ques t i on focused on a detai led 

ana l y s i s of a r t i f a c tua l da ta from the three s i tes . Th i s ana l ys i s was succe s s fu l 

i n s e ve ra l ways. F i r s t l y , i t p r o v e d tha t one cou ld take a r t i f a c tua l data from 

seve ra l s i tes and use the in format ion to c onduc t a t h o r o u g h compar ison. 

Second ly , i t was poss ib le to c o n s t r u c t an a r t i f a c t t ypo l ogy capable of 

s epa ra t ing a r t i f a c t t echno logy from func t i on . 

The data s u p p o r t s the Hypo thes i s Number One. There i s minimal 

ind i ca t i on of c u l t u r a l d i f f e rences between the three a r t i f a c t assemblages. 

While there i s minimal v a r i a t i o n between the a r t i f a c t assemblages, the l a rges t 

d i f f e rences appeared between Glenrose and St . Mungo compared to Crescen t 

Beach. 

A r t i f a c t u a l data shows a h i g h degree of s im i l a r i t y between the three 

a r t i f ac t assemblages, bu t C rescen t Beach has a l ess d i v e r s e a r t i f a c t assemblage 

and a h i ghe r p r o p o r t i o n of exped ient c h i p p e d stone tools when compared to 

Glenrose and St . Mungo. C rescen t Beach also l a c k s some of the s t y l i s t i c 

a r t i f a c t t ypes commonly assoc ia ted w i th St . Mungo components (decorated and 

inc i s ed g r o u n d stone tab le ts a n d g r u b e f f ig ies ) . The h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of 

g r o u n d stone d i sc beads a n d sp l i t r i b awls p r e s en t at Crescen t Beach is also 

un i que amongst the three s i te components. 

While there are some d i f f e rences between Glenrose , St . Mungo and 

Crescen t Beach, there are also p r e v i o u s l y u n d i s c o v e r e d d i f f e rences between 

Glenrose and St . Mungo. The b i gges t d i f ference is i n the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of 

bone a r t i f ac t s p r e s en t at St . Mungo, v e r s u s the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of ch i pped 

stone a r t i f ac t s p r e sen t at Glenrose. One so lu t i on to t h i s d i s p a r i t y i s 

d i f f e rent ia l p r e s e r va t i on w h i c h was sugges ted to me b y R.G. Matson who s tated 



that poor o rgan i c p r e s e r v a t i o n was p r esen t i n some of the St . Mungo aged 

excavat ion deposi t from Glenrose (R.G, Matson pe r sona l communicat ion 1991). 

While t h i s thes i s focused on a r t i f a c tua l data , non -a r t i f a c tua l data was 

also i n c l u d e d to p rov i de in format ion tha t e i the r s u p p o r t e d o r negated the 

f i nd ing s from the a r t i f a c tua l data. F a u n a l remains revea led a h i g h degree of 

s im i l a r i t y between the three s i tes i n tha t marine r e sources were more 

impor tant t h a n l and r esources . Fea ture data po in ted to a lack of permanent 

s t r u c t u r a l remains and a v a r i e t y of h ea r th shapes . 

A n a l t e rna t i v e answer to my f i r s t r e s e a r c h ques t i on would po in t to the 

d i f f e rences p r esen t between Crescen t Beach a n d Glenrose/St , Mungo a r g u i n g 

that these d i f f e rences are too great to allow Crescen t Beach admit tance to the 

St. Mungo phase. I do not t h i n k that t h i s a l t e rna t i ve exp lanat ion cou ld be 

used to to a rgue tha t Crescen t Beach i s a member of the Mayne phase because 

there i s l i t t l e s im i l a r i t y between Crescen t Beach and the Mayne component 

from the Helen Po int s i te . Ins tead , one might be able to a r gue that Crescen t 

Beach i s an example of a p r e v i o u s l y u n d i s c o v e r e d c u l t u r a l phase, I a rgue 

that for t h i s a l t e rna t i v e answer to be t r u e , one would need more in format ion 

than i s c u r r e n t l y ava i lab le . 

Research Quest ion Two exp lored the r e l a t i onsh ip between the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e and the fo l lowing Locarno Beach c u l t u r a l phase. Th i s was done 

t h r o u g h examination of Components One and Two from the Crescen t Beach s i te , 

Non -a r t i f a c tua l da ta was i n t r o d u c e d and d i s c us s e d i n o r d e r to determine the 

s im i l a r i t y of site func t i on d u r i n g the two c u l t u r a l phases. 

Hypo thes i s Number Two s tated that there was minimal i nd i ca t i on of 

change between the Char les and Locarno Beach cu l tu r e t ypes r ep r e sen t ed b y 

the two components from Crescen t Beach, Th i s impl ied tha t there was g r a d u a l 



i n s i t u evo lu t i on i n the F r a s e r Delta cu lm ina t ing i n the e thnog raph i c pa t t e rn 

of the Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh . 

The data s u p p o r t s Hypo thes i s Number Two. There are minimal 

d i f f e rences ind i ca t ed between the two components and t h e i r r espec t i v e c u l t u r a l 

t r ad i t i ons . The h i g h degree of s im i l a r i t y was somewhat d i s c once r t i n g for i t 

was though t there would be g rea te r va r i ance between two c u l t u r a l t r ad i t i ons 

de f ined as d i f f e rent based on the presence of a r t i f a c tua l and non -a r t i f a c tua l 

d i s s im i l a r i t y . 

To f u r t h e r c l a r i f y matters , the Loca rno Beach components f rom the 

Crescen t Beach a n d Locarno Beach s i tes were compared. Th i s d i d not 

e luc idate the problems encounte red between the Char l es and Locarno Beach 

components at Crescen t Beach. S im i l a r i t y was demonstrated between the two 

Locarno Beach component a r t i f a c t assemblages, bu t i t was much less than tha t 

demonstrated for the three Char l e s components. Aga in , t h i s r e s u l t was not 

expected. In th i s case, I a r g u e d tha t a p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for the 

d i s s im i l a r i t y cou ld be the r e s u l t of v e r y d i f f e rent f i e ld t e chn iques at the 

Locarno Beach site wh i ch was excavated 43 y ea r s ago a n d neve r f u l l y 

p u b l i s h e d . The non -a r t i f a c tua l in format ion ava i lab le was minimal and va r i ab l e 

d i f f e rences s u c h as site func t i on cou ld not be exp lored bu t are assumed to 

have some effect on the pe r c e i v ed d i f f e rences apparen t i n the a r t i f a c t 

assemblages. Fo r example, Ste i f e l ' s f auna l ana l y s i s of the Loca rno Beach site 

sugges t s a s im i l a r i t y i n r esource u t i l i z a t i on , bu t a seasonal occupat i on that 

lasted from late w in te r t h r o u g h to summer. Seasonal occupat i on of the 

Locarno Beach component from Crescen t Beach sugges t ed late f a l l t h r o u g h to 

ea r l y s p r i n g . 



A l t h o u g h d i f f e rences were apparen t , there were genera l s imi lar i t i es 

between the two Locarno Beach a r t i f a c t assemblages. Fo r example, i n 

compar ison to the Char l es components, g r o u n d stone techno logy i s more 

impor tant and deve loped. There i s a decrease i n the presence of bone tools 

as we l l as a s h a r p decrease i n an t l e r implements. 

Th i s second r e s e a r c h ques t i on was not answered as s e cure l y as was the 

f i r s t r e s e a r c h ques t i on . P e rhaps f u t u r e archaeo log is ts w i l l be be t te r able to 

i n t e r p r e t the in format ion f ound here and use i t for f u r t h e r exp lora t ion and 

d i s cuss i on . 

A n a l t e rna t i ve exp lanat ion of the data would argue tha t Component One 

and Two from Crescen t Beach are too s imi lar to each o ther to be t r u l y 

r ep resen ta t i v e of d i f f e rent c u l t u r a l phases . I n o r d e r to tes t th i s hypo thes i s 

one wou ld have to demonstrate that component mix ing was not r espons ib l e for 

the appa ren t c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y . U n t i l the Loca rno Beach data i s complete ly 

p u b l i s h e d , i t w i l l be d i f f i cu l t to p rove o r d i sp r o v e the d i f f e rences d i s cove red 

between Component Two from Crescen t Beach and the Locarno Beach site. 

The f i na l r e s e a r c h ques t i on of my thes i s focused on p r o v i d i n g genera l 

in format ion c once rn ing the Char l es c u l t u r e and the f eas ib i l i t y of a r eg i ona l 

c u l t u r e p resen t from approx imate ly 5500 to 3300 years ago encompass ing the 

F r a s e r Canyon , F r a s e r R i v e r Delta and the Gu l f I s lands . Th is sec t ion of my 

thes i s ga thered toge ther as much in format ion as poss ib le c o n c e r n i n g s i tes 

though t to be long to the Char l e s c u l t u r e . 

Hypothes i s Number Three s ta ted that d u r i n g the time pe r i od between 

approx imate ly 5000 and 3500 years ago, there was a c u l t u r a l s im i l a r i t y between 

g roups of p r e h i s t o r i c people l i v i n g i n the Gul f I s l ands , the Lower Main land 



and the F r a s e r Canyon . Th i s hypo thes i s was eva luated b y data ga thered from 

10 s i tes . The ev idence d i d not t o ta l l y s u p p o r t th i s f i na l hypo thes i s . 

The hypo thes i s cou ld not by fu l l y tes ted due to the lack of p u b l i s h e d 

data ava i lab le to p rov ide conc lus i v e ev idence for the presence o r absence of a 

r eg i ona l Cu l tu r e . There is a miss ing l i n k i n the F r a s e r Canyon due to a lack 

of in format ion c o n c e r n i n g the Eayem phase. U n t i l th i s i s remedied, there is 

l i t t l e hope of a s s ess ing a r eg i ona l c u l t u r e i n quant i t a t i v e terms. A t th i s po in t 

one cou ld argue (as d id Bo rden i n the sevent ies ) that based on the genera l 

a r t i f a c t assemblage (the h i g h p r o p o r t i o n of c h i p p e d stone v e r s u s the low 

p r o p o r t i o n of g r o u n d stone, the s im i l a r i t y i n a r t i f a c t t ype s s u c h as pro jec t i l e 

po int s t y l es , decorated and inc i s ed g r o u n d stone ob jec ts , as we l l as g r u b 

ef f igies) there is enough s im i l a r i t y to w a r r a n t des i gna t i on of a r eg i ona l 

c u l t u r e . However, bet ter p u b l i s h e d data would c l a r i f y the d i s t inc t i ons . 

The in format ion so far ga thered does s u p p o r t Hypo thes i s Number Three 

and th i s is encourag ing . Three of the 10 s i tes ana l y zed be long to the Eayem 

phase whi le the o ther seven were p laced in to e i the r the Char l es c u l t u r e o r 

one of i t s s u b s i d i a r y phases . A deta i led examination of these s i tes revea led 

that many of the Char l es components were indeed s imi lar i n the Char l e s 

c u l t u r e i n c l u d i n g components from P i t t R i v e r , Pende r Cana l , Denman I s l and , 

Tsawwassen and Duke Point . Seve ra l of these components may be mixed w i th 

a Locarno Beach component making a comparat ive ana l ys i s t enuous . A f te r 

c loser examinat ion, some of the s i tes thought to have Char l es components were 

not cons ide red r ep resen ta t i v e of the c u l t u r e t y p e (for example Marpole , B l i s s 

L a n d i n g and Deep Bay) . C l ea r l y , more work must be done i n o r d e r to bet ter 

def ine th i s r eg iona l c u l t u r e . Based on the p r e s en t ev idence , there are some 

genera l s imi lar i t i es between sites be long ing to the Char l es c u l t u r e : s i tes t end 



to be located i n areas e thnog raph i ca l l y i nhab i t ed b y the Cen t r a l Coast Sa l i sh ; 

a c h i p p e d stone i n d u s t r y dominates, w i t h g r o u n d stone techno logy p resen t bu t 

not exp lo i ted to i t s fu l l es t potent ia l ; bo th l a n d and sea food sources are 

important ; large permanent v i l l age s i tes are l a c k i n g (a l though base camps are 

p resen t ) ; s i tes are mu l t i - func t i ona l i n na ture w i t h poss ib le spec ia l i z ed a c t i v i t y 

areas ; a n d there is no ev idence of s ta tus d i f f e rent ia t i on . 

From th i s s t u d y there have been s e v e ra l k e y po in ts r a i s ed , w i th 

b roader impl ica t ions . In l i g h t of the fact tha t most of the data was obta ined 

from o ther a rchaeo log i s t ' s r e p o r t s a n d excavated mater ia l , t h i s thes i s has 

shown tha t i t is poss ib le to ob ta in use fu l in fo rmat ion pe r t inen t to one 's own 

r e s e a r c h ques t ions from p r e v i o u s l y excavated s i tes and not those o r i g i n a l l y 

pos tu la ted when the r e s e a r c h was f i r s t c a r r i e d out. A t the same time, the 

r e s u l t s of the las t chap te r w i th the Loca rno Beach and Whalen Farm s i tes 

ind ica tes that t h i s i s not a lways poss ib le . The degree of s im i l a r i t y 

encounte red amongst the v a r i o u s components s u p p o r t s the theo ry of i n s i t u 

evo lu t i on i n the Gul f of Georg ia as pos tu la ted by archaeo log is ts s u c h as 

Matson (1976 a n d 1989) and th i s theo ry of i n s i t u e vo lu t i on w i l l con t inue to be 

a r e l e van t r e s ea r ch topic on the Nor thwes t Coast. 

F u r t h e r r e s e a r c h must focus on ob t a in ing more in format ion about the 

s i tes us ed i n th i s ana l y s i s as there are s t i l l many gaps i n our knowledge 

c once rn ing what i s o r is not p r esen t at spec i f i c s i tes . Th i s would necess i tate 

go ing back and w o r k i n g w i t h the o r i g i n a l da ta much l i ke I d i d w i t h the 

Locarno Beach s i te . It is most u r g e n t that the Mayne and Eayem phases be 

better c l a r i f i ed i n o rde r to allow for more conc lus i v e t e s t i ng of the p roposed 

idea of a r eg iona l Char l es c u l t u r e . 



I wou ld also recommend tha t f u t u r e work on the Char l es c u l t u r e not 

concentra te on j u s t the a r t i f a c t assemblage but that debitage and fauna l 

in format ion be more fu l l y exp lored in o r d e r to allow for a more complete 

compar ison. 

In terms of fu tu re a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on schemes and typo log ies I wou ld 

s t r o n g l y recommend that archaeo log is ts s t r i c t l y def ine a n d subs tant ia t e t h e i r 

a r t i f a c t typo log ies . A l though Nor thwest Coast archaeo log is ts have been 

w o r k i n g i n the a r ea for many decades, there is s t i l l d i f f i cu l t y i n compar ing 

data from d i f f e ren t excavat ions. In o r d e r for any genera l conc lus i ons to be 

d r a w n c o n c e r n i n g Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y , i t i s essent ia l that Nor thwest 

Coast a rchaeo log is ts work coopera t i ve l y i n o r d e r to make the data more 

in te rchangeab le . 

The spec i f i c r e s ea r ch quest ions inves t i ga t ed here may not be 

c o n c l u s i v e l y r e so l v ed , bu t the genera l r e s e a r c h ques t i on c o n c e r n i n g the 

c u l t u r a l e vo lu t i on of the Nor thwest Coast e thnog raph i c p a t t e r n i n the Gul f of 

Georg ia , and u l t imate ly , the sh i f t f rom ega l i t a r i an to non - ega l i t a r i an soc ia l 

o rgan i za t i on is an impor tant theo ry w i t h u n i v e r s a l app l i ca t ions . The ea r l i e r 

time pe r i ods on the Nor thwest Coast are j u s t b eg inn ing to be t h o r o u g h l y 

examined, and th i s ana l ys i s w i l l add to the d i s course among archaeo log is ts 

c o n c e r n i n g Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y . 

In the archaeo logy of th i s decade, archaeo log is ts are c ons tan t l y 

e xp l o r ing and b r e a k i n g new g r o u n d a l l i n the name of u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

p r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r e . The genera l theore t i ca l pe rspec t i v e of th i s thes i s has 

been tha t of t r ad i t i ona l c u l t u r e h i s t o r y , a l though i t has also bor rowed from 

the p rocessua l i s t s . It has also t r i e d to s u b t l y g ive some acknowledgement to 

the pe r spec t i v e of the p o s t - p r o c e s s u a l archaeo log is ts who are voca l i n th e i r 



asse r t i ons that we must be aware of ou r own c u l t u r a l b iases when examining 

the archaeo log ica l r e co rd (See for example; Hodder 1986: Chap te r E i gh t , S h a n k s 

and T i l l ey 1987 and T r i g g e r 1989: Chap t e r Ten). My own concept of what i s 

and is not c u l t u r e has changed t h r o u g h time and i t w i l l p r o b a b l y change 

aga in . Today I t h i n k of c u l t u r e i n the way C l i f f o rd Geertz d e s c r i b ed i t : 

.... man is an animal suspended i n webs of s i gn i f i cance he himsel f 
has s p u n , I take c u l t u r e to be those webs, and the ana l y s i s of i t 
to be there fore not an exper imenta l sc ience i n s ea r ch of law bu t 
an i n t e r p r e t i v e one i n s ea r ch of meaning. It is exp l i ca t i on I am 
a f ter , c o n s t r u i n g soc ia l express i ons on t h e i r sur face en igmat ica l 
(Geertz 1973:5). 

The on ly change I would make to s u c h a statement i s the s u b s t i t u t i o n of the 

term 'people ' for the term 'man' , bu t tha t i s my own bias . 

Regard less of the terms i n use today, the data from th i s thes i s p r o v i d e s 

an o p p o r t u n i t y for fu tu re a rchaeo log i s ts to explore the concept of c u l t u r a l 

evo lut ion on the Nor thwest Coast and the d i s course on s u c h a top ic w i l l 

cont inue . 
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A P P E N D I X A . 

A R T I F A C T CODING FORMAT 



ST MUNGO PROJECT 1989/91 

VAR IABLES 

S ITE: 
Ex DgRr 1 

EXCAVATION UNIT: 
On ly app l i cab le i n some cases. 

LAYER: 
Shou ld be ava i lab le for a l l a r t i f a c t s (a l though i t may on ly be a 1 or 
a 2), I am f ocus ing on the g ross l aye rs . 

L E V E L : 
L e v e l 1= Char l es phase 
L e v e l 2= Locarno Beach phase 

ARTIFACT NUMBER: 
The o r i g i n a l catalogue number g i v en to the ar t i f ac t . 

ART IFACT T Y P E : 
See a t tached sheets f o r the A r t i f a c t Types . 

RAW MATERIAL : 
The f i r s t d i g i t r e f e r s to genera l raw mater ia l ca tegory , the second 
d i g i t r e f e r s to a more spec i f i c raw mater ia l ca tegory when the 
in format ion i s ava i lab le . 

MINERAL 
10. UNKNOWN MINERAL 
11. QUARTZ CRYSTAL 
12. CHALCEDONY 
13. NEPHRITE 
14. VEIN QUARTZ 

IGNEOUS 
20. UNKNOWN IGNEOUS 
21. GRANITE 
22. RHYOLITE 
23. ANDESITE 
24. BASALT 
25. OBSIDIAN 



SEDIMENTARY 
30. UNKNOWN SEDIMENTARY 
31. SANDSTONE 
32. S ILTSTONE 
33. MUDSTONE 
34. BRECCIA 
35. CHERT 

METAMORPHIC 
40. UNKNOWN METAMORPHIC 
41. GREENSTONE 
42. QUARTZITE 
43. S L A T E 
44. SCHIST 
45. GNEISS 
46. STEATITE 

BONE 
50. UNKNOWN BONE 
51. MAMMAL 
52. BIRD 
53. BURNED BONE 
54. BURNED MAMMAL 
55. T U R T L E BONE 

TOOTH 
60. UNKNOWN TOOTH 
61. RODENT INCISOR 
62. MAMMAL TOOTH 
63. SEA MAMMAL TOOTH 
64. DOG CANINE 

ANTLER 

70. UNKNOWN ANTLER 

S H E L L 
80. UNKNOWN S H E L L 
81. CLAM 
82. CALIFORNIA M U S S E L 

CORTEX COVER: 
F o r a l l c h i p p e d stone l i t h i c a r t i f a c t s . 
0. NONE 
1. < 50% 
2. > 50% 
3. INDETERMINATE 

WEIGHT: 
A l l a r t i f a c t s we ighed to the 10th of a gram. 



LENGTH: 
A l l a r t i f a c t s measured to the 10th of a cm u s i n g ca l l i p e r s , and the i r 
l eng th sha l l be de f ined as the maximum dimension. 

QUALITY OF MEASUREMENT OF LENGTH: 
1. COMPLETE 
2. OBTAINABLE 

WIDTH: 
A l l a r t i f a c t s to the 10th of a cm u s i n g ca l l i p e r s , w i th w i d t h 
measurement t aken at the g rea tes t d imension p e r p e n d i c u l a r to the 
l eng th . 

QUALITY OF MEASUREMENT OF WIDTH: 
1. COMPLETE 
2. OBTAINABLE 

THICKNESS: 
A l l a r t i f a c t s to the 10th of a cm u s i n g ca l l i p e r s , w i t h t h i c k n e s s 
measurement t aken at r i g h t ang les to the l eng th a n d w id th . 

QUALITY OF MEASUREMENT OF THICKNESS: 
1. COMPLETE 
2. OBTAINABLE 



ARTIFACT TYPOLOGY 

CHIPPED STONE 

CORE;CORE 

BPrBIPOLAR IMPLEMENT 

UNSHAPED CHIPPED STONE IMPLEMENTS 

P E B B L E CORE TOOLS 

MODIFIED COBBLES 
HAM:HAMMERSTONE 
ANV:ANVILSTONE 
HArHAMMERSTONE/ANVILSTONE 

F L A K E D P E B B L E CORE TOOLS 
P C H U : P E B B L E TOOL UNIFACE 
PCHB: P E B B L E TOOL B I F A C E 

UNSHAPED CHIPPED STONE F L A K E TOOLS 

P E B B L E F L A K E TOOLS 
CSP:CORTEX S P A L L 

NON-RETOUCHED F L A K E TOOLS 
BFrBATTERED F L A K E 
U F : UTILIZED F L A K E 

RETOUCHED F L A K E TOOLS 
QCMLiQUARTZ MICROLITH 

UN IFAC IALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E S 
SRF :UNIFACIALLY S T E E P - A N G L E D RETOUCHED F L A K E 
NSRF:NOTCHED STEEP -ANGLED UN IFAC IALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E 
NRF :UNIFACIALLY NARROW-ANGLED RETOUCHED F L A K E 

B I F A C I A L L Y RETOUCHED F L A K E S 
BRF :B IFAC IALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E 

B L A D E - L I K E TOOLS 
MCLF :M ICROBLADE-L IKE F L A K E 
B L F K : M A C R O B L A D E - L I K E F L A K E 

SHAPED CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 

BLADE TOOLS 
MCBL:MICROBLADE 

GRAY: GRAVER 



DRL:DRILL 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE UNIFACES 
S F U : S T E E P - A N G L E D FORMED UNIFACE 
NFU:NARROW-ANGLED FORMED UNIFACE 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE B I F A C E S 
L B F : L E A F - S H A P E D B I F A C E 
STBF :SQUARE-TANG STEMMED B IFACE 
CSTB:CONTRACTING STEM B I F A C E NO SHOULDERS 
CSBS:CONTRACTING STEM B IFACE WITH SHOULDERS 

INCOMPLETE FORMED B I F A C E S 
B P F : B I F A C E PROXIMAL FRAGMENT 
BMF :B IFACE MEDIAL FRAGMENT 
BDF :B IFACE DISTAL FRAGMENT 
UNBF:UNIDENTIF IABLE B IFACE FRAGMENT 

SHAPED CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

CSSB:CHIPPED STONE NARROW-ANGLED B IFACE OBJECT 

CTBO:CHIPPED S L A T E NARROW-ANGLED TABULAR B IFACE OBJECT 

CGSP:CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE POINT 

CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE POINT FRAGMENTS 
CGMF:CHIPPED/GROUND STONE POINT MEDIAL FRAGMENT 
CGDF:CHIPPED/GROUND STONE POINT DISTAL FRAGMENT 

CGSFrCHIPPED AND GROUND STONE FRAGMENT 

GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

SHAPED GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

ABRAS IVE STONES 
SAW: SAW 
AS :ABRASIVE STONE 
FAS:FORMED ABRAS IVE STONE 

FORMED GROUND STONE B I F A C E S 
L S G P : L E A F - S H A P E D GROUND STONE POINT 

FORMED GROUND STONE FRAGMENTS 

GPPF:GROUND STONE POINT PROXIMAL FRAGMENT 

GSDB:GROUND STONE DISC BEAD 

GRINtGROUND STONE RING OBJECT 



ADZ:ADZE 

G U L F ISLAND COMPLEX IMPLEMENTS 
GIC.-GULF ISLAND COMPLEX 
LABrLABRET 

DGS:DECORATED GROUND STONE 

MGS:MISCELLANEOUS GROUND STONE 

PECKED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

MORTrMORTAR 

P IPE :P IPE 

BONE IMPLEMENTS 

SHAPED BONE TOOLS 

MINIMALLY WORKED BONE 
WBMF:WORKED BONE MEDIAL FRAGMENT 
WBEFiWORKED BONE END FRAGMENT 

RIiRODENT INCISOR 

NMS:NET MESH SPACER 

PEG:PEG 

BHKOiBONE HOOK OBJECT 

BONE PENDANTS 
PBP:PERFORATED BONE PENDANT 
GM:GROUND MOLAR 
TPNDrTOOTH PENDANT 

ROUND BONE OBJECTS 
BEAD:BONE BEAD 
RING: RING 
TUBErTUBE 
WHST:WHISTLE 

AWLS 
SRA iSPL IT RIB AWL 
SAWLiSPLINTER AWL 
FAWLrFORMED SPL IT BONE AWL 
MAWL:METAPODIAL AWL 



BAWL:BIRDBONE AWL 
ULNA:ULNA AWL 

U L T L : U L N A TOOL 

BPIN:BLANKET PIN 

BDRL:BONE DRILL 

S M A L L POINTED BONE OBJECTS 
UNPT:UNIPOINT 
BIPT: BIPOINT 

PBOF:POINTED BONE OBJECT FRAGMENT 

BONE C H I S E L S , WEDGES, AND POINTS 

BONE C H I S E L S 
BCUT:BONE CHISEL WITH U N I L A T E R A L L Y TAPERED DISTAL END 
BWED:BONE WEDGE 
BONE POINTS 
NFPT:NON-FACETTED BONE POINT LANCEOLATE SHAPED 
NFPN:NON-FACETTED BONE POINT WITH NO CENTRAL CAVITY 
NFPM:NON-FACETTED BONE POINT WITH CENTRAL CAVITY 
NFPF :NON-FACETTED BONE POINT FRAGMENT 

UWCF:UNIDENTIFIED BONE WEDGE, CH ISEL , POINT FRAGMENT 

BARBED BONE POINTS 
U B F P : U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT 
FUB:FRAGMENT UNILAT BARBED HARPOON/POINT 
B B F P : B I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT 

BBRB:BONE BARB 

FHS:F ISH HOOK SHANK 

DECORATED BONE 
DBON:DECORATED BONE OBJECT 
GRUB: GRUB 

BLAB:BONE LABRET 

ANTLER IMPLEMENTS 

SHAPED ANTLER TOOLS 

MINIMALLY WORKED ANTLER 
WAMF:WORKED ANTLER MEDIAL FRAGMENT 
WAEFiWORKED ANTLER END FRAGMENT 



PUN: PUNCH 

S M A L L POINTED ANTLER OBJECTS 
AUNP:ANTLER UNIPOINT 
ABIP :ANTLER BIPOINT 

WEDG:ANTLER WEDGE 

BARBED ANTLER POINTS 
U B F A : U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT 
FUBA :FRAG U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT/HARPOON 
B B F A : B I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED F IXED POINT 

HFTA: ANTLER HAFT 

DECORATED ANTLER 
ANTA:ANTHROPOMORPHIC OBJECT 

COMB:COMB 

S H E L L ART IFACTS 

SHAPED S H E L L ART IFACTS 

SPND:SHELL PENDANT 

SHB:SHELL BEAD 

S L A B : S H E L L LABRET 

S A B : S H E L L ADZE BLADE 

MGSF:MISCELLANEOUS GROUND S H E L L FRAGMENTS 



A P P E N D I X B 

A R T I F A C T C L A S S I F I C A T I O N FOR THE CHARLES COMPONENTS FROM 

G L E N R O S E , S T . MUNGO AND CRESCENT BEACH 



A p p e n d i x B Organ i za t i on 

The append ix i s set up i n the fo l lowing way. Each a r t i f a c t ca tegory is 

i n t r o d u c e d by a s ing l e l ine of in format ion con ta in ing a cap i ta l i zed f our le t ter o r 

less abb r e v i a t i on a long w i t h the f u l l name of the a r t i f a c t c lass . The acronyms 

are s h o r t h a n d codes r e co rded on a r t i f a c t cod ing sheets and entered into P C F I L E 

for ana l y s i s . 

The f i r s t p a r a g r a p h i n each a r t i f a c t ca tegory def ines the a r t i f a c t c lass . 

The second p a r a g r a p h of each d e s c r i p t i on proposes poss ib le func t i ons for the 

a r t i f a c t ca tegory . T h u s , the p h y s i c a l appearance and the func t i on of each 

a r t i f a c t c lass are separa ted from each o ther . 

Fo l lowing the second p a r a g r a p h a table p r e s en t s summary s ta t i s t i c s for 

each a r t i f a c t t ype : Number of a r t i f a c t s . Median, Range and In t e rquar t i l e Range. 

The t ype of data used i n th i s thes i s i s not normal ly d i s t r i b u t e d , there fore the 

mean i s not an approp r i a t e s ta t i s t i c , because i t i s h i g h l y sens i t i ve to skewed 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s . There fore , I have dec ided to use the median wh i ch i s much more 

to l e rant of o u t l y i n g va lues and g i ves , l i k e the mean, some sense of c e n t r a l 

t endency . The s t a n d a r d dev ia t ion is u s u a l l y ca l cu la ted a long w i th the mean, bu t 

i t , l i ke the mean, is h i g h l y sens i t i v e to ou t l i e r s a n d is not an accura te ind i ca to r 

of d i spe r s i on i f the data i s not normal ly d i s t r i b u t e d . In place of the s t a n d a r d 

dev ia t i on , I have i n c l u d e d the range (which shows the lowest and h i ghes t va lue 

p resen t for each measurement) as we l l as the i n t e r q u a r t i l e range wh i ch g ives the 

measurements i n w h i c h 50 pe rcen t of the data l i es . The i n t e r q u a r t i l e range i s 

much more to l e rant of ou t l i e r s and skewed data (See Shennen 1988:35-44). Th i s 

in format ion is p r o v i d e d for the va r i ab l es : L e n g t h , Width, Th i ckness and Weight. 

A r t i f a c t Types w i th 5 o r less a r t i f a c t s do not inc lude the i n t e r q u a r t i l e 

range . A r t i f a c t Types w i th less than 2 a r t i f a c t s do not inc lude the median or the 

i n t e r qua r t i l e range . A r t i f a c t Types w i th on l y one a r t i f ac t p resent inc lude the 



va r i ab l e Msmt. (Measurement) w h i c h g ives the measurements of the ar t i f ac t . It 

is i nd i ca t ed whether or not the a r t i f a c t i s complete o r incomplete. 

the to ta l number of a r t i f a c t s are g i v en for each component as we l l as the 

number of complete a r t i f ac t s p r e sen t for the va r i ab l e s weight , l eng th , w i d t h and 

t h i c k n e s s . If no complete a r t i f a c t s are p resen t , t h i s is a lso s tated. With many 

ar t i f ac t t ypes i t can be d i f f i cu l t de te rmin ing the 'completeness ' of the ob jects . 

In these cases a l l measurements are i n c l u d e d i n the summary table a n d i t is 

s tated as s u c h . 

L ITHIC ART IFACTS 

CHIPPED STONE 

Cer ta in k i n d s of r o c k s due to t h e i r atomic s t r u c t u r e a n d chemica l 

composi t ion share a spec ia l p r o p e r t y . When these r o c k s are s t r u c k w i t h a d i r e c t 

blow they f r a c tu r e concho ida l l y , l e av ing beh ind a r e l a t i v e l y smooth sur face 

(Mottana 1978) and a s h a r p edge. P r e h i s t o r i c c u l t u r e s explo i ted these i nhe r en t 

p rope r t i e s and c rea t ed tools that were so succe s s fu l at what they d i d , they 

dominated a r t i f a c t assemblages for h u n d r e d s of thousands of years . D u r i n g the 

f r a c t u r i n g process (cal led f l ak ing o r c h i p p i n g ) , small p ieces of r ock (cal led 

f lakes) are removed from the o r i g i n a l pa r en t piece (cal led a core) e i the r of wh i ch 

are eas i l y modif ied in to a tool . A rchaeo log i s t s separate f lake tools from core tools 

because they are n a t u r a l l y separated t h r o u g h the process of stone tool making 

(another way to t h i n k of t h i s d i v i s i o n is to rea l i ze that core and f lake tools are 

d i f f e rent r e su l t s c rea ted t h r o u g h the same process of f l i n t k n a p p i n g . I have 

adhered to th i s t r ad i t i on by f i r s t l y d i s c u s s i n g core tools a n d by second ly 

d i s c u s s i n g f lake tools. 



CORE: CORE: 

These ob jects can be d e s c r i b e d as a mass of pa ren t mater ia l from wh i ch 

smal ler pieces of mater ia l c an be detached t h r o u g h app l i ca t i on of force to some 

po r t i on of the l a r g e r " p a r e n t " piece. To be de f ined as a core , f lakes must be 

sys temat i ca l l y removed from two o r more d i f f e rent sur faces . Sometimes, the 

pa r en t mater ia l may exh ib i t a n a t u r a l f lat sur face w h i c h w i l l form a s t r i k i n g 

p la t form from wh i ch force can be d i r ec t ed i n o r d e r to remove f lakes . These 

t ypes of cores have a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c f lat and r o u n d e d appearance . Some cores 

r e q u i r e a p r e p a r e d s t r i k i n g p lat form before f lake removal can o ccur . 

It i s l i k e l y cores had mul t ip le func t i ons . Some cou ld have been used as 

cobble tools a f ter t h e i r f unc t i on as a core was exhausted . 

References for th i s de f in i t i on inc lude an amalgamation of the fo l lowing: 

Chapman (1977), C rab t r e e (1972), Matson (1976), and Pokoty lo (1978). 

Table B . l Cores 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=54 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 54 33.5 1.3 - 1400.0 18.9 - 65.3 
L e n g t h 54 4.9 1.9 - 14.2 3.7 - 6.0 
Width 54 3.6 1.0 - 10.2 2.7 - 4.3 
T h i c k n e s s 54 2.0 .7 - 6.5 1.5 - 2.6 

St . Mungo Total=49 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 49 61.3 1.8 - 1597,1 15.4 - 174.0 
L e n g t h 49 6.2 1.7 - 13.0 4.0 - 8,2 
Width 49 4.3 1,4 - 11.6 3,3 - 6,1 
T h i c k n e s s 49 2,7 ,7 - 8,5 1,8 - 3,5 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=55 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 55 38,9 4,8 - 2049,4 20,4 - 70,7 
L e n g t h 55 5,1 2,4 - 15,3 4,2 - 6.6 
Width 55 3,5 1,5 - 12,9 2,8 - 4.4 
T h i c k n e s s 55 2,1 ,9 - 9,8 1,6 - 2,7 



BPtBIPOLAR IMPLEMENT: 

These a r t i f a c t s have been g i v en many names i n c l u d i n g b ipo lar cores , piece 

esqu i l l e s and stone wedges. There is a great debate c o n c e r n i n g the 

morpholog ica l d i f f e rences p r esen t o r absent (see for example Hayden 1980). 

These implements have two opposed edges tha t exh ib i t c r u s h i n g a n d b a t t e r i n g 

(Pokoty lo 1978:226). Th is k i n d of tool i s p r o d u c e d when the paren t mater ia l i s 

r e s t ed on a h a r d sur face , s u c h as an anv i l s t one , a n d s t r u c k (Crabtree 1972:42). 

These a r t i f a c t s are a l l d e r i v e d from a b ipo lar t echno logy , and i t i s app l i cab le to 

ca l l them b ipo lar implements. 

There is g rea t d i s c u s s i o n about the func t i on of these implements. F o r t h i s 

ana l ys i s t h e i r p r i m a r y func t i on i s seen as be ing one of a core c rea ted i n o r d e r 

to create f lake tools (Shott 1989). It has been a r g u e d that some of these 

implements (those that are not b ipo la r cores) were used as wedges on soft 

mater ia l s u c h as bone o r an t l e r ( F l enn iken 1986:56). There i s a great deal of 

debate amongst archaeo log is t ove r d i f f e r en t i a t ing b ipo la r cores and stone wedges 

from one another and th i s debate w i l l con t inue for sometime. 

Table B.2 B ipo la r Implements 
Number Median Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=4 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 4 6.2 5.8 - 14.1 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 2.8 2.8 - 4.1 n/a 
Width 4 2.4 1.5 - 2.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 1.0 .7 - 1.3 n/a 

St . Mungo Total=26 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 26 12.0 1.0 - 136.8 3.9 - 32.7 
L eng th 26 3.5 1.6 - 7.3 2.6 - 5.1 
Width 26 2.8 1.2 - 7.4 2.1 - 3.3 
Th i cknes s 26 1.1 .4 - 2.9 .7 - 1.7 

Crescen t B c h Total=49 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 49 17.1 2.9 - 100.0 8.4 - 29.4 
L eng th 49 4.3 2.6 - 9.1 3.5 - 5.3 
Width 49 3.1 1.8 - 6.3 2.5 - 4.0 
Th i ckness 49 1.2 .4 - 3.0 .9 - 1.6 



UNSHAPED CHIPPED STONE IMPLEMENTS 

In th i s la rge ca tegory a d i v i s i o n can be made between unshaped c h i p p e d 

stone implements tha t are cobble core tools and those d e r i v ed from unshaped b y 

p r o d u c t s o r f lakes . 

Cobble tools ( i n c lud ing poss ib le cores ) a re made on large cobb les and are 

d i s c u s s e d f i r s t . These a r t i f a c t s can be f u r t h e r separated depend ing on the 

degree of modi f icat ion. The two categor ies a re modif ied cobbles and f l aked 

cobble core tools. 

Modi f i ca t ion of these implements may be minimal and on l y the wear pa t t e rn 

ind ica tes that these tools were used i n human ac t i v i t i e s . 

HAM:HAMMERSTONE: 

These implements are pebb les tha t have ev idence of ba t t e r i ng 

on any p a r t of t h e i r sur face i n c l u d i n g end or edge ba t t e r ing (Ham 

et aL 1986:32). 

Hammerstones are p r e s en t t h r o u g h o u t Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r y . The i r f unc t i on i s assumed to be one of hammering 

(Matson 1976:137). 

Table B.3 Hammerstones 

COBBLE CORE TOOLS 

MODIFIED COBBLES 

Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

Glenrose Total=13 
Weight 10 
L e n g t h 10 
Width 12 
T h i c k n e s s 13 

311.4 
8.1 
6.1 
3.5 

82.7 - 690.0 
6.3 - 12.0 

4.5 - 9.4 
2.1 - 6.2 

178.5 - 462.0 
6.4 - 8.6 
5.5 - 6.7 
2.7 - 4.2 



St . Mungo Total=14 
Weight 9 
L e n g t h 9 
Width 10 
T h i c k n e s s 10 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=4 
Weight 3 
L e n g t h 3 
Width 3 
T h i c k n e s s 3 

ANViANVILSTONE: 

470.1 
9.6 
7.9 
4.8 

178.5 
8.5 
4.0 
3.7 

184.4 - 831.6 
7.1 - 12.2 

5.4 - 9.4 
3.4 - 7.5 

109.1 - 890.0 
6.3 - 12.5 

4.0 - 9.9 
2.9 - 4.6 

258.8 - 790.7 
7.2 - 11.3 

5.8 - 8.7 
3.9 - 5.5 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Anv i l s t ones show ev idence of ba t t e r ing and p e c k i n g on at least 

one f lat sur face away from the edge of the tool (Matson 1976:141). 

One impor tant func t i on of these ob jec ts was to p rov i de a f lat 

sur face for b ipo lar p e r c u s s i o n . Anv i l s t ones p r obab l y had many 

o ther uses as wel l (Ham et aL 1986:32). 

Table B.4 
Number Msmt. 

G lenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 90.0 
L e n g t h 1 13.4 
Width 1 10.4 
T h i c k n e s s 1 5.0 

St . Mungo Total= 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

Anv i l s t ones 
Median 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

complete 
607.8 

10.9 
8.7 
4.5 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=4 
Weight 0 n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a 
Width 0 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 4.9 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

HA:HAMMER ANVILSTONE: 

L i ke anv i l s t ones , these ob jects show ev idence of ba t t e r ing and 

p e c k i n g on at least one f lat sur face , away from the tool 's edge, bu t 



these ob jects also have wear on e i the r end i n d i c a t i n g a hammering 

motion was also employed (Ham et a l . 198:36). 

These mu l t i - f unc t i ona l tools cou ld be used as a f lat sur face for 

b ipo lar p e r c u s s i o n o r c ou ld be used to hammer. 

Table B.5 Hammerstone/Anvi ls tones 
Msmt. Med ian Number Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

S t . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

C r escen t B c h Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 110.0 
L e n g t h 1 18.6 
Width 1 11.9 
T h i c k n e s s 1 8.1 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

F L A K E D COBBLE CORE TOOLS 

The next t echno log ica l stage a f ter minimal ly modif ied cobble implements are 

cobble tools c rea ted t h r o u g h the removal of f lakes . These tools can be c lass i f i ed 

f u r t h e r a c co rd ing to f lake removal . T r ad i t i ona l l y these tools are de f ined as 

pebble tools, a l though a bet ter term would p r o b a b l y be cobble as most of these 

tools are much l a r g e r than the average pebble . Never the l ess , I w i l l use the 

t r ad i t i ona l term of Pebble for the names of the two spec i f i c a r t i f a c t t ypes , i n 

o r d e r to avo id con fus ion . 

PCHU: P E B B L E TOOL UNIFACE : 

These implements have been modif ied by f l a k i n g on one face 

of the pebble . The w o r k i n g edge c rea ted is usua l l y qu i te steep, bu t 

na r r ow -ang l ed edges also o c cu r (Matson 1976:142). Re touch i s 

minimal and f lake s ca r s are la rge . 

Some of these implements may have o r i g i n a l l y been used as 

cores , but deemed unsa t i s f a c t o r y and abandoned , o r pe rhaps used 



f o r o ther ac t i v i t i e s (Matson 1976:142). Ham et a l . (1986:43) sugges t s 

the edge wear on some of the tools i s cons i s t en t w i th heavy du t y 

chopp ing ac t i v i t i e s . A c t u a l func t i ons of these a r t i f ac t s are d i f f i cu l t 

to d i s c e r n because they do not r e q u i r e a soph is t i ca ted techno logy 

and the r e s u l t i n g tool can be used for a number of ac t i v i t i e s 

i n c l u d i n g s c r a p i n g , o r chopp ing . Fu r the rmor e , o r i g i n a l f unc t i on is 

d i f f i cu l t to determine because the raw mater ia ls compr i s ing these 

a r t i f ac t s are coarse g ra ined , mak ing ana l y s i s of use-wear d i f f i cu l t . 

Table B.6 Pebble Tool Un i faces 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=16 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 16 367.0 94.7 - 1045.0 205.1 - 638.5 
L e n g t h 16 9.8 6.7 - 13.7 8.0 - 12.3 
Width 16 7.7 4.5 - 12.0 6.0 - 8.6 
T h i c k n e s s 16 3.7 2.4 - 5.1 3.1 - 4.7 

St . Mungo Total=16 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 16 328.0 13.4 - 1268.6 179.1 - 697.8 
L e n g t h 16 9.5 3.0 - 13.6 6.5 - 11.3 
Width 16 7.5 2.6 - 10.9 5.6 - 9.3 
T h i c k n e s s 16 4.0 1.4 - 6.6 3.2 - 5.0 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=16 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 16 657.7 63.0 - 1178.4 251.0 - 802.7 
L e n g t h 16 10.8 5.7 - 13.3 8.7 - 12.4 
Width 16 9.1 4.5 - 11.4 7.7 - 10.4 
T h i c k n e s s 16 4.6 1.9 - 7.8 3.2 - 6.2 

P C H B : P E B B L E TOOL B I F A C E : 

These tools are of the same na ture as un i fac ia l pebble tools 

except tha t f lakes have been removed f rom bo th faces of the o r i g i n a l 

pebble . The f lake s ca r s are la rge and i r r e g u l a r w i th no d i s c e rn ib l e 

r e t ouch (Patenaude 1985:110). 

These implements may also be tools f i r s t chosen because of 

t h e i r po tent ia l for becoming a core , bu t abandoned, o r used for 



o ther func t i ons (Matson 1976:141). The i r func t i ons may have 

o v e r l apped w i th un i f ac i a l pebble tools. 

Table B.7 Pebb le Too l Bi faces 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=7 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 7 162.8 31.1 - 690.0 93.8 -
L e n g t h 7 7.3 5.1 -- 12.5 7.0 
Width 7 5.9 2.7 - 8.2 5.5 
T h i c k n e s s 7 2.9 1.5 - 4.4 2.6 

S t . Mungo Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 485.7 407.6 - 771.6 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 10.4 9.6 - 10.4 n/a 
Width 3 9.2 8.6 - 9.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 5.1 3.6 - 5.2 n/a 

Crescen t B c h Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 430.0 350.0 - 910.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 10.5 8.1 - 12.5 n/a 
Width 3 8.0 6.9 - 8.5 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 4.9 4.7 - 6.1 n/a 

UNSHAPED CHIPPED STONE F L A K E TOOLS 

Debitage and unshaped f lakes are d i f f e rent ia ted b y edge treatment. The 

outer marg ins of debitage have not been ex tens i ve l y u t i l i z ed o r r e t ouched , whi le 

those of unshaped f lakes exh ib i t e i the r u t i l i z a t i on o r r e t ouch . 

C O B B L E F L A K E TOOLS 

These tools may be b y - p r o d u c t s from the p r o d u c t i o n of the above 

mentioned f l aked cobble core tools. The f lakes removed i n the p rocess of making 

these a r t i f a c t s are l a rge , r e q u i r i n g l i t t l e modi f icat ion i n o r d e r to be use fu l i n a 

va r i e t y of ac t i v i t i e s . 



CSP:CORTEX S P A L L : 

Th i s implement i s c rea ted when a p r i m a r y f lake is s t r u c k from 

r i v e r pebbles o r cobbles of metamorphic a n d igneous mater ia l by a 

hammerstone o r anv i l s tone p e r c u s s i o n t echn ique . The do rsa l face of 

the tool i s complete ly cor tex cove red (Hanson 1973:180). 

Ham et a i . (1986:60) state that cor tex spa l l tools were used for 

s c r a p i n g h ides , bu t Hanson (1973:182) po in ts out tha t exper iments 

made w i th these tools showed t h e y cou ld be used to cu t open f i s h , 

a n d to p r epa r e poles, sha f ts , o r s takes of wood f o r f i s h i n g and 

h u n t i n g . There is a d i s t i n c t i v e edge po l i sh on cor tex spa l l s that 

have been used for hide s c r a p i n g and th i s p o l i s h i s eas i l y 

recogn i zab le from o ther t ypes of usewear (Matson et a l . 1981). 

Table B.8 Cor tex Spa l l s 
Number Median Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose To t a l = l l A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 11 40.1 13.9 - 138.4 30.4 - 83.1 
L e n g t h 11 6.3 3.9 - 9.4 5.5 - 7.2 
Width 11 4.6 3.4 - 7.0 4.1 - 5.7 
T h i c k n e s s 11 1.3 .8 - 2.3 1.1 - 1.6 

S t . Mungo Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 44.8 36.3 - 109.4 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 8.0 6.1 - 8.2 n/a 
Width 3 4.4 4.1 - 7.1 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 1.5 1.0 - 2.6 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=14 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 14 36.6 9.0 - 74.8 24.1 - 51.2 
L e n g t h 14 5.4 4.0 - 7.6 4.7 - 6.4 
Width 14 4.3 3.5 - 5.8 4.0 - 4.7 
T h i c k n e s s 14 1.5 .9 - 2.2 1.0 - 1.6 



UTILIZED F L A K E TOOLS 

These f lake tools compr ise a l a rge ca tegory i n most ea r l y Nor thwest Coast 

a r t i f a c t assemblages. F lake tools not e xh ib i t i n g de l iberate o r r e g u l a r edge 

r e t ouch are c lass i f i ed as u t i l i z ed f lakes . 

U F : UTIL IZED F L A K E : 

Th i s f lake t ype exh ib i t s s i gns of wear a long i t s edge bu t no 

methodica l ev idence of r e t ouch (Kornbacher 1989:117). Wear pa t t e rns 

i n c lude ab ras i on , i r r e g u l a r n i c k s o r smal l f lake s ca rs (Matson 

1976:131). There is a g rad i en t between u t i l i z ed and r e t ouched 

f lakes . U t i l i z ed f lakes are de f ined as those implements h a v i n g less 

t h a n three sequent ia l f lake s ca r s appear a long the u t i l i z ed edge. 

Th i s is an a r b i t r a r y boundary and i n the fu tu r e i t w i l l p r o b a b l y 

change as archaeo log is ts exper iment more w i t h stone tools and l e a r n 

how to bet ter d i f f e rent ia te between u t i l i z e d and r e t ouch edges. 

U t i l i z ed f lakes are a la rge ca tegory i n ea r l y Nor thwest Coast 

too l assemblages r e f l e c t ing the many ac t i v i t i e s and t a s k s these 

ob jec ts were engaged i n . 

Table B.9 U t i l i z e d F l akes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=82 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 82 11.4 1.1 - 291.0 3.9 - 30.9 
L eng th 82 4.6 1.7 - 12.9 3.7 - 6.2 
Width 82 3.2 1.3 - 7.5 2.2 - 4.1 
Th i cknes s 82 .9 .2 - 2.9 .6 - 1.3 

St . Mungo Total=44 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 44 8.9 .2 - 199.6 3.3 - 37.5 
L eng th 44 4.1 1.3 - 9.9 3.0 - 6.1 
Width 44 2.9 1.0 - 7.7 2.1 - 4.3 
Th i ckness 44 .9 .1 - 2.7 .6 - 1.6 



Crescen t B c h Total=118 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 118 13.1 1.3 - 160.3 5.6 - 28.5 
L e n g t h 118 4.6 1.9 - 11.3 3.5 - 5.8 
Width 118 3.1 1.4 - 7.9 2.4 - 3.9 
T h i c k n e s s 118 1.1 .3 - 3.6 .7 - 1.3 

RETOUCHED F L A K E TOOLS 

These tools, u n l i k e u t i l i z ed f lake tools, show de l iberate edge modi f icat ion. 

The degree and angle of edge modi f icat ion are the a t t r i b u t e s used to place the 

f lake tool into the subcategor i es d i s c u s s e d below, s t a r t i n g w i th q u a r t z c r y s t a l 

mic ro l i ths wh i ch are a un i que ca t ego ry not p laced in to the o ther r e touched f lake 

categor ies . Ano ther a t t r i b u t e impor tant i n ca t ego r i z ing t h i s large g r oup of tools 

i s the amount of work exh ib i t ed on the edge, w i t h those wo rked on one face 

(un i fac ia l re touch) separated from those wo rked on bo th faces (b i fac ia l r e touch ) . 

Th i s separa t i on i s use fu l i n he l p ing to determine the amount of time spent on 

mak ing f lake tools, the idea be ing tha t un i faces are more expedient t h a n bi faces. 

QCML:QUARTZ MICROLITH: 

Th is is a spec ia l subca t ego ry of unshaped tools based on the 

use of a spec ia l k i n d of raw mater ia l w h i c h i s the minera l q u a r t z i n 

a n y of i t s forms. Due to the most common na ture of the raw 

mater ia l , smal l pebb les , b ipo la r p e r c u s s i o n i s the most common way 

i n wh i ch these implements are manufac tured ( F l enn iken 1981). These 

tools are u sua l l y l i t t l e more t h a n small unshaped f lakes tha t have 

r e touched edges, a l though sometimes, t h e y are on l y heav i l y u t i l i z ed . 

They are common d u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase bu t they 

then d i sappear from use wh i ch is i n t r i g u i n g . They are also though t 

to be ind i ca t i v e of a blade tool t echno logy because q u a r t z was a raw 

mater ia l used i n the mak ing of microblades. People o f ten confuse 



q u a r t z mic ro l i ths w i th q u a r t z microb lades , bu t they are d i f f erent . 

Quar tz mic ro l i ths are easy to make, take l i t t l e time or s k i l l , whi le 

microblades r e q u i r e much more e f fort , t ime, and s k i l l to make. At 

the Hoko R i v e r Site i n the state of Washington, qua r t z micro l i ths 

were d i s cove r ed i n smal l wooden s lo t ted haf ts . 

Quar t z micro l i ths may have had s eve ra l func t i ons . A t Hoko, 

exper iments w i t h haf ted q u a r t z mic ro l i ths conc luded they were good 

for c u t t i n g salmon and ha l i bu t ( F l enn iken 1981:76 - 90). 

Table B.IO Quar t z M i c r o l i t h s 
Number Msmt Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r escen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

UNIFACLALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E S 

These f lake tools are s u b - d i v i d e d a c c o r d i n g to the angle of the w o r k e d 

edge. Implements w i th edge ang les greater t h a n f o r t y f i ve degrees are ca l l ed 

s t eep -ang l ed r e touched f lakes , whi le implements w i t h edge angles less than f o r t y 

f i ve degrees are ca l led na r r ow-ang l ed r e touched f lakes . Edge r e t ouch for these 

tools must invo l v e th r ee o r more consecut i ve f lake s ca r s . The l as t a t t r i bu t e 

r equ i rement for t h i s a r t i f a c t c lass i s that the tools be un i f ac i a l l y wo rked . 

SRF :UN IFAC IALLY S T E E P - A N G L E D RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

These a r t i f ac t s have one o r more marg ins e xh ib i t i ng con t i guous 

r e t ouch sca rs that are con f ined to the marg ins a n d do not extend 

ove r the r e s t of the f lake 's sur face . Steep-edge angles of the 



r e touched edges are de f ined, for t h i s a n a l y s i s , as be ing equa l to o r 

g rea ter than 45 degrees (Pokoty lo 1978:220). 

The steep edge-ang le is not c onduc i v e to c u t t i n g , b u t i s 

c onduc i v e to ac t i v i t i e s s u c h as s k i n n i n g , h ide s c r a p i n g , s inew and 

f i b r e s h r e d d i n g , and also the heavy c u t t i n g of wood, bone o r h o r n 

(Wilmsen 1970:50). 

Table B . l l Un i fac iaUy S t e ep -Ang l ed Retouched F l akes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=45 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 45 35.2 .9 - 370.0 19.4 - 69.7 
L e n g t h 45 5.9 2.2 - 9.6 4.6 - 7.4 
Width 45 4.4 1.0 - 7.4 3.0 - 5.2 
Th i cknes s 45 1.6 .5 - 4.4 1.2 - 1.8 

S t . Mungo Total=17 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 17 25.5 1.7 - 120.0 4.3 - 50.4 
L e n g t h 17 4.6 1.9 - 9.1 3.6 - 6.0 
Width 17 3.9 1.4 - 8.2 1.8 - 4.5 
Th i cknes s 17 1.3 .6 - 2.8 .9 - 1.9 

Crescen t B c h Total=28 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 28 24.6 2.3 - 134.6 16.1 - 50.6 
L eng th 28 5.7 2.7 - 7.9 4.4 - 6.5 
Width 28 3.9 1.5 - 6.7 3.1 - 4.6 
T h i c k n e s s 28 1.3 .4 - 2.7 1.1 - 1.9 

NSRF:NOTCHED S T E E P - A N G L E D UN IFAC IALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

Th i s i s a spec ia l i z ed ca tegory of s t e ep -ang l ed r e t ouch f lakes . 

These ob jec ts are smal l , w i th at least one o r more large wel l-made 

shal low notches on one or more marg ins . The no tch is compr ised of 

s e v e ra l smal l f lake s ca r s r a t h e r t h a n one la rge f lake scar . Ano ther 

name for t h i s implement is ' spokeshave ' (Matson 1976:123). 

As the name spokeshave impl ies , these tools are though t to 

have been used to poss i b l y ' shave ' the oute r sur face of soft 

mater ia ls s u c h as bone o r wood. 



Table B.12 Notched S t e ep -Ang l ed Un i f a c i a l l y Retouched F l akes 
I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Number Median Range 

Glenrose Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 n/a 2.9 - 11.9 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 2.8 - 4.0 
Width 2 n/a 2.1 - 3.4 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a .4 - .1 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

NRFrUNIFACIALLY NARROW-ANGLED RETOUCHED F L A K E : 

The most d iagnos t i c a t t r i b u t e for these tools i s that one o r 

more marg ins exh ib i t s con t i guous r e t ouch sca rs con f ined to the 

ob jec t ' s marg in . The na r r ow - edged angles of the r e touched edges 

are def ined as be ing equa l to o r less t h a n 45 degrees. 

Acute ang les are su i tab le for ac t i v i t i e s s u c h as c u t t i n g 

(Pokoty lo 1978:220). 

Table B.13 Un i f a c i a l l y Na r r ow -Ang l ed Retouched F l akes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=86 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 86 11.5 .5 - 169.4 4.7 - 29.0 
L e n g t h 86 4.2 1.4 - 9.8 3.4 - 5.8 
Width 86 3.1 1.0 - 8.1 2.4 - 4.6 
T h i c k n e s s 86 .9 .2 - 3.0 .5 - 1.1 

S t . Mungo Tot«d=57 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 57 3.8 .5 - 118.2 2.0 - 11.0 
L e n g t h 57 3.5 1.7 - 10.3 2.6 - 4.5 
Width 57 2.3 .9 - 5.7 1.7 - 2.8 
T h i c k n e s s 57 .5 .3 - 1.7 .4 - 1.0 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=19 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 19 15.2 4.5 - 595.5 8.1 - 22.8 
L eng th 19 4.4 2.9 - 14.8 3.4 - 5.6 
Width 19 3.3 2.2 - 11.6 2.8 - 3.9 
T h i c k n e s s 19 .9 .5 - 2.4 .7 - 1.3 



The de f in ing a t t r i b u t e for t h i s a r t i f a c t t ype conce rns the modi f icat ion of 

both faces of the implement (also known as b i f ac ia l l y worked ) . Most Nor thwest 

Coast a rchaeo log is ts do not s u b g r o u p t h i s a r t i f a c t c lass in to steep and nar row 

ang led a r t i f ac t s because they are not as common as the un i f ac ia l l y wo rked tools , 

and most tools i n th i s c lass are na r r ow ang led . 

BRF:BIFACIALLY RETOUCHED FLAKE: 

Exh ib i t s r e t ouch on one o r more edge. The r e t ouch is on both 

ad jacent sur faces bu t does not extend ove r more t h a n one t h i r d of 

e i the r face from the marg in (Pokoty lo 1978:223). A r t i f a c t s of t h i s 

t ype may be ca l l ed pre fo rms because the ana l y s t assumes tha t the 

implement was abandoned before the f i na l shape was formed. 

While these tools are less expedient t h a n un i f a c i a l l y wo rked 

f l akes , archaeo log is ts be l ieve they were a mu l t i - func t i ona l tool . 

Table B.14 Bifacially Retouched Flakes 
Number Median Range Interquartile 

Range 
Glenrose Total=12 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 12 10.5 .8 - 113.2 3.3 - 67.0 
L eng th 12 4.5 1.9 - 8.0 3.2 - 7.0 
Width 12 3.5 .9 - 5.8 1.9 - 4.6 
T h i c k n e s s 12 .8 .2 - 2.5 .6 - 1.9 

St. Mungo Total=14 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 14 5.2 1.7 - 218.0 2.5 - 12.9 
L e n g t h 14 3.4 2.0 - 10.3 2.6 - 4.8 
Width 14 2.4 1.3 - 9.2 1.7 - 3.4 
Th i cknes s 14 .8 .3 - 3.0 .5 - 1.1 

Crescent Bch Total=2 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 n/a 12.0 - 13.9 n/a 
L eng th 2 n/a 4.6 - 4.7 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 2.8 - 3.1 n/a 
Th i ckness 2 n/a 1.0 - 1.1 n/a 



Th i s ca tegory of tools cannot be c lass i f i ed eas i ly . While some of these 

implement 's a t t r i b u t e s are sugges t i v e of a t r u e blade technology , these 

implements lack some impor tant f ea ture that does not al low them to be p laced in to 

the t r u e blade ca tegory . As mentioned i n p r e v i o u s d i s c u s s i o n i n th i s ana l y s i s , 

there i s much debate on the Nor thwest Coast about a p r e p a r e d core and blade 

t r a d i t i o n . Pa r t of t h i s u n c e r t a i n t y i s due to the fact tha t d u r i n g r e g u l a r core 

r e d u c t i o n or tool manufac ture i t is not uncommon for a f lake to be removed tha t 

looks b lade - l i ke . T h u s , before archaeo log is ts dec lare the presence of a t r u e 

blade techno logy i n an a r t i f a c t assemblage, i t is impor tant to have ample 

ev idence , p r e f e r ab l y a p r e p a r e d core o r large numbers of blades. 

M C L F : M I C R O B L A D E - L I K E F L A K E : 

These f lakes are u s u a l l y small and b r o k e n . They have some 

fea tures i n common w i t h microblades bu t not a l l a t t r i bu t e s are 

p r e sen t on each a r t i f a c t , so they are not des ignated as t y p i c a l 

microblades (Matson 1976:126). M i c rob l ade - l i k e f lakes are not 

necessa r i l y i nd i ca t i v e of a microblade technology . 

Table B.15 M i c r o b l a d e - L i k e F l a k e s 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 3 2.0 1.4 - 4.5 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 2.9 1.7 - 4.4 n/a 
Width 3 1.9 1.3 - 2.2 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .4 .3 - .6 n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

B L F K : MACROBLADE-L IKE F L A K E : 

These tools are l a r g e r t han micro -b lade l i k e f lakes. Raw 

materials v a r y , bu t basal t i s not uncommon. They are sugges t i ve of 



t r u e b lades, bu t not a l l the r e q u i r e d a t t r i b u t e s are p resent . 

There fore , they are not cons ide r ed ind i ca t o r s of a blade technology . 

Table B.16 Mac rob l ade -L i k e F l akes 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 4.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 4.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

SHAPED CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 

A genera l de f in i t i on of shaped implements v e r s u s unshaped implements can 

be f ound i n the i n t r o d u c t i o n at the b e g inn ing of t h i s a r t i f a c t c lass i f i ca t i on . With 

shaped ch i pped stone tools, modi f icat ion of the a r t i f a c t extends ove r most of i t s 

sur face and s i gn i f i c an t l y a l t e r s the o r i g i n a l mass of mater ia l (Kornbacher 

1989:105). Ch ipped stone shaped implements are o f ten symmetr ica l i n plane v iew. 

These shaped ob jec ts are o f ten p r o d u c e d d i f f e r en t l y from unshaped tools. A s 

S u l l i v a n and Rozen (1985) po in t out, core r educ t i on and shaped tool manufacture 

are d i f f e rent r educ t i on s t ra teg ies . Many u n s h a p e d c h i p p e d stone a r t i f a c t s are 

p r o d u c e d from the b y p r o d u c t s of core r e d u c t i o n , whi le many shaped c h i p p e d 

stone tools are the des i r ed end p r o d u c t of many s teps of spec ia l i zed a n d ca r e fu l 

shaped tool manufacture . There is more though t and p l a n n i n g r e q u i r e d i n the 

p r o d u c t i o n of shaped ch ipped stone tools. 



B L A D E TOOLS 

In th i s co l l ec t ion of ob jects d iagnos t i c a t t r i b u t e s i nc ludes the fo l lowing: 

t r i a n g u l a r or p r i smat i c c r o s s - s e c t i on ; l e n g t h twice or three times g rea ter t h a n 

w id th ; and g u i d i n g l ine r u n n i n g down the middle of the blade. Blade tools are 

also g r ouped a c c o r d i n g to s ize w i th l a r g e r b lades ca l led macroblades and smal ler 

blades ca l led microblades . Blade tools are c ons ide r ed shaped implements because 

cons iderab le f o r e thought a n d p r epa ra t i on are r e q u i r e d for t h e i r c rea t i on . A 

microblade core d i sp l ays s i gn i f i can t modi f icat ion. 

MCBL:MICROBLADE: 

Mic rob lades are smal ler v e r s i ons ( less than 2.5 cm i n length) 

of b lades. The i r c r o s s - s e c t i ons can be t r i a n g u l a r o r p r i smat i c , as 

w i th l a r g e r b lades (Matson 1976:125). On the Nor thwest Coast the 

most common raw mater ia l fo r microb lades i s obs id i an o r q u a r t z 

c r y s t a l . The s t r i k i n g p lat form may o r may not be present . With 

bo th microb lades and blades i t i s not uncommon for the prox imal and 

d i s t a l ends to be snapped off i n o r d e r to create a s t r a i g h t e r edge 

su i tab le for del icate c u t t i n g . One of the marg ins may be r e touched 

and b lun t ed to fac i l i tate eas ier h a n d l i n g o r ha f t ing . 

Blades are the ult imate c u t t i n g tools because they p r o v i d e 

maximum c u t t i n g edge but , t h e y r e q u i r e an unpa ra l l e l s k i l l i n the 

c r ea t i on of the shaped cores from w h i c h the blades are s t r u c k off. 

Table B.17 Mic rob lades 
Number Msmt Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 1 
Th i cknes s 1 

.1 
1.5 
.6 
.1 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

GRAVrGRAVER: 

Th i s tool t ype v a r i e s a great deal , bu t d iagnost i c c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s i nc lude 

a un i f ac i a l l y r e t ouched po in t o r s p u r . The r e t o u c h may be marg ina l o r extend 

onto the face of the tool . The p ro j ec t i on edge-ang le i s u sua l l y steep (Pokoty lo 

1978:223). To be c l ass i f i ed as a g r a v e r , ev idence of wear shou ld a lso be p resen t 

(Matson 1976:123). 

G r a v e r s were used to eng rave on soft mater ia l s u c h as bone o r wood. 

Table B.18 G r a v e r s 

Glenrose Total=2 No complete measurements were obta ined . 

S t . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

DRL :DRILL : 

Th i s tool is s imi lar to a g r a v e r i n that d r i l l s are u s u a l l y un i f a c i a l l y wo rked , 

bu t they can also be b i fac ia l l y wo rked . A d r i l l i s more symmetr ic t h a n a g r a v e r 

and the t ip i s u sua l l y wel l wo rn (Matson 1976:125). 

Table B.19 D r i l l s 
Median Number Msmt. Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Rfuige 
Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 1 
T h i c k n e s s 1 

4.6 
4.1 
1.9 
.7 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

S t . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 



Th i s ca tegory of formed (also ca l l ed shaped) tools exh ib i t extens ive w o r k i n g 

on one face of the implement. The degree of edge angle determines the 

s u b g r o u p . As w i th r e touched f l akes , the d i v i d i n g angle between nar row a n d 

steep i s f o r t y f ive degrees. 

S F U : S T E E P - A N G L E D FORMED UNIFACE : 

In th i s ca t egory implements exh ib i t ex tens ive fac ia l r e t ouch 

ex tend ing minimal ly o v e r one t h i r d of the f lake sur face from at least 

one marg in . Retouch i s located on one face on l y a n d edge-ang les 

are equa l to o r g rea te r t han 45 degrees (Pokoty lo 1978:220). There 

may be ev idence for ha f t ing at the base 

These tools are su i tab le for s c r a p i n g ac t i v i t i e s . 

Table B.20 S t e ep -Ang l ed Formed Uni faces 
Number Med ian Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=10 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 10 25.6 1.2 - 96.8 2.4 - 62.0 
L e n g t h 10 4.9 1.9 - 7.0 2.9 - 6.5 
Width 10 3.1 1.2 - 5.5 1.8 - 5.1 
T h i c k n e s s 10 1.5 .3 - 2.3 .5 - 2.0 

St . Mungo Total=2 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 2 n/a 64.5 - 136.8 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 6.4 - 7.3 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 4.7 - 6.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a 2.3 - 2.5 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

NFU:NARROW-ANGLED FORMED UNIFACE: 

Th is is a subca t ego ry of na r r ow -ang l ed r e t ouched f lakes . The 

major d i f ference i s i n the k i n d of raw mater ia l wh i ch i s a v e r y good 

v i t r e ous basal t . The r e t ouch i s v e r y r e g u l a r and the ob jec ts are 

made on t h i n f lakes (Matson 1976:118). The oute r marg ins of the 



implement are a l l r e t ouched . Sometimes the marg ins exh ib i t a l ternate 

w o r k i n g , bu t i n a l l cases th i s w o r k i n g is un i f ac i a l a n d neve r b i fac ia l . 

The i r edge angle sugges t s that these implements were a more 

ca r e fu l l y wo rked c u t t i n g implement. 

Table B.21 Na r r ow -Ang l ed Formed Uni faces 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total= :30 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 30 4.7 .8 -• 11.2 2.5 - 6,4 
L e n g t h 30 3.5 1.8 - 5.1 3,1 - 4.5 
Width 30 2.5 1.3 - 3.8 1.9 - 3.1 
T h i c k n e s s 30 .5 .3 - 1,1 .4 -- .7 

S t . Mungo Total=18 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 18 5,9 ,3 - 48,9 3.7 - 11.1 
L e n g t h 18 4,0 1,4 - 8.0 3.2 - 4.9 
Width 18 2.4 1.1 - 4.4 2.1 - 3.3 
T h i c k n e s s 18 .6 .2 - 1.7 .4 - .8 

C rescen t B c h Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 3 8.7 2.4 - 66.1 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 5.4 3.2 - 7.4 n/a 
Width 3 2.3 1.8 - 5.7 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 1.0 .5 - 1.5 n/a 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE B I F A C E S 

In genera l , b i faces as a ca tegory can be de f ined as , "wel l -made a r t i f a c t s 

formed by b i fac ia l l y r emov ing f lakes from the complete p e r i p h e r y of the object 

so that both v e n t r a l and do r sa l s ides show extens ive f lake s c a r s " (Matson 

1976:106). Bi faces are usua l l y symmetr ica l w i th a s h a r p l y po inted end a long w i th 

acu te -ang l ed blade marg ins (Pokoty lo 1978:216). Bi faces are ca tegor i zed a c co rd ing 

to t h e i r o ve ra l l f i n i shed shape. Determin ing whether formed bi faces were used 

as pro jec t i l e po in ts o r k n i v e s is d i f f i cu l t and best avo ided by p l ac ing a l l formed 

bifaces into the same category . The most common way of de te rmin ing the 

d i f ference between k n i v e s and pro jec t i l e po ints focuses on the treatment of the 

base of the object . 



"P ro j ec t i l e po in ts exh ib i t d i sc re t e ev idence of modi f icat ion of t h e i r 
prox imal ends . In most cases , t h i s ' b a s a l ' modi f icat ion has been 
u n d e r t a k e n t h r o u g h manufacture of c o r n e r or l a t e ra l l y s i tua ted 
notches . It is assumed tha t s u c h basa l modi f icat ion has been 
u n d e r t a k e n for ha f t ing p u r p o s e s " (Chapman 1977:413). 

Bi face s ize has also been used to determine the d i f ference between pro jec t i l e 

po ints and k n i v e s assuming that smal ler ob jec ts are pro jec t i l e po in ts because 

there is a maximum size of biface tha t one can succe s s fu l l y h u r l t h r o u g h the a i r . 

L B F : L E A F - S H A P E D B IFACE : 

Lea f - shaped bi faces are a v e r y common a r t i f a c t t ype i n ea r l y 

Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y . The o ve ra l l l ea f -shape (which i n i t se l f 

can v a r y from v e r y t h i n to v e r y th i ck ) of these a r t i f a c t s is the 

ch ie f d iagnos t i c a t t r i bu t e . 

Table B.22 L ea f -Shaped B i faces 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=19 
Weight 16 8.8 2.7 - 40.5 4.6 - 15.2 
L e n g t h 16 5.0 3.2 - 9.5 4.5 - 7.0 
Width 19 2.1 1.4 - 3.8 1.8 - 2.5 
Th i cknes s 19 .8 .4 - 1.5 .6 - 1.0 

St . Mungo Total=7 
Weight 3 10.3 5.2 - 11.9 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 6.1 5.1 - 6.3 n/a 
Width 6 2.0 1.6 - 2.2 1.8 - 2.0 
Th i cknes s 7 .7 .5 - .8 .6 - .7 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=7 
Weight 4 10.5 3.5 - 12.4 n/a 
L eng th 6 5.4 3.5 - 6.5 5.0 - 5.7 
Width 6 2.2 1.6 - 2.5 2.0 - 2.4 
Th i cknes s 6 .9 .6 - 1.0 .7 - .9 

STBF : SQUARE-TANG STEMMED B I F A C E : 

These bi faces are stemmed and there fo re , theore t i ca l l y , were 

haf ted. The stems do not con t rac t l i ke the c o n t r a c t i n g stem bi faces. 

The stem is also pa ra l l e l s ided w i th a square base (Matson 1976:112). 

The d i s ta l shou lde r s are f l a red . 



Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 8.5 
L e n g t h 1 4.4 
Width 1 2.3 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

CSTB:CONTRACTING S T E M B I F A C E NO SHOULDERS: 

Th i s t ype of bi face has a l ea f - shaped form, b u t they also have 

a c o n t r a c t i n g stem w h i c h i s more d i s t i ngu i shab l e and less g r a d u a l 

t h a n the l ea f - shaped b i face 's stem. There are no weak ly deve loped 

shou lde r s . These bi faces may have been haf ted. 

Table B.24 C o n t r a c t i n g Stem Bi faces No S h o u l d e r s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 6.3 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo Total=5 
Weight 4 n/a 10.0 5.8 - 16.5 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 n/a 5.5 4.1 - 6.9 n/a 
Width 5 n/a 2.2 2.0 - 2.8 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 5 n/a .9 .8 - 1.1 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a n/a 11.4 - 18.4 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 6.6 - 7,8 n/a 
Width 2 n/a n/a 1.9 - 2.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .9 - .9 n/a 

CSBS:CONTRACTING STEM B I F A C E WITH SHOULDERS: 

Th i s t ype of bi face has a l ea f - shaped form, and a c on t r a c t i n g 

stem that is more d i s t i ngu i shab l e and less g r a d u a l than the leaf-

shaped b i face 's stem. The d i f f e rences between bi faces of th i s t ype 



and con t r a c t i ng stem bi faces w i thout shou lde r s i s tha t t h i s g r oup of 

a r t i f a c t s do have ev idence of shou lde r s , a l though the re is a g rad i en t 

f a l l i ng from weak to s t r o n g l y deve loped shou lde r s . These b i faces 

are assumed to have been haf ted . 

Tab le B.25 C o n t r a c t i n g Stem Bi faces With S h o u l d e r s 
Number Med ian Range Interquaorti le 

Range 
Glenrose Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a 4.6 - 6.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 4.3 - 4.4 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 1.8 - 1.9 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a .6 - .6 n/a 

St . Mungo Total=8 
Weight 5 5.1 3.3 - 14.9 n/a 
L e n g t h 5 3.8 3.2 - 6.3 n/a 
Width 8 2.3 1.9 - 2.8 2.1 - 2.6 
T h i c k n e s s 8 .7 .5 - 1,1 .6 - .8 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=4 
Weight 2 n/a 8.8 - 25.1 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 6.6 - 7.8 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 2S. - 3.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a .8 - .9 n/a 

INCOMPLETE FORMED B I F A C E S 

When a bi face was not complete, i t was p laced in to one of the fo l lowing 

categor ies depend ing on i t s completeness. I f i t was not poss ib le to determine 

between the d i f f e rent t ypes of f ragments , the a r t i f a c t was p laced into the 

un ident i f i ab l e biface f ragment category . 

B P F i B I F A C E PROXIMAL FRAGMENT: 

In th i s g roup of b i faces, no base o r midsect ion i s p r esen t , but 

the t ip can be asce r ta ined . 



Number 
Bi face Prox imal F ragments 

Median Range 

Glenrose Total=7 AH a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 7 13.2 6.2 - 22.9 
L e n g t h 7 4.9 3.5 - 6.2 
Width 7 2.9 2.1 - 4.7 
T h i c k n e s s 7 .9 .7 - 1.2 

S t . Mungo Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 3 2.5 1.5 - 6.5 
L e n g t h 3 2.5 2.4 - 4.2 
Width 3 1.9 1.3 - 2.0 
Th i cknes s 3 .6 .5 - .9 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

10.1 - 16.8 
4.1 - 5.8 
2.8 - 3.3 

.8 - 1.1 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Crescen t 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i cknes s 

B c h Total=3 
3 
3 
3 

A l l a r t i f a c t s are 
3.5 
3.2 
1.8 

.7 

i n c l u d e d . 
1.1 - 11.0 
2.6 - 5.2 
1.5 - 2.2 
.3 - 1.3 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BMFrBIFACE MEDIAL FRAGMENT: 

In th i s g roup of b i faces, no t i p o r base i s p resen t , bu t the 

midsect ion c a n be asce r ta ined . 

Table B.27 
Number 

Bi face Med ia l F ragments 
Med ian Range 

Glenrose Total=5 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i cknes s 

5 
5 
5 
5 

St . Mungo Total=7 
Weight 7 
L e n g t h 7 
Width 7 
Th i ckness 7 

A l l a r t i f a c t s 

5.8 
2.9 
2.7 

.8 

are i n c l u d e d . 
8.4 
3.7 
2.2 
1.0 

3.4 - 46.4 
2.1 - 7.0 
1.5 - 3.8 
.6 - 1.8 

1.0 - 25.0 
1.6 - 5.6 

.9 - 3.1 

.6 - 1.4 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

3.5 -
2.5 
1.7 
.7 

Crescen t B c h Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 11.4 10.2 - 25.4 
L e n g t h 3 4.0 3.6 - 5.9 
Width 3 2.7 2.6 - 3.4 
Th i ckness 3 1.1 1.0 - 1.3 

20.3 
- 5.0 
- 2.6 
- 1.3 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BDF :B IFACE DISTAL FRAGMENT: 

In t h i s g r oup of bi faces a d i s c e rn ib l e base i s p resent . 



Number 
Bi face D is ta l F ragments 

Msmt. Med ian Range 

Glenrose Total=4 A i l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

4 
4 
4 
4 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

27.1 
6.5 
3.3 
1.4 

16,2 - 56.9 
4.1 - 7.0 
2.5 - 4.9 
1.1 - 2.7 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

S t . Mungo Tota l= l A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

UNBFrUNIDENTIF IABLE B I F A C E FRAGMENT: 

Th is i s a l e f tover ca tegory i n wh i ch an ob jec t exh ib i t s b i fac ia l 

w o r k i n g b u t i s too f r agmentary i n na tu re to be p laced in to a more 

de f in i t i ve bi face category . 

Table B.29 Un iden t i f i ab l e Bi face F ragments 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total= :13 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 13 10.1 1.3 -• 35.9 6.7 -• 12,4 
L e n g t h 13 3.7 1.3 - 4.7 2.9 - 4.1 
Width 13 2.5 1.8 - 5.1 2.3 - 3.2 
Th i cknes s 13 .9 .4 - 1,7 .8 - 1.2 

St . Mungo Total=16 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 16 2.5 .1 - 22.2 .7 - 5,1 
L eng th 16 2.7 .7 - 6.8 1.4 - 3.6 
Width 16 1.8 .6 - 4,2 1.0 - 2.0 
Th i cknes s 16 ,6 .3 - 1.5 ,5 - ,8 

C rescen t B c h Total=8 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 8 4.4 3.5 -• 10.6 4.0 - 10.1 
L e n g t h 8 3.3 2.5 - 4.6 2.8 - 4.3 
Width 8 2.3 1.7 - 3.0 2.1 - 2.7 
Th i cknes s 8 .8 .6 - 1.0 .8 - .9 



F i g u r e B . l C h i p p e d Stone A r t i f a c t s - Glenrose 
Top Row: Lea f -Shaped Bi face , B ipo la r Implement, Na r r ow -Ang l ed Formed Uni face 
Middle Row: 2 L ea f -Shaped Bi faces, Na r r ow-Ang l ed Formed Uni face 
Bottom Row: S q u a r e - T a n g Stemmed Bi face, B ipo la r Implement, Na r r ow -Ang l ed 

Formed Uni face 



fLn~ \ _ 
F i g u r e B.2 Ch ipped Stone Bi faces - St . Mungo 
Top Row: 3 Con t r a c t i n g Stem Bi faces No Shou lde r s 
Middle Row: 3 C o n t r a c t i n g Stem Bi faces With Shou lde r s 
Bottom Row: 3 L ea f -Shaped Bi faces 



These implements a re p laced in to the i r own spec ia l categor ies because they 

are pe r ce i v ed to be an e vo lu t i onary s tep between c h i p p e d stone tools and the 

more l abour in t ens i v e yet l onger l a s t i n g g r o u n d stone tools. Ch ipped and g r o u n d 

stone tools are not common on the Nor thwest Coast and they appear on l y d u r i n g 

the St . Mungo and Locarno Beach phases . 

CTBO:CHIPPED S L A T E NARROW-ANGLED T A B U L A R B I F A C E OBJECT: 

These implements are not common. They are p a r t of a more genera l 

ca tegory of ch i pped and g r o u n d stone implements tha t a re made from slate , bu t 

there i s no ev idence of g r i n d i n g o r abras i on . Sometimes these implements are 

ca l led pre forms because i t i s poss ib le they were b l anks that would e ven tua l l y be 

used to make o ther ob jects s u c h as g r o u n d stone k n i v e s . Un f o r tuna t e l y , p r o v i n g 

these ob jec ts are pre forms would r e q u i r e l ook ing in to the mind of the 

manufac ture r , and tha t i s not poss ib le . Th i s p a r t i c u l a r s u b g r o u p has marg ina l 

r e t ouch (e i ther b i fac ia l o r un i fac ia l ) , and the shape i s square . The angle of 

r e t ouch i s narrow. 

It is poss ib le these implements were used for c u t t i n g soft mater ia l s u c h as 

f l esh , bu t th i s has not been p r o v e n t h r o u g h exper iments (yet) . 

Table B.30 Ch ipped Slate Na r r ow -Ang l ed T a b u l a r Bi face Objects 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

C rescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 116.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 9.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 1.6 n/a n/a n/a 



Ch ipped and g r o u n d stone bi faces (also k n o w n t r ad i t i ona l l y as points ) are 

not common, and they are o n l y f ound d u r i n g the ear l i e s t per iods of Nor thwest 

Coast p r e h i s t o r y (mostly i n the St. Mungo o r o the r Char l e s phases. Both faces 

are wo rked , a l t hough the amount of ab ras i on a n d g r i n d i n g is minimal when 

compared to the g r o u n d stone bi faces of the Loca rno Beach phase. The shape 

mimics c h i p p e d stone l ea f - shaped bi faces , a n d the re i s no ev idence of a stem. 

Table B.31 C h i p p e d a n d G r o u n d Stone Bi faces L ea f -Shaped 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 14.6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 6.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.2 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE B I F A C E FRAGMENTS 

In th i s a r t i f a c t c lass can be p laced the f ragments of ch ipped £ind g r o u n d 

stone po in ts not complete enough for f u r t h e r c lass i f i ca t i on . 

CGMF:CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE B I F A C E MEDIAL FRAGMENT: 

Ne i ther a prox imal o r d i s t a l end i s d i s c e rn ib l e , bu t the 

midsect ion i s p resent . 

Table B.32 C h i p p e d a n d G r o u n d Stone Bi face Media l Fragments 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 14.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 



The prox imal a n d midsect ion are not present . 

Table B.33 C h i p p e d a n d G r o u n d Stone Bi face D i s ta l F ragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

S t . Mungo Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 16.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
C r e s cen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

CGSF:CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE FRAGMENT: 

Th is ca tegory conta ins those ch i pped and g r o u n d stone tool f ragments too 

f r agmentary to be p laced in to o ther categor ies . 

Table B.34 C h i p p e d a n d G r o u n d Stone F ragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

S t . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 4.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 
Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

G r i n d i n g is a t echn ique wh i ch can s t r e n g t h e n a r o u n d e d sur face and he lp 

smooth the sur face of an a r t i f a c t (Crabtree 1972:68). The g r i n d i n g p rocess may 

r e su l t i n extens ive and in ten t i ona l modi f icat ion (Kornbacher 1989:105). The 

g r i n d i n g process r e qu i r e s that more time a n d ene r gy be i n v e s t ed i n the 



manufacture of the ar t i c l e compared to unshaped more expedient c h i p p e d stone 

tools. Because the g r i n d i n g process does change the o r i g i n a l shape of the raw 

mater ia l , a l l g r o u n d stone implements are cons ide r ed to be shaped r a t h e r t h a n 

unshaped . D u r i n g Northwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y slate i s the p r e f e r r ed raw mater ia l 

for many g r o u n d stone tools, a n d th i s i s re f l ec ted i n the t r ad i t i ona l d e s c r i p t i v e 

names s u c h as g r o u n d slate kn i f e . Slate has one s t r o n g cleavage plane a n d 

because i t can be b r o k e n in to r e l a t i v e l y t h i n t abu l a r p ieces, i t was a compat ible 

choice f o r g r i n d i n g and a b r a d i n g . 

A B R A S I V E STONES 

L i k e anv i l s t ones , these tools have somewhat f lat sur faces , b u t u n l i k e 

anv i l s t ones , these sur faces are smooth, r a t h e r than p i t t ed . Sandstone i s the 

f avour i t e raw mater ia l for ab ras i v e stones because of i t s n a t u r a l l y o c c u r r i n g 

ab ras i v e sur face . A b r a d e r s can be cons ide red shaped objects because the 

sur face has a smoothness that i s i n cons i s t en t w i th the n a t u r a l sur face of the 

o r i g i n a l raw mater ia l (Kornbacher 1989:110). A b r a d e r s can be p laced in to one of 

two subca tegor i es depend ing on the degree of edge shap ing present . 

AS :ABRAS IVE STONE: 

In th i s ca tegory i s p laced those a b r a d e r s that have been modif ied 

t h r o u g h usewear, and not p u r p o s e l y formed. Often archaeo log is ts 

r ecove r on l y f ragments of the o r i g i n a l a r t i f ac t and the o v e r a l l 

f i n i shed shape is not d i s c e rn ib l e , so f ragments of formed a b r a d e r s 

may be i n a d v e r t e n t l y i n c l u d e d i n th i s category . Usewear can range 

from neg l ig ib le to h i g h l y wo rn . Sandstone ava i l ab i l i t y near the 

three s i tes may be one reason for d i f f e r en t ia l use. 



The f lat sur faces of these ob jec ts are used to smooth a n d 

g r i n d the sur faces of o the r implements s u c h as g r o u n d stone k n i v e s 

(Mi tche l l 1971:125), o r for smoothing bone and an t l e r implements 

(Patenaude 1985:55). L i k e the presence of b l ade - l i ke f lakes w i thout 

p r e p a r e d cores , the presence of a b r a d e r s wi thout g r o u n d stone tools 

i s not pos i t i ve ev idence for a g r o u n d stone techno logy . They were 

a mu l t i - func t i ona l tool tha t cou ld abrade mater ia ls o the r than stone, 

something archaeo log is ts occas iona l l y forget . 

Table B.35 A b r a s i v e Stones 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=16 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 10 n/a 1.7 .7 - 3.8 1.5 - 2.7 

St . Mungo Total=10 
Weight 1 215.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 7.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 6.7 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 n/a 1.7 1.6 - 2.9 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=13 No complete a r t i f a c t s are present . 

FAS:FORMED ABRAS IVE STONE: 

In t h i s a r t i f a c t c lass i s p laced a spec ia l subca t ego ry of 

ob jec ts . These implements have the smooth modif ied sur face of o the r 

ab ras i v e stones, bu t they have also been p u r p o s e l y modif ied in to 

t e a r - d r o p p e d , bar , o r o the r shaped forms. Inc i s i on and o ther k i n d s 

of decorat ion may also occur . 

T h r o u g h time, formed ab ras i v e stone become more common i n 

archaeo log i ca l depos i ts , and archaeo log is ts have hypo thes i z ed tha t 

th i s is due to the i n c r e a s i n g importance of g r o u n d stone i n the 

Nor thwest Coast tool k i t . 



Table B.36 Formed A b r a s i v e Stones 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose Total=2 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=2 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=5 
Weight 1 241.4 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 6.4 - 7.5 n/a 
Width 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .8 - 2.8 n/a 

FORMED GROUND STONE B I F A C E S 

L i k e th e i r ch i pped stone c o u n t e r p a r t s g r o u n d stone bi faces have been 

ex tens i ve l y modif ied ove r most of t h e i r faces. While the fo l lowing de f in i t i on i s 

r e f e r r i n g to ch i pped stone b i faces , i t can also be used to de f ined g r o u n d stone 

bi faces, "... u sua l l y symmetr ica l w i t h a s h a r p l y po in ted end , and acu t e -ang l ed 

blade marg ins (Pokoty lo 1978:216). G r o u n d stone bi faces are ca tegor i zed 

acco rd ing to t h e i r o v e ra l l f i n i shed shapes w h i c h are matched to desc r i p t i ons of 

ch i pped stone bi faces ( for example l ea f - shaped g r o u n d stone bi face) . 

Nomenclature for g r o u n d stone bi faces has t r a d i t i o n a l l y s u b s t i t u t e d the term 

po int for bi face. Bo th terms are r e f e r r i n g to the same a r t i f a c t s , one name impl ies 

a f unc t i on , whi le the o ther impl ies the method of p r o d u c t i o n . Fo r t h i s thes i s I 

have dec ided to use names tha t are less focused on func t i on . In t h i s way, a 

l ea f - shaped g r o u n d stone po in t becomes a l ea f - shaped g r o u n d stone bi face. 

Idea l ly , a l l bi faces r e ga rd l e s s of raw mater ia l , shou ld be ca l l ed bi faces. 

L S G P : L E A F - S H A P E D GROUND STONE B I F A C E : 

L i ke the i r c h i p p e d stone l ea f - shaped cous ins , the ac tua l form 

of these tools va r i e s i n the genera l l ea f - shaped c lass (Matson 

1976:150). The size can v a r y a great deal and there is no ev idence 



of a stem. Bo th faces of the tool have been ab raded w i th no 

ev idence of beve l led edges o r facets on e i the r the marg ins o r faces. 

Table B.37 Lea f -Shaped G r o u n d Stone Bi faces 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a 7.6 - 31.8 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 6.3 - 12.7 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 1.9 - 2.3 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a .5 - .9 n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

GROUND STONE B I F A C E FRAGMENTS 

P laced in to th i s ca t egory are those g r o u n d stone bi face f ragments tha t due 

to t h e i r incompleteness cou ld not be p laced in to a more spec i f i c g r o u n d stone 

bi face ca tegory . 

GPPF:GROUND STONE B I F A C E PROXIMAL FRAGMENT: 

Unface t ted prox imal f ragment of a g r o u n d stone biface. 

Table B.38 G r o u n d Stone Bi face Prox imal F ragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

St . Mungo Total= 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

2.7 n/a n/a n/a 
3.3 n/a n/a n/a 
1.6 n/a n/a n/a 
.4 n/a n/a n/a 

incomplete 
12.2 n/a n/a n/a 
5.3 n/a n/a n/a 
2.9 n/a n/a n/a 

.6 n/a n/a n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are present . 



These ob jec ts are smal l , b i con i ca l l y d r i l l e d and u s u a l l y made from g r o u n d 

mudstone, shale o r slate. The per fo ra t i ons are c rea ted b y d r i l l i n g hal f way 

t h r o u g h the bead on both s ides , wh i ch i s known as b i con i ca l l y d r i l l e d . Size can 

v a r y as can t h i c k n e s s and qua l i t y of manufacture . Marg ina l edges of some beads 

are we l l g r o u n d whi le some have s q u a r e d c o r n e r s . 

They are assumed to have been w o r n as pe r sona l adornment . Ham et a l . 

(1986:75) sugges t p r e h i s t o r i c women may be assoc iated w i th the presence of 

g r o u n d stone d i s c beads. They base t h i s on e thnog raph i c ev idence , bu t g r o u n d 

stone d i sc beads are f ound assoc ia ted w i th male, female, juven i l e and a d u l t 

bur i a l s t h r o u g h time. 

Table B.39 G r o u n d Stone D isc Beads 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=5 
Weight 5 .1 .1 - .1 n/a 
L e n g t h 5 .5 .5 - .7 n/a 
Width 5 .5 .4 - .7 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 5 .2 .1 - .2 n/a 

St . Mungo Total=4 
Weight 4 .3 .2 - .3 n/a 
L eng th 4 .8 .6 - 1.1 n/a 
Width 4 .8 .6 - 1.1 n/a 
Th i cknes s 4 .3 .2 - .5 n/a 

Crescen t B c h Total=508 
Weight 381 .1 .1 - .4 .1 - .1 
L eng th 461 .6 .3 - 1.1 .5 - .6 
Width 383 .5 .3 - 1.0 .5 - .6 
Th i ckness 461 .2 .1 - .4 .2 - .2 

DGS:DECORATED GROUND STONE: 

One p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t i ng subca t ego ry of th i s a r t i f a c t c lass i s a g r oup 

of ob jects f ound i n the St. Mungo components at Glenrose , P i t t R i v e r a n d St . 

Mungo. These a r t i f ac t s are made from s c h i s t wh i ch is metamorphosed slate. 



Sch i s t has a cha rac t e r i s t i c sheen due to i t s mica content . L i k e slate, s ch i s t has 

per fec t c leavage i n one d i r e c t i on (Mottana et a l . 1978:353). These pieces of 

decorated s ch i s t are f lat w i th i n c i s ed l ines on the p e r i p h e r a l edges, and w i t h 

e i ther small i n c i s ed p i t s o r l ines d r a w n a r o u n d the c i rcumference ins ide the 

bo rde r (Matson 1976:153). The s ing le piece of decorated g r o u n d stone f rom 

Crescen t Beach is a f ragment of g r o u n d slate w i th s eve ra l i nc i s ed l ines . 

I n th i s spec ia l i zed subc l ass of decorated g r o u n d stone, due to the na tu r e 

of the raw mater ia l , these implements are eas i l y b r o k e n w i th any amount of 

r e g u l a r use , wh i ch impl ies tha t t h e i r f unc t i on was not one of e v e r y day use. 

Ko rnbache r (1989:114) po in ts out tha t ob jec ts i n c l u d e d i n a decorated a r t i f a c t 

c lass (be i t decorated g r o u n d stone, bone, an t l e r , o r shel l ) shou ld demonstrate 

a dominant decorat ive element, w h i c h i n my judgement impl ies that these ob jec ts 

were not s t r i c t l y u t i l i t a r i a n i n na tu r e , b u t s e r v ed some aesthet ic func t i on . 

Table B.40 Decorated G r o u n d Stones 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=6 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 n/a .6 .5 - .7 .6 - .7 

S t . Mungo Total=4 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .5 - .6 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 60.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 4.6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 2.3 n/a n/a n/a 



These a r t i f a c t s show ev idence of sur face g r i n d i n g and a b r a d i n g but t h e i r 

incomplete na ture does not make spec i f i c i den t i f i ca t i on poss ib le . Some are un i que 

and t h e i r exact nomenclature i s u n c e r t a i n . 

Table B.41 Misce l laneous G r o u n d Stones 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=8 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 8 n/a 2.9 .7 - 121.0 1.6 - 24.4 
L e n g t h 8 n/a 3.7 1.4 - 16.2 2.7 - 6.7 
Width 8 n/a 2.4 .8 - 5.5 1.7 - 2.8 
T h i c k n e s s 8 n/a .4 .2 - 1.9 .3 - .7 

S t . Mungo Total=5 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 5 n/a 3.9 2.6 - 6.5 n/a 
L e n g t h 5 n/a 4.7 3.1 - 5.6 n/a 
Width 5 n/a 2.2 1.9 - 5.0 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 5 n/a .4 .2 - 2.5 n/a 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 154.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 6.8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 



F i g u r e B .5 A b r a s i v e Stones - Crescen t Beach 



The combinat ion of pecked and g r o u n d stone processes r e s u l t s i n an 

a r t i f a c t w i th i r r e g u l a r l y p i t t ed o r c r u s h e d areas on i t s sur face due to a spec ia l 

t ype of p e r c u s s i o n f l a k i n g ca l l ed ' p e c k i n g ' . P e c k i n g the sur face of stone 

i nvo l v e s d e l i v e r i n g repeated blows w i t h s u c h i n t e n s i t y that the sur face of the 

ob jec t i s p u l v e r i z e d (Kornbacher 1989:103). P e c k i n g i s used to achieve the 

p r e l im ina ry des i r ed shape, an ab rade r i s then used to g r o u n d the r oughened 

sur face to a smoother f i n i s h (Stewart 1973:41). The p e c k i n g a n d g r i n d i n g 

p rocess complete ly a l t e rs the o r i g i n a l shape of the raw mater ia l , there fo re , a l l 

p ecked and g r o u n d stone i s c ons ide r ed to be shaped , r a t h e r t han unshaped . 

MORT:MORTAR: 

Names for a r t i f ac t s i n th i s ca tegory inc lude cobble mortar (Mi tche l l 

1971:123), o r bowl (Ham et a l . 1986:78). They are u s u a l l y wel l-made from g ran i t e 

or o the r s imi lar igneous raw mater ia l . The amount of p e c k i n g used to create the 

i nne r dep r ess i on and the degree of s h a p i n g on the oute r sur face can v a r y . 

It i s poss ib le tha t the smaller implements w i t h shal lower depress ions s e r v ed 

exc lus i v e l y as mortars i n w h i c h p igments cou ld be g r o u n d , bu t there i s no c l ear 

d i v i s i on between mortars a n d bowls. 

Table B.42 Mor ta r s 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 902.6 
L e n g t h 1 13.5 
Width 1 9.2 
Th i cknes s 1 5.7 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



These implements are t u b u l a r i n shape and are we l l made. They have been 

d r i l l e d b i con i ca l l y . These p ipes are l a r g e r t han those p r e s en t at contact . 

Th i s i s an ea r l y example of an implement c rea ted for the purpose of 

smoking v a r i ous aromatic h e r b s o r p o s s i b l y nat ive tobacco. 

Table B.43 P ipes 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 

204.7 n/a n/a n/a 
6.0 n/a n/a n/a 
5.0 n/a n/a n/a 
4.8 n/a n/a n/a 

Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

S t . Mungo No art: facts are p resent . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s a re p resent . 

BONE IMPLEMENTS 

Bone, an o rgan i c raw mater ia l , is more f rag i l e t han i no r gan i c stone. 

A r t i f a c t s made from bone bear ev idence of manufacture on t h e i r sur face most 

of ten c r ea t ed by g r i n d i n g and/or ab ras i on processes . Unshaped bone a r t i f ac t s 

may be d i f f i cu l t to d i s t i n g u i s h from f auna l remains because, the on l y ev idence 

for w o r k i n g may be an u n n a t u r a l wear pa t t e rn on the a r t i f a c t ' s sur face . Often, 

on ly an exper i enced f auna l ana l y s t can t e l l the d i f ference between s l i g h t l y 

modif ied a r t i f ac t s and fauna l remains. Bone a r t i f ac t s are u sua l l y sp l i t/sec t i oned 

or s p l i n t e r e d f ragments removed from the pa ren t mater ia l . 

Th i s c lass i f i ca t i on of bone a r t i f ac t s (as we l l as the an t l e r a r t i f ac t s that 

follow) a s s i gns func t i ona l names to the ob jec ts that have an e thnog raph i c 

analogy. Func t i on - f r e e names for bone and an t l e r ob jects have not yet been 

c rea ted on the Nor thwest Coast. More lab exper imentat ion i n bone and ant l e r tool 

manufacture is r e q u i r e d before s u c h a step can be implemented. 



Th i s c lass i f i ca t i on focuses on c l a s s i f y i ng bone and an t l e r tools, there fore , 

b y - p r o d u c t s of bone and an t l e r tool manufac ture r are not i n c l u d e d . 

SHAPED BONE TOOLS 

L i k e a l l o ther shaped tools , the o r i g i n a l shape and t ex ture of the bone 's 

r e source mater ia l has been a l t e r ed s i gn i f i c an t l y . In compar ison to i no rgan i c 

stone, bone i s more p l iab le , a n d can be shaped t h r o u g h many d i f f e rent processes 

i n c l u d i n g c u t t i n g , c h o p p i n g , g r i n d i n g , e n g r a v i n g a n d d r i l l i n g (Stewart 1973:110). 

MINIMALLY WORKED BONE 

These ob jects have been minimal ly shaped or modif ied. They are p laced 

into subca tegor i es depend ing on whether t h e y are end or medial f ragments . 

D i v i d ing these ob jects into these t ypes of ca tegor ies al lows archaeo log is ts to do 

compar isons of a r t i f a c t breakage pa t t e rns . 

WBMF:WORKED BONE MEDIAL FRAGMENT: 

In th i s ca tegory , b r o k e n shaped bone tool medial f ragments 

have been i n c luded . They have been p laced i n th i s ca tegory 

because there i s not enough in format ion p r o v i d e d from the f ragment 

to place i t into a more spec i f i c a r t i f a c t c l a ss , bu t there i s de f in i te 

ev idence of shap ing . 

Table B.44 Worked Bone Med ia l F ragments 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Tota l : =72 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 72 2.1 .1 - 16.9 1.2 - 3.9 
L eng th 72 3.7 .5 - 1 L 9 2.4 - 5.7 
Width 72 1.1 .4 - 5.0 .9 - 1.5 
Th i ckness 72 .5 .1 - 2.5 .3 • - .6 



Weight 118 .9 .1 • 
L eng th 118 2.8 .9 
Width 118 .9 .3 
Th i cknes s 118 .4 .1 

Crescen t B c h Total=80 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 80 2.2 .1 -
L eng th 80 4.6 1.3 -
Width 80 1.1 .2 
T h i c k n e s s 80 .5 .2 

33.2 .3 - 2.0 
9.3 2.0 - 4.1 
4.7 .6 - 1.2 
1.3 .3 - .6 

29.1 1.1 - 3.9 
13.0 3.3 - 5.8 
6.2 .8 - 1.5 
1.6 .5 - .7 



Glenrose : 
Minimum: .1 
Lower Hinge: 1.2 
Median: 2.1 
U p p e r Hinge: 3.9 
Maximum: 16.9 
0 14 
0 55556677788 
IH 00222222334 
1 5666899999 
2M O i l 
2 55577899 
3 0012344 
3H 68 
4 011124 
4 59 
5 
5 67 
6 0 
6 58 
7 1 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
8 7 
13 17 
16 9 

St . Mungo : 
Minimum: .1 
Lower Hinge : .3 
Median: .9 
U p p e r Hinge: 2.0 
Maximum: 33.2 
OH 11111111122222222223333333333344444444 
OM 55555555666677777889999 
1 0111122233334444444 
1 5578889 
2H 001122 
2 67899 
3 0013 
3 778 
4 01334 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
5 16 
6 3 
7 05 
10 35 
33 2 



Cres c en t Beach: 
Minimum: .1 
Lower Hinge: 1.1 
Median: 2.15 
U p p e r Hinge: 3.85 
Maximum: 29.1 
0 114 
0 5566668899 
IH 000011111233 
1 55566666679 
2M 0011223 
2 56899 
3 011113 
3H 5577889 
4 012 
4 59 
5 0033 
5 789 
6 0 
6 5 
7 0 
7 56 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
9 5 
29 1 

Stem a n d Lea f P lo ts f o r Worked Bone Media l F ragments f o r L e n g t h 

Glenrose : 
Minimum: .5 
Lower Hinge : 2.4 
Median: 3.7 
U p p e r Hinge: 5.7 
Maximum: 11.9 
0 5 
1 03377788 
2H 11223344445577888899 
3M 1133447778899 
4 02256777 
5H 234777 
6 027778 
7 49 
8 1229 
9 18 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
11 69 



St . Mungo: 
Minimum: .9 
Lower Hinge: 2.0 
Median: 2.8 
U p p e r Hinge: 4.1 
Maximum: 9.3 
0 9 
1 0012244444 
1 566677778888899 
2H 00001111222333444444 
2M 555566666788889999 
3 000113344 
3 555777788899 
4H 011122 
4 5679 
5 0011122 
5 566 
6 244 
6 6889 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
7 3 
8 2456 
9 3 

C r e s c en t Beach: 
Minimum: 1.3 
Lower Hinge: 3.25 
Median: 4.55 
U p p e r Hinge: 5.8 
Maximum: 13.0 
1 3 
1 79 
2 0013444 
2 5666789 
3H 00234 
3 5566777889 
4 22244 
4M 555666778899 
5 01122233 
5H 77889999 
6 222 
6 
7 034 
7 568 
8 4 
8 
9 014 
OUTSIDE V A L U E S 
12 4 
13 0 



WBEFiWORKED BONE END FRAGMENT: 

In th i s ca t egory b r o k e n , shaped bone tool end fragments have 

been i n c l u d e d . They are p laced i n t h i s ca tegory due to insu f f i c i en t 

in format ion p r o v i d e d from the f ragment to place i t into a more 

spec i f i c a r t i f a c t c lass , bu t there i s de f in i te ev idence of shap ing . 

Table B.45 Worked Bone E n d F ragments 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total= :30 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 30 1.1 .2 - 65.3 .6 -
L e n g t h 30 3.2 1.6 - 25.0 2.4 -
Width 30 .8 .3 - 3.6 .6 -
T h i c k n e s s 30 .4 .2 - 2.2 .3 

S t . Mungo Total=41 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 41 .8 .1 - 24.2 .4 - 2.3 
L e n g t h 41 2.4 1.0 - 4.2 1.9 - 4.7 
Width 41 .8 .3 - 4.0 .6 - 1.5 
T h i c k n e s s 41 .4 .1 - 1.6 .3 - .5 

C rescen t B c h Totfll=35 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 35 2.8 .1 - 23.2 .7 - 4.9 
L e n g t h 35 4.5 1.1 - 13.1 3.2 - 6.9 
Width 35 1.1 .3 - 5.7 .7 - 1.8 
T h i c k n e s s 35 .5 .2 - 2.3 .4 -- .8 

RI:RODENT INCISOR: 

These ob jec ts are more commonly known as beaver teeth. The t i p s u s u a l l y 

d i sp l ay a great deal of po l i sh o r c h i p p i n g f rom u t i l i z a t i on tha t c reates a d i f f e r en t 

shape t h a n that from ' n a t u r a l ' wear (Matson 1976:173). Sometimes there i s no 

f u r t h e r modi f icat ion, sometimes the a r t i f a c t i s g r o u n d or decorated. Ev idence of 

wear from ha f t ing may also be present . 

The n a t u r a l ha rdness of the i n c i s o r makes i t a per f ec t tool for p r e c i s i on 

wood c a r v i n g and i n c i s i n g . 



Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.5 
L e n g t h 1 4.5 
Width 1 .8 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .7 

Rodent I n c i s o r s 
Median 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

St . Mungo Total=3 No complete a r t i f a c t s are present . 

C r escen t B c h Total=3 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

NMS:NET MESH SPACERS : 

These implements are r e c t a n g u l a r i n shape w i th a large hol low cent re . 

They are not v e r y large a n d u s u a l l y have a po l i shed sur face . 

They are hypo thes i z ed to be the spacers pos i t ioned between the twine that 

compr ised f i s h i n g d ip nets (Ham et aL 1986:104), bu t a s ing le example does not 

allow for a func t i ona l i n t e rp r e t a t i on . 

Table B.47 Net Mesh Space r s 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Glenrose No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 
Range 

S t . Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 1 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

PEG:PEG: 

Matson (1976:165) p laces small po inted bone ob jec ts wh i ch look l ike pegs 

in to th i s a r t i f ac t category . Some of the ob jects have notches at the end away 

from the point . 



The i r f unc t i on i s u n k n o w n , bu t t h i s ca tegor i ca l name i s one example of how 

mis lead ing func t i ona l names can be, as i t i s d oub t fu l tha t t h i s ob jec t func t i oned 

as a peg , yet i t i s s t i l l p laced i n th i s ca tegory due to i t s peg-shape . 

Table B.48 
Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 1.9 
L e n g t h 1 3.5 
Width 1 1.1 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .9 

St . Mungo Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 5.4 
L e n g t h 1 4.2 
Width 1 1.2 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.1 

Pegs 
Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

BHKO:BONE HOOK OBJECT: 

V i s u a l l y , a complete example of th i s implement would l ike a small g r o u n d 

hook made of bone. The basa l end i s b lun t ed and the prox imal end i s po in ted . 

The hook may have t u r n e d upwards to form an ang led shank . 

Th i s s ing le example is too f r agmentary to sugges t a func t i on . 

Table B.49 Bone Hook Objects 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

C rescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 2.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 



These a r t i f a c t s a l l share the a t t r i b u t e of be ing suspend ib l e a r o u n d 

someone's neck. Beyond the genera l ca tegory of pe r f o ra t ed bone pendant are 

two spec ia l subca tegor i es de f ined on the bas is of the t ype of raw mater ia l used . 

PBP iPERFORATED BONE PENDANT: 

These ob jec ts v a r y i n shape , s ize a n d degree of f i n i s h , bu t a l l 

show ev idence for suspens i on and are b i con i ca l l y d r i l l e d (Matson 

1976:169). Many from the St. Mungo phase are r e c t angu la r shaped , 

f lat and undeco ra t ed , a l t hough the re are except ions. 

Table B.50 Pe r f o ra t ed Bone Pendan t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=13 
Weight 6 n/a 2.6 1.3 - 2.9 1.4 - 2.7 
L e n g t h 7 n/a 3.2 2.1 - 4.0 2.9 - 3.5 
Width 9 n/a 1.5 1.0 - 2.1 1.4 - 1.7 
T h i c k n e s s 13 n/a .3 .2 - .5 .2 - .4 

St . Mungo Total=13 
Weight 4 n/a 2.7 1.4 - 8.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 n/a 4.9 3.0 - 5.6 n/a 
Width 7 n/a 1.8 1.2 - 11.4 1.4 - 2.7 
T h i c k n e s s 6 n/a .2 .1 - 1.4 .2 - .4 

C r e s c en t B c h Tot8d=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 

GM:GROUND MOLAR: 

Ham et a l . (1986:91) states tha t these a r t i f ac t s were p r o d u c e d 

from both human and sea o t ter tee th . The roots of the teeth are 

g r o u n d but w i th no ind i ca t i on of suspens i on . 

Ham sugges t s that due to the lack of suspens i on , they may 

have been used as in lay on o ther ob jects . 



Table B.51 G r o u n d Molars 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Total=4 
Weight 4 1.1 . 5 - 2 . 1 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 1.5 1.2 - 2.8 n/a 
Width 4 1.2 1.1 - 1.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 .5 .4 - .8 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

TPND:TOOTH PENDANT: 

These ob jects are made from dog canines a n d molars, deer 

i n c i s o r s and premolars as we l l as o ther smal l mammal can ines (Ham 

et a l . 1986:91). The pe r f o ra t i ons are b i con ica l l y d r i l l e d . Some are 

suspended b y a thong t i ed a r o u n d an inc i s ed groove r a t h e r t h a n by 

a thong threaded t h r o u g h an i n c i s ed hole (Stewart 1973:144). 

The i r f unc t i on i s assumed to be one of p e r sona l adornment . 

Table B.52 
Number 

Glenrose Total=8 
Weight 8 
L e n g t h 8 
Width 8 
T h i c k n e s s 8 

Tooth Pendan t s 
Msmt. Med ian 

n/a 2.0 
n/a 3.1 
n/a 1.4 
n/a .8 

Range 

.4 
1.8 
.6 
.4 

3.5 
4.1 
1.9 
1.0 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

1.1 - 3.0 
2.2 - 3.8 

.9 - 1.7 
.6 - .9 

St . Mungo Total=8 
Weight 6 
L e n g t h 6 
Width 8 
T h i c k n e s s 8 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.5 
2.1 

.8 

.6 

.2 
1.2 
.5 

4.7 
4.0 
1.7 

.4 - .9 

.3 - 1.6 
1.3 - 3.8 
.6 - 1.2 

.5 - .9 

C rescen t B c h Total=2 
Weight 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 2.5 - 2.6 n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .6 - .7 n/a 



These ob jec ts are d i v i d e d in to subca tegor i es based on size and degree of 

sur face area . Smal l ob jec ts w i th a minimal degree of sur face area are p laced in to 

the bone bead ca tegory whi le the l a r g e r ob jec ts w i th a minimal degree of sur face 

a rea are p laced in to the bone r i n g ca tegory . L a r g e ob jec ts w i th a h i g h degree 

of sur face a rea are f u r t h e r d i v i d ed based on whether o r not pe r f o ra t i ons are 

p resen t o r absent on the uppermost sur face . 

BEADrBONE BEAD: 

Uncommon, v a r y i n g degrees of f i n i s h and s ize , u sua l l y about 

the same s ize as g r o u n d stone d i sc beads, bu t can also come i n 

l onger more c y l i n d r i c a l s ty le . B i r d bone is the dominant raw 

mater ia l . I t i s easy to make beads from b i r d bone because the bone 

i s n a t u r a l l y hollow and can be snapped to create the des i r ed s ize . 

The i r func t i on i s assumed to be one of pe r sona l adornment . 

Table B.53 Bone Beads 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Total=2 
Weight 1 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.3 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .5 - .9 n/a 
Crescen t B c h Total=4 
Weight 4 n/a .3 .2 - .4 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 n/a 1.0 .8 - 1.1 n/a 
Width 4 n/a .9 .8 - 1.1 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 n/a .2 .2 - .3 n/a 

RING:RING: 

These a r t i f a c t s are l a r g e r than beads a n d may be t h i c k e r i n 

c r o s s sect ion. The amount of ab ras i on va r i e s as does the s ize . 



Whether the a r t i f a c t s ac tua l l y func t i oned as p e r sona l 

adornment i s not known (Stewart 1973:142). 

Table B.54 R ings 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 2.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

T U B E : T U B E : 

Th i s c lass of ob jec ts r e f e r s to l ong sect ions of c u t and 

po l i shed b i r d bone tha t were o f ten ob ta ined from the leg bones of 

l a r ge b i r d s s u c h as great b lue he rons , swans or eagles. The ends 

are c u t and smoothed w i t h the en t i r e sur face wel l ab raded . These 

tubes may or may not be decora ted (Stewart 1973:151). 

E thnog raph i ca l l y , b i r d bone tubes were used for d r i n k i n g ( l ike 

a straw) and were used i n shamanic and p u b e r t y ceremonies (Barnet t 

1955:151,167,177). Whether they were used i n the exact same context 

p r e h i s t o r i c a l l y one cannot say. 

Table B.55 Tubes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

St . Mungo Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a 4.3 - 4.8 n/a 
L eng th 2 n/a 10.1 - 10.5 n/a 
Width 2 n/a .8 - .9 n/a 
Th i cknes s 2 n/a .8 - .8 n/a 



Objects i n t h i s ca t egory are l ong hollow sect ions of bone 

(usua l l y b i rd ) w i th one o r more i n c i s ed pe r f o ra t i ons located on one 

sur face of the implement (Stewart 1973:150). 

They are mus ica l i n s t rumen t s and whi le e thnograph i c data 

p r esen t s them as f u n c t i o n i n g l a r g e l y i n a ceremonia l context , they 

c ou ld func t i on p l a u s i b l y i n any context where music was des i r ed . 

Table B.56 Whist les 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 7.4 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 
C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s a re p r esen t . 

AWLS 

Th i s is a large a r t i f a c t ca t egory tha t u s u a l l y dominates the bone tool 

assemblage (after minimal ly wo rked bone and f ragments have been removed). As 

noted by P e r c y (1974:174), ob jec ts tha t are c l ass i f i ed as awls are done so because 

there is a great deal of po l i sh o r u s e - s c o r i n g at the t i p of the implement w i t h 

a not iceable absence of usewear po l i sh on the remain ing por t i ons of the object . 

Th i s usewear po l i sh is the most impor tant a t t r i b u t e to look for when t r y i n g to 

separate awls from o ther po inted bone ob jects . The two major categor ies of awls 

(formed a n d sp l in t e r ) are separa ted a c c o r d i n g to the degree of work p resen t on 

the awl and the o v e ra l l f i n i s h i n g of the object . Bes ides these two major 

categor ies of awls there are three o ther sub -ca t ego r i e s that are a l l de f ined 

a c co rd ing to spec i f i c raw mater ia ls . 



These ob jec ts d i f f e r from formed awls i n the degree of 

p u r p o s e f u l modi f icat ion undergone . S p l i n t e r awls do not exh ib i t the 

a l l - o v e r sur face modi f icat ion of formed awls . The i r manufacture i s 

much more expedient . There may be ev idence of ha f t ing . A 

s u b g r o u p of t h i s a r t i f a c t t ype i s a g r oup of sp l i n t e r awls composed 

of s p l i n t e r e d sect ions of b i r d bone w i t h minimal sur face ab ras i on . 

These s p l i n t e r b i r d bone awls are not l i k e the t r ad i t i ona l b i r d bone 

awls d i s c u s s e d i n Nor thwest Coast l i t e r a tu r e . These s p l i n t e r awls 

made of b i r d bone are of an exped ient na ture w i th less o v e ra l l 

modi f icat ion compared to b i r d bone awls. 

The i r func t i on i s assumed to be of a p i e r c i n g na ture f o r t a s k s 

s u c h as baske t mak ing , o r mat t ing manufacture (Ham et a l . 1986:60). 

Table B.57 S p l i n t e r Aw ls 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=27 
Weight 7 6.3 1.5 - 10.9 4.5 - 6.8 
L e n g t h 7 11.7 4.4 - 12.7 10.8 - 12.5 
Width 12 1.3 .6 - 4.2 1.1 - 1.5 
Th i cknes s 19 .5 .2 - L 9 .5 - .6 

St . Mungo Total=36 
Weight 5 5.8 .2 - 7.7 n/a 
L e n g t h 5 10.4 3.9 - 11.8 n/a 
Width 15 .9 .3 - 2.9 .4 - 1.2 
T h i c k n e s s 20 .3 .2 - 1.2 .2 - .5 

C rescen t B c h Total=15 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 8 9.9 3.6 - 12.9 7.3 - 12.2 
Width 5 1.2 .8 - 1.8 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 8 .7 .2 - 1.3 .3 - .9 

SRA: S P L I T RIB AWL: 

Th is i s a spec ia l i zed s u b g r o u p of sp l i n t e r awls. These 

implements are made by d i v i d i n g wap i t i r i b s t h r o u g h the i r l ongest 



sec t ion i n o r d e r to form two f lat sec t ions of bone. One end is 

smoothed whi le the o the rs i s g r o u n d to a po int (Percy 1974:180). 

Th i s i s an u n u s u a l t ype of awl and P e r c y sugges t ed i t be i n c l u d e d 

as a d iagnost i c of the Mayne phase. 

The func t i on i s assumed to be s imi lar to those of o the r awls , 

bu t due to th e i r r a r i t y and spec ia l manufac ture , p e rhaps t h e y were 

more spec ia l i zed i n func t i on . 

Table B.58 S p l i t R ib Aw l s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=6 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 14.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 3 n/a 1.1 .7 - 1.9 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 n/a .5 .3 - ,7 n/a 

FAWL:FORMED S P L I T BONE AWL: 

Th i s c lass i n c ludes ob jec ts tha t are sp l i t a n d sect ioned bone 

pieces g r o u n d to form a long t h i n implement w i t h a tapered po int 

(Ham et a l . 1986:60). The c r o s s - s e c t i o n of the t ip may be c i r c u l a r o r 

r e c t angu l a r (Matson 1976:159). The size v a r i e s w i t h some be ing v e r y 

heavy and large . The amount of ab ras i on and sur face f i n i s h i n g may 

d i f f e r , bu t these a r t i f a c t s exh ib i t more sur face modi f icat ion t h a n do 

s p l i n t e r awls. 

Ham et a l . (1986:60) mention some of the poss ib le func t i ons of 

these a r t i f a c t s i n c l u d i n g : s k i n w o r k i n g , b a s k e t r y , mat t ing , b lanke t 

making and maintenance ac t i v i t i e s . They are u sua l l y seen as a 

woman's tool a l though we may be i n c o r r e c t l y de f in ing the i r func t i on 

and the i r use r s . 



Table B.59 Formed Bone Awls 
Number Median Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=24 
Weight 12 4.9 .6 - 18.6 3.8 - 7.4 
L e n g t h 12 10.0 4.9 - 16.7 7.4 - 12.8 
Width 18 1.0 .4 - 2.1 .8 - 1.4 
T h i c k n e s s 23 .5 .2 - .9 .4 - .6 

St . Mungo Total=13 
Weight 3 7.9 5.7 - 8.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 12.8 9.7 - 13.8 n/a 
Width 4 1.2 .9 - 1.4 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 6 .6 .3 - .8 .5 - .7 

C rescen t B c h Total=12 
Weight 3 7.8 4.0 - 14.1 n/a 
L e n g t h 8 12.9 5.4 - 17.0 6.8 - 15.8 
Width 4 1.6 .7 - 2.1 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 8 .6 .4 - 1.0 .5 - .9 

MAWL:METAPODIAL AWL: 

Th is i s a spec ia l i zed subca t ego ry of awls i n wh i ch the a r t i f a c t 

has been formed from the cannon bone of a l and mammal (often 

deer ) . While sur face treatment va r i e s , the sur face is ex t ens i ve l y 

shaped w i th a tapered point . These tools are d i s t i nc t i v e and eas i l y 

separated from o ther awl t ypes . There may be ev idence of ha f t ing . 

Once aga in , t h e i r func t i ons are assumed to be s imi lar to those 

of formed awls , because of the o ve ra l l s im i l a r i t y i n shape. 

Table B.60 Metapodia l Awls 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

St . Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 1 19.3 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 10.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.3 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 



As w i th metapodial awls , these implements have been c lass i f i ed 

toge ther because of a s im i l a r i t y i n the raw mater ia l used , i n th i s 

case, b i r d bone wh i ch can v a r y i n s ize . One t ip i s we l l g r o u n d and 

po l i shed to a tapered po int . Wear po l i sh is concent ra t ed on the t i p , 

whi le the opposi te end i s o f ten b r oken . U s u a l l y b i r d bone awls are 

unmodi f i ed except for the t i p (Bur l ey 1989:108). These ob jec ts are 

made from a complete piece of b i r d bone as opposed to the b i r d 

bone s p l i n t e r awls w h i c h are made from a s p l i n t e r of b i r d bone. 

It is not unreasonab le to assume tha t these implements were 

made w i th a more spec ia l i z ed pu rpose i n mind , because they a re not 

as r o b u s t as the o ther t ypes of awls , p e rhaps t h e i r func t i ons were 

more focused on p i e r c i n g soft mater ia l . 

Table B.61 B i r d Bone Aw ls 
Number Msmt. Mediem Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 9.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 
C r e scen t B c h Total=2 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 

ULNA: ULNA AWL: 

Th is ca tegory is a lso a spec ia l i zed subca t ego ry of bone awls. 

These implements have been made u s i n g the u l n a bone of a deer. 

The i r usewear po l i sh i s concent ra t ed at the t ip l i ke o ther bone awls. 

There may be ev idence of ha f t ing . 



The func t i ons of these implements i s not known for su re . 

Number 

Glenrose Total=3 
Weight 2 
L e n g t h 2 
Width 3 
T h i c k n e s s 3 

Msmt. 

n/a 
n/a 
2.3 

.6 

St . Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

C r e s c en t Beach Total=2 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 1 
T h i c k n e s s 1 

26.0 
10.6 
4.0 
3.3 

13.3 
11.8 
3.0 
1.3 

U l n a Awls 
Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
2.3 

.6 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

10.9 - 18.0 
12.1 - 12.5 

.7 - 3.8 
.4 - .9 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BPIN :BLANKET PIN: 

Complete ob jec ts tha t are r o u n d i n c r o s s sec t i on , v e r y t h i n a n d t a p e r i n g 

to a po in t are u s u a l l y c l ass i f i ed as b lanke t p i n s . Decorat ion on the prox imal 

po r t i on is op t iona l , bu t the ent i r e sur face of the implement is we l l po l i shed . 

These implements are d i s t i n g u i s h e d from needles b y the lack of a n inc i s ed o r 

d r i l l e d hole at the prox imal end. 

They were used to ' p i n ' toge ther the two f r on t sect ions of a b lanke t w o r n 

over the shou lde r s . 

Table B.63 
Number Msmt. 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

St . Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 1 4.4 
L e n g t h 1 17.3 
Width 1 1.1 
Th i cknes s 1 .3 
Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

B l anke t P i n s 
Median Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



These implements are u sua l l y made from sp l i t deer cannon bone and have 

been g r o u n d to form a nea r l y r o u n d po in t at the d i s t a l end . Wear p a t t e r n 

i n c ludes f ine s c ra t ches at the d i s t a l end (Ham 1982:229-230). 

Th i s wear i s cons i s t en t w i th the damage expected from d r i l l i n g wood. 

E t h n o g r a p h i c a l l y bone d r i l l s were haf ted i n a wooden handle for use i n 

woodwork ing (Barnet t 1955:111). 

Table B.64 Bone Dr i l l s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 

S M A L L POINTED BONE OBJECTS 

Often, implements tha t do not f i t in to the awl taxonomy are p laced in to the 

fo l lowing categor ies . These a r t i f a c t s are smal ler than awls, have a c i r c u l a r c r o s s 

sec t ion , a long w i t h a wel l formed a n d ab raded sur face . They u s u a l l y show 

ev idence of ha f t ing on the basa l end . These implements are separated based on 

the presence o r absence of shaped t i p s . 

UNPT: UNIPOINT: 

A r t i f a c t s i n th i s ca tegory look l i k e v e r y small , r o u n d e d 

s p l i n t e r s of bone. One t ip i s shaped in to a s h a r p po int whi le the 

opposi te t i p is b lun t . Th i cknes s is less than .6 cm. L e n g t h can be 

as much as 7 cm. 



F u n c t i o n a l i n t e rp r e t a t i on i s u n k n o w n , bu t Ham et a l , (1986:103) 

state they may be a rming po in ts for three p ronged f i s h i n g spears . 

Table B.65 U n i p o i n t s 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=8 
Weight 6 .3 .2 - .5 .2 - .4 
L e n g t h 6 3.5 2.5 - 5.4 2.8 - 4.6 
Width 8 .3 .2 - .5 .3 - .4 
T h i c k n e s s 8 .3 .2 - .4 .3 - .3 

S t . Mungo Total=3 
Weight 3 1.7 .5 - 2.2 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 6.2 6.1 - 6.6 n/a 
Width 3 .6 .4 - .6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .4 .2 - .5 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=4 
Weight 2 n/a .2 - 1.7 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 3.9 3.4 - 6.0 n/a 
Width 3 .7 .3 - .9 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .4 .2 - .4 n/a 

BIPT:BIPOINT: 

Bo th t i p s of a r t i f a c t s i n th i s c lass are po in ted . They are 

somewhat r e c t angu l a r i n c r o s s sec t ion and sur face f i n i s h i s not 

u s u a l l y complete. Cons t ruc t i ons for at tachment are not p r e s en t 

(Matson 1976:167). 

Ham et a l . (1986:104) sugges t that these ob jects may be gorge 

hooks used on set l ines for f l ounder . 

Table B.66 B ipo in t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 6.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 



St . Mungo Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a n/a .2 - .5 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 7.0 - 7.1 n/a 
Width 2 n/a n/a .4 - .6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .2 - .3 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h Total=l codiplete 
Weight 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 

PBOF:POINTED BONE OBJECT FRAGMENT: 

Smal l b r o k e n po in ted ob jec ts tha t cou ld not be c lass i f i ed in to 

un ipo in t and b ipo in t categor ies were le f t i n th i s ca tegory . 

Table B.67 Po in ted Bone Object F ragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

BONE C H I S E L S , WEDGES, AND POINTS 

Objects i n these categor ies have been g i v en many d i f f e r en t names i n c l u d i n g 

bone wedges, ch i s e l s , gouges, ba rk p r i e r s and po ints . From documentat ion alone, 

i t i s d i f f i cu l t to determine what the ana l y s t i s de f in ing i n t h i s s u r p r i s i n g l y l a rge 

and d i v e r se a r t i f a c t g roup . From my examination of these a r t i f a c t c lasses from 

three Char l e s components (Glenrose, St . Mungo and Crescen t Beach) as wel l as 

three Locarno Beach components (Crescent Beach, Loca rno Beach and Whalen 

Farm), I have dec ided to d i v ide these a r t i f a c t s into the three major categor ies 

of bone ch i s e l , bone wedge and bone po int . These a r t i f a c t t ype s are de f ined 



p a r t l y on the bas is of t h e i r manufac ture and sur face po l i sh . P e r c y desc r ibes 

how most of these a r t i f ac t s were made: 

L a n d mammal bones w i th one a r t i c u l a r end (also known 
as an ep iphys i s ) s t i l l a t tached were s p l i t in to halves 
and t h e n wo rked to the d e s i r ed form. Th i s method wou ld 
lay bare v a r y i n g amounts of medu l la ry c a v i t y wh i ch i n 
some cases have been g r o u n d smooth [ Pe r cy 1974:167]. 

The f i n i shed shape of these a r t i f a c t s are s imi lar i n tha t they are f lat , smooth, 

po l i shed pieces of bone, bu t i n th i s t ypo l ogy a r t i f a c t s have been p a r t i a l l y 

separated in to d i f f e rent subca tegor i es depend ing on whe ther o r not the middle 

sect ion of the implement con ta ins a c e n t r a l channe l wh i ch is sometimes, bu t not 

a lways , a medul la ry cav i t y . 

BONE CHISELS 

These ob jec ts are the most numerous subca t ego ry of the l a r g e r bone 

ch i se l s , wedges and po ints categor ies . Not a l l bone ch i s e l s have been made from 

bone w i t h medul la ry c a v i t y , i t can d i f f i cu l t to t e l l on some a r t i f a c t s . Usewear 

po l i sh i s concent ra ted at the t ip and there i s ev idence of wear, bu t not a g rea t 

deal of ba t t e r ing . They are ab raded a n d wo rked on the non -channe l l ed sur face . 

BCUT:BONE CHISEL WITH U N I L A T E R A L L Y TAPERED END: 

The c r o s s sec t ion is r e c t a n g u l a r and they t ape r un i l a t e ra l l y to 

a f la t tened point . There are d i f f e rent shapes of un i l a t e r a l t i ps 

r a n g i n g from r ounded to s q u a r e d , w i th r ounded more common. On 

many of these ob jec ts d i s t i n c t i v e r i d g e s are p r e sen t wh i ch r u n the 

en t i r e l eng th of the object on bo th s ides of the c e n t r a l c a v i t y , but 

i n some cases, these r i d g e s have been smoothed e i the r by wear or 

i n manufacture . They shou ld be examined for ev idence of ha f t ing . 

Opin ions c once rn ing func t i on v a r y and inc lude : use as a 

spec ia l i zed wedge, an t l e r c r a f t i n g implement, o r b a r k p r i e r (Ham et 



a l . 1986:47, Matson 1976:164, M i t che l l 1971:133 and P e r c y 1974:167). 

Ham et a l . (1986:50) demonstrate how they may have been haf ted. 

onto a hollow bone haft . 

Table B.68 Bone Ch i s e l s w i t h U n i l a t e r a l l y Tapered E n d s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=24 
Weight 1 11.8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 8 n/a 2.3 .7 - 3.5 1.9 - 2.7 
T h i c k n e s s 15 n/a .8 .1 - 1.9 .6 - .9 

St . Mungo Total=21 
Weight 4 n/a 11.8 5.8 - 17.7 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 n/a 11.1 8.6 - 11.7 n/a 
Width 5 n/a 1.6 1.1 - 2.2 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 8 n/a .7 .4 - 1.3 .6 - .8 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=10 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 4 n/a 9.8 6.8 - 11.9 n/a 
Width 2 n/a n/a 2.3 - 2.6 n/a 
Th i cknes s 4 n/a 1.0 .6 - 1.0 n/a 

BWED:BONE WEDGE: 

Comparable manu fac tu r ing t e chn iques on the same k i n d of raw 

mater ia l has c rea ted an implement s imi lar to a bone ch i s e l w i t h a 

un i l a t e r a l l y t apered end . A r t i f a c t s i n th i s c lass may be a spec ia l i z ed 

subca t ego ry of bone ch i se l s . The d i s ta l end is not as wel l modif ied 

as those of bone ch i s e l s , whi le the prox imal end shows s i g n s of 

heavy use. Overa l l , these implements g ive the impress i on of be ing 

capable of more 'heavy d u t y ' func t i ons . 

The wear pa t t e rn on these tools sugges t s heav ie r wear and 

ba t t e r ing on the proximal end s imi lar to the usewear pa t t e rn seen on 

an t l e r wedges. 



Number Mean 

Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 41.0 
L eng th 1 12.4 
Width 1 3.3 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 

St . Mungo Total= 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i cknes s 

Bone Wedges 
Median 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

incomplete 
18.1 
6.5 
2.6 
1.6 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

BONE POINTS 

Bone po in ts have a d i f f e ren t prox imal t i p compared to bone ch i se l s a n d 

wedges. The t i p does not exh ib i t the exaggerated taper of the a forement ioned 

categor ies . Bone po in ts have been s u b d i v i d e d depend ing on the presence o r 

absence of a c e n t r a l channe l . Th i s k i n d of c a t e go r i z ing i s somewhat u n u s u a l , b u t 

he ld together we l l for th i s ana l y s i s . D u r i n g the Loca rno Beach phase bone po in ts 

are also p r e s en t i n non- face t ted and facet ted s t y l e s w h i c h is w h y the bone po in t 

categor ies used for the Char l es components i n c lude the term non- face t ted . The 

facetted bone po in ts mimic th e i r g r o u n d stone c o u n t e r p a r t s . 

NFPTrNON-FACETTED BONE POINT LANCEOLATE-SHAPED: 

These ob jects have been g r o u n d v e r y f lat w i t h no c e n t r a l 

channe l f ound on the do r sa l sur face . Most show ev idence of ha f t ing 

w i th a l l be ing shou lde r ed . They r e t a in the fami l iar l ea f -shape of 

t h e i r c h i p p e d stone and g r o u n d stone cous ins . 



Table B.70 Non-Facetted Bone Points Lanceolate-Shaped 
Number Msmt. Median Range Interquartile 

Range 
Glenrose Total=5 
Weight 1 24.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 13.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 4 n/a 2.5 2.0 - 2.6 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 5 .8 .8 .5 - 1.0 n/a 

St. Mungo Total=2 
Weight 1 11.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 7.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 .6 n/a .2 - .9 n/a 

Crescent Bch No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

NFPNrNON-FACETTED BONE POINT WITH NO CENTRAL CAVITY: 

These implements are not common d u r i n g ea r l y Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r y . They are smal ler t h a n the lanceo la te -shaped po in ts , and 

lack the lanceo late-shape. The c e n t r a l c a v i t y i s not p r e sen t and 

the re may be ev idence of ha f t i ng . 

Table B.71 Non-Facetted Bone Points With No Central Cavity 
Number Msmt. Median Range Interquartile 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St. Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 1 3.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 6.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 

Crescent Bch No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

NFPMrNON-PACETTED POINT WITH CENTRAL CAVITY: 

These objects are smal ler t h a n t h e i r facet ted bone po in ts w i t h 

c e n t r a l c a v i t y c oun t e rpa r t s . Sur face f i n i s h i n g v a r i e s i n degrees , 

but is genera l l y not as methodica l as w i th the facetted po in ts w i th 

c e n t r a l cav i t i es . These implements are also t h i c k e r , and b l u n t e r 



Table B.72 Non-Face t t ed Po in ts With C e n t r a l C a v i t y 
Number Msmt. Median Range 

Glenrose Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 1 
T h i c k n e s s 1 

St . Mungo Total=5 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 2 
T h i c k n e s s 4 

C r e s c en t B c h Total=4 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

0 
2 
1 
2 

22.9 
18.6 
2.1 

.6 

7.7 
10.2 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
1.4 

n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.5 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 

1.2 - 1.7 
.4 - .8 

n/a 
8.8 - 9.8 

n/a 
,5 - .7 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

NFPF :NON-FACETTED BONE POINT FRAGMENT: 

Those ob jects too f ragmentary to be p laced into a more 

spec i f i c non- face t ted bone po in t ca tegory . 

Table B.73 Non-Face t t ed Bone Po in t F ragments 
Range Number Msmt. Med ian 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent , 

St . Mungo Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

2 
2 
2 
2 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Crescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1,6 
L e n g t h 1 5.4 
Width 1 1.2 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

,5 - 1,3 
1,7 - 3,9 

,1 - 1,0 
.3 - ,4 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

UWCF:UNIDENTIFIED BONE WEDGE, CHISEL , POINT FRAGMENT: 

A l l a r t i f a c t s not p laced into the bone c h i s e l , wedge o r po int ca tegory (due 

to the i r f ragmentary nature ) were g r ouped in to th i s c lass . Most prox imal ends 

have been b r o k e n , so the modif ied ep iphyses are not a lways p resen t . Some 



pieces are b u r n t . In genera l , the tools are b r o k e n pieces of l ong bone w i th a 

f la t tened, tapered look to them and e i ther a r o u n d e d o r squa r ed marg in . 

Table B.74 Un iden t i f i ed Bone Wedge, Ch i s e l , Po in t F ragments 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

2.3 - 11.5 
3.6 - 6.6 
1.1 - 1.9 

.5 - .8 

Glenrose Total=7 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 7 3.8 .9 -• 17.6 
L e n g t h 7 5.3 2.4 - 7.7 
Width 7 1.2 .9 - 2.2 
Th i cknes s 7 .5 .4 - 1.0 

S t . Mungo Total=19 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 19 1.3 .4 - 53.1 .9 - 6.7 
L eng th 19 3.3 1.6 - 10.0 2.1 - 5.8 
Width 19 1.1 .7 - 4.8 .9 - 1.7 
T h i c k n e s s 19 .5 .3 - 2.1 .4 - .7 

C rescen t B c h Total=12 A l l a r t i f a c t s a re i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 12 5.3 1.1 - 18.8 3.0 - 14.0 
L e n g t h 12 5.5 3.2 - 9.2 5.1 - 7.0 
Width 12 1.5 1.0 - 3.8 1.2 - 2.3 
T h i c k n e s s 12 .9 .4 - 2.0 .6 - 1.3 

BARBED BONE POINTS AND HARPOONS 

These ob jects are de f ined on the bas is of ev idence for t h e i r be ing ' f i x ed ' 

onto a shaft . Those ob jec ts that do not show ev idence of l ine gua rds are 

de f ined as ba rbed bone po in t s , those tha t do show ev idence of l ine gua rds are 

de f ined as ba rbed bone harpoons . The two subca tegor i es are de f ined by the 

t ype of b a r b s p r e s en t on the ob jec t (un i l a t e ra l o r b i la te ra l ) . 

U B F P : U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED F IXED POINT: 

These tools are un i l a t e r a l l y ba rbed and are wel l formed and 

f i n i shed . Size va r i e s as do the ba rbs . A r t i f a c t s i n th i s c lass do not 

have l ine gua rds . 

These a r t i f ac t s d id not have to be removed from the i r shaft , 

i n o ther words , they were ' f i x ed ' to the shaf t fo r wh i ch they were 

made. They are cons ide red a f i s h i n g implement. 



Number Msmt. Med ian 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=l 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 1 
T h i c k n e s s 1 

complete 
2.9 
5.6 
1.4 
.7 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

FUB:FRAGMENT U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED HARPOON/POINT: 

If the d i s ta l end is not p resen t , i t i s d i f f i cu l t to separate 

un i l a t e r a l l y ba rbed harpoons and f ixed po in ts . Th is ca tegory 

g r o u p i n g a l l un i l a t e ra l f ragments toge ther , was c rea ted . 

Table B.76 Fragments o f U n i l a t e r a l l y B a r b e d Harpoons/Po ints 
Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 2.9 
L e n g t h 1 5.7 
Width 1 1.2 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .6 

St . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .1 
L e n g t h 1 1.5 
Width 1 .4 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 

Crescen t B c h Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 4.2 
L e n g t h 1 5.7 
Width 1 1.0 
Th i cknes s 1 .6 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BBFPzB ILATERALLY BARBED F IXED POINT: 

Implements showing no ev idence of a l ine g u a r d w i th b i l a t e ra l 

ba rbs have been p laced in to t h i s ca tegory . 

These implements are also though t to be a spec ia l i zed tool 

used for f i s h i n g . 



Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.0 
L eng th 1 2.9 
Width 1 1.0 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .7 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r escen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BBRB:BONE BARB: 

These ob jec ts are made from bone, w i t h t h e i r en t i r e sur face wel l ab raded . 

On one s ide they are g r o u n d f lat , t h i s ' d i s t a l ' end i s a lso somewhat r o u n d e d a n d 

l a rge r t h a n the tapered po int of the prox imal end . There is a s l i gh t c u r v e to 

the i r pro f i l e and ev idence of a wear p a t t e r n a t t r i bu tab l e to ha f t ing . 

While the func t i on of the tools i n th i s ca tegory i s not c e r t a in , v i s u a l l y , i n 

compar ison to p i c t u r e s i n S tewar t (1973 a n d 1977) these implements resemble 

barbs compos ing p a r t of a f i s h hook. 

Table B.78 Bone B a r b s 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=3 
Weight 3 2.3 2.3 - 2.4 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 6.0 5.4 - 6.1 n/a 
Width 3 .7 .7 - 1.0 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 .6 .6 - .6 n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

C rescen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are present . 



Ham et a l . (1986:100) desc r ibe the ob jec ts i n th i s ca tegory as be ing made 

from sec t ioned and g r ound large mammal bone w i t h an inc i s ed con t inuous groove 

a r o u n d one end w i th the oppos i te end b r oken . 

They hypothes i ze that these ob jec ts composed p a r t of a composite f i s h 

hook, a l t h o u g h a l a r g e r sample is needed to a s ce r t a in func t i on . 

Table B.79 F i s h Hook S h a n k s 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 4.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 
C r escen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

DECORATED BONE 

As pe r Ko rnbache r (1989:114), ob jects i n th i s ca tegory exh ib i t , "...some 

decora t i ve po tent ia l e x c lus i v e l y " . Decorat ion i s c rea ted b y processes s u c h as 

g r oov ing , i n c i s i n g , or pe r f o ra t i on . Intact decorated bone ob jec ts that are 

p e r c e i v ab l y human o r animal i n form have been p laced in to separate categor ies . 

The func t i on of these tools was aesthet ic i n na ture r a the r t h a n u t i l i t a r i a n . 

Otherwise , these ob jects cou ld be p laced in to o ther categor ies . I f one wants , one 

cou ld a r gue that these objects are separated because they had the potent ia l of 

f unc t i on ing as s ta tus marke rs . Th i s i s the nuc l eus of my d i f f e rence w i th some 

archaeo log i s t s , who emphasize the decorat ion on a r t i f a c t s as the be a l l and end 

a l l of the object , no matter how minor a factor the decorat ion i s to the o v e ra l l 

context of the ar t i f ac t . 



A l l of these ob jec ts are decorated bone f ragments . 

Table B.80 Decorated Bone Objects 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 n/a 1.2 .9 - 5.1 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 n/a 4.0 3.5 - 9.4 n/a 
Width 3 n/a 1.2 .7 - 1.8 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 n/a .3 .2 - .4 n/a 

C r e s cen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

GRUB:GRUB: 

A r t i f a c t s desc r i b ed i n t h i s c lass have been g i v en many names 

i n c l u d i n g ; g r u b , charm and game piece. They are small bone ob jec ts 

w i t h convex s ides t a p e r i n g to r o u n d e d ends . They are i n c i s ed w i th 

s e v e ra l approx imate ly e qu id i s t an t e n c i r c l i n g grooves g i v i n g i t a 

segmented g r u b - l i k e appearance (Borden 1975:76). 

They were o r i g i n a l l y f ound i n the F r a s e r Canyon b y Char l es 

B o r d e n who desc r ibes them as resembl ing f l y l a rvae (1975:76). 

Regard less of the i r name, they p r o b a b l y were not used on a day to 

day bas is . The i r d i s t i n c t i v enes s has made them a c u l t u r a l marker 

of the middle pe r i od (Charles ) on the F r a s e r R i v e r . The g r u b 

ef f ig ies f ound i n the F r a s e r Canyon are made from ino r gan i c l i th i c 

raw mater ia l t ypes as opposed those at St . Mungo w h i c h are o r gan i c . 

Th i s d i f ference in raw mater ia l pre fe rence may o r may not be 

important , bu t the lack of p r e s e r v a t i o n i n the F r a s e r Canyon makes 

i t unce r t a i n that o rgan ic g r u b ef f ig ies were also present . 



Number Msmt. 

G lenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 1.0 
L e n g t h 1 2.2 
Width 1 .6 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 

St . Mungo Total=3 
Weight 3 1.1 
L e n g t h 3 2.1 
Width 3 .9 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .6 

G r u b s 
Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

n/a n/a n/a 
n/a n/a n/a 
n/a n/a n/a 
n/a n/a n/a 

1.0 .4 - 2.0 n/a 
1.9 1.8 - 2.5 n/a 
•9 .6 - 1.1 n/a 
•5 .4 - .9 n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 



F i g u r e B.6 S p l i n t e r Awls - Glenrose 



F i g u r e B.7 S p l i t Rib Awls - C rescen t Beach 





F i g u r e B.9 Bone Ch ise l s With Un i l a t e r a l l y Tapered Ends 
St . Mungo 



J 

F i g u r e B.IO Bone A r t i f a c t s - St . Mungo 
Top Row: 3 Un iden t i f i ed Bone Wedge, Ch i s e l , Po int F ragments 

Middle Row: 4 Non-Face t t ed Po ints With Cen t r a l Cav i t i es 
Bottom Row: 2 Non-Face t t ed Bone Po ints With No Cen t r a l Cav i t y , 

2 Non-Face t t ed Bone Po ints Lanceo la te -Shaped 



F i g u r e B . l l Bone A r t i f a c t s - Glenrose 
Top Row: Bone Ch ise l With Un i l a t e r a l l y Tapered E n d , Pe r f o ra t ed Bone Pendant , 

Hal ibut Hook 
Midd le Row: Per fora ted Bone Pendant , Bone Needle 
Bottom Row: Bone Ch i s e l With Un i l a t e ra l l y Tapered E n d , Non-Face t t ed 

Bone Po int Lanceo la te -Shaped 



cm? 1 1 
In. 

F i g u r e B.12 Bone A r t i f a c t s - St. Mungo 
Top Row: 3 Ground Molars 

Second Row: 3 Bone Pendants 
T h i r d Row: 1 Bone R ing , 2 G r u b ef f ig ies 

Bottom Row: 4 G round Stone Disc Beads, 1 She l l Bead 



A n t l e r tools, l ike bone tools , are o rgan i c and deter iorate r a p i d l y from the 

archaeo log ica l r e c o rd . In genera l , an t l e r tools are not as common as bone tools 

at most Nor thwest Coast s i tes . A n t l e r tools are u s u a l l y not made from sp l i t o r 

sect ioned an t l e r cores. The most common or numerous an t l e r implements 

excavated by archaeo log is ts are tools tha t explo i t the n a t u r a l shape of the an t l e r 

and r e q u i r e l i t t l e a l t e ra t ion i n o r d e r to per form the des i r ed a c t i v i t y . Th i s t ype 

of tool is also known as a an exped ient tool . The most common sp l i t or sec t ioned 

an t l e r tools are barbed po in ts o r harpoons and they are manufac tured i n the 

same way as t h e i r bone c o u n t e r p a r t s . 

SHAPED ANTLER TOOLS 

L i k e a l l o the r shaped tools the o r i g i n a l shape and t ex ture of the an t l e r has 

been a l t e red s i gn i f i can t l y . In compar ison to ino rgan i c stone, an t l e r is more 

p l iab le and can be shaped t h r o u g h many d i f f e rent processes i n c l u d i n g c u t t i n g , 

chopp ing , g r i n d i n g , e n g r a v i n g and d r i l l i n g (Stewart 1973:110). 

MINIMALLY WORKED ANTLER 

These ob jec ts have been minimal ly shaped or modi f ied. They are p laced 

into subcategor i es depend ing on whe ther they are end o r medial f ragments . 

D i v i d ing these ob jec ts into these t ype s of categor ies al lows for compar isons of 

a r t i f ac t breakage pat te rns . 

WAMF:WORKED ANTLER MEDIAL FRAGMENT: 

These implements show de l iberate shap ing t h r o u g h 

manu fac tu r ing processes s u c h as g r i n d i n g , c u t t i n g o r s p l i t t i n g . 

They are f ragmentary and cannot be f u r t h e r c lass i f i ed . 



Number Msmt. Med ian 

Glenrose Total=5 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

5 
5 
5 
5 

St . Mungo T o t a l = l l 
Weight 11 
L e n g t h 11 
Width 11 
T h i c k n e s s 11 

A l l 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

a r t i f a c t s 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

are 

C rescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 15.8 
L e n g t h 1 6.8 
Width 1 2.5 
Th i cknes s 1 1.6 

11.7 
6.5 
2.1 
1.1 

i n c l u d e d . 
4.0 
4.8 
2.0 

.9 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

.7 - 21.3 
3.5 - 7.6 

.9 - 3.6 

.6 - 1.5 

1.0 - 13.2 
1.8 - 7.8 

.8 - 4.0 

.4 - 1.2 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

In1:erquarti le 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

1.8 
2.9 
1.1 

.7 

7.9 
5.3 
2.8 
1.0 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

WAEF:WORKED ANTLER END FRAGMENT: 

These implements show ev idence of de l iberate shap ing t h r o u g h 

manu fac tu r ing processes s u c h as g r i n d i n g , c u t t i n g o r s p l i t t i n g but 

due to t h e i r f ragmentary na ture , cannot be f u r t h e r c lass i f i ed . 

Table B.83 Worked A n t l e r E n d Fragments 
Number Median 

Glenrose Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 n/a 
L eng th 2 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a 

St» Mungo Total=12 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 12 1.0 
L e n g t h 12 2.3 
Width 12 1.2 
Th i ckness 12 .6 

Range 

1.2 - 4.7 
2.5 - 4.0 
1.2 - 1.6 

.7 - 1.6 

.2 - 30.2 
1.6 - 9.0 

.6 - 3.6 

.2 - 1.5 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.4 - 6.6 
2.1 - 5.1 

.9 - 2.0 
.5 - .9 

C r e s c en t 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

B c h Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are 
2 n/a 
2 n/a 
2 n/a 
2 n/a 

i n c luded . 
12.0 - 16.2 
8.6 - 11.1 

2.0 - 3.0 
1.4 - 1.7 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



Mi tche l l (1971:141) ca l l s the implements i n th i s a r t i f a c t c lass composite 

f l ak ing - t o o l t i ps whi le Ham et a l . (1986:40) c a l l them u t i l i z ed an t l e r t ines . Matson 

(1976:179) desc r ibes these ob jec ts as , " . . .ant l e r t ines modif ied in to t a p e r i n g 

c y l i n d r i c a l ob jec ts showing ba t t e r i ng at both e n d s " . The t i p s also exh ib i t 

s t r i a t i ons and c r u s h i n g (Ham et a l . 1986:40). 

A l l three agree that these implements were p r o b a b l y used as p r e s s u r e 

f l a k i n g tools i n the manufacture of c h i p p e d stone tools. 

Table B.84 P u n c h e s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=7 
Weight 1 9.3 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 5.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 2 n/a 1.5 1.5 - 3.2 n/a 
Th i ckness 3 n/a 1.5 1.5 - 1.7 n/a 
St . Mungo Total=4 
Weight 1 15.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 9.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 2 n/a n/a 2.5 - 3.8 n/a 
Th i cknes s 2 n/a n/a 1.5 - 1.6 n/a 

Crescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

S M A L L POINTED ANTLER OBJECTS : 

These implements are not as common as t h e i r bone c oun t e rpa r t s . These 

a r t i f ac t s are smal ler than awls , have a c i r c u l a r c ross sec t i on w i th a wel l formed 

and ab raded sur face . There is ev idence of ha f t ing on the basal end . These 

implements are separated based on the presence or absence of shaped t ips . 



AUNP :ANTLER UNIPOINT: 

A r t i f a c t s i n th i s ca t egory look l i k e v e r y smal l , r ounded 

s p l i n t e r s of an t l e r . One t i p i s shaped in to a s h a r p po in t whi le the 

oppos i te t i p is b lunt . 

Due to the i r s im i l a r i t y to bone un ipo in t s , p e rhaps the i r 

f unc t i on was also re la ted to f i s h i n g . 

Table B.85 A n t l e r U n i p o i n t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Range 

Crescen t B c h Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 3,9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 8.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

ABIP :ANTLER BIPOINT: 

The t i p s of bo th ends of a r t i f a c t s i n th i s c lass are po inted . 

The i r c r o s s sec t ion i s c i r c u l a r . 

As w i th the i r bone b ipo in t c o u n t e r p a r t s , these ob jects may 

have been used for f i s h i n g . 

Table B.86 A n t l e r B ipo in t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent , 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Range 

Crescen t B c h Total=l complete 
Weight 1 3,7 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 7,1 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1,0 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i ckness 1 ,8 n/a n/a n/a 



In th i s ca tegory i s i n c l u d e d two subcategor i es . Bo th are made from an t l e r . 

Due to an ove r l ap i n a r t i f a c t s ty l e a l l an t l e r wedges were g r ouped together , b u t 

i t shou ld be noted that some archaeo log is ts separate an t l e r wedges into two 

subcategor i es . One sub t ype u t i l i z es the beam po r t i on of an an t l e r w i th the 

t h i n n i n g end un i f a c i a l l y wo rked in to a wedge shape (Matson 1976:178). These 

implements, i n most cases, are not complete and have a great deal of t i p damage 

i n c l u d i n g wear p o l i s h , s t r i a t i ons and occas iona l c h i p p i n g o r c r u s h i n g (Ham et a l . 

1986:49). The second sub t ype of t h i s ca tegory u t i l i z es the t ine end . Un i f a c i a l 

wear facets are p resen t at the t i p . The prox imal end is ba t t e red (Matson 

1976:179). 

These tools are assumed to have func t i oned as a major component of the 

Northwest Coast woodwork ing tool k i t . As th e i r name impl ies , an t l e r wedges c ou ld 

be used as a wedge when remov ing sect ions of wood from the pa ren t tree. 

Table B.87 A n t l e r Wedges 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=32 
Weight 6 n/a 31.4 12.9 - 65.7 19.9 - 62.6 
L e n g t h 6 n/a 9.4 6.3 - 11.9 8.5 - 10.6 
Width 9 n/a 3.5 1.8 - 4.6 2.9 - 3.6 
T h i c k n e s s 10 n/a 2.3 .8 - 2.9 1.7 - 2.6 

S t . Mungo Total=27 
Weight 1 83.8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 3 n/a 3.3 2.3 - 4.2 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 n/a 2.8 1.6 - 3.0 n/a 

Crescen t B c h Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 14.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 11.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 



These ob jec ts are de f ined on the basis of ev idence for t h e i r be ing ' f i x ed ' 

onto a shaf t . Those ob jects not e xh ib i t i n g ev idence of l ine g u a r d s , are de f ined 

as ba rbed an t l e r po ints . The two subcategor i es a re def ined by the t ype of b a r b s 

p resen t on the ob jec t (un i l a t e ra l o r b i la te ra l ) . 

U B F A : U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED F IXED POINT: 

These tools are un i l a t e r a l l y ba rbed . They v a r y i n o v e r a l l and 

barb s ize . A r t i f a c t s i n th i s c lass do not have l ine gua rds . 

These a r t i f a c t s d id not have to be removed from the i r shaft . 

They were ' f ixed* to the shaf t for wh i ch they were made. They are 

c ons ide r ed to be a spec ia l i zed implement used for f i s h i n g . 

Table B.88 Un i l a t e r a l l y B a r b e d F i x ed Po in ts 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 4.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo Total=2 
Weight 1 25.5 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 12.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i ckness 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

FUBA:FRAGMENT OF U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED F IXED POINT/HARPOON: 

If the d i s ta l end i s not p resen t , i t i s h a r d to d i f f e rent ia te 

between un i l a t e r a l l y ba rbed harpoons a n d f ixed po in t s , there fore , 

th i s ca tegory wh i ch g roups the f ragments of both a r t i f a c t t ype s has 

been c rea ted . 



Number Msmt. 

Glenrose Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 2.9 
L e n g t h 1 5.7 
Width 1 1.2 
Th i cknes s 1 .6 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 4.7 
L e n g t h 1 4.5 
Width 1 1.5 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

B B F A r B I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED F IXED POINT: 

Implements w i t h no ev idence of a l ine g u a r d and b i l a t e ra l 

b a r b s are p laced into th i s ca tegory . 

These a r t i f ac t s are assumed to have been a spec ia l i zed tool 

used for f i s h i n g . 

Table B.90 B i l a t e r a l l y B a r b e d F i x e d Po in ts 
Number Msmt. Med ian 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Total=2 
Weight 1 
L e n g t h 1 
Width 2 
T h i c k n e s s 2 

6.9 
8.3 
2.6 
1.0 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 

2.1 - 3.1 
.7 - 1.2 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Crescen t B c h No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

HFTA: ANTLER HAFT: 

Implements i n th i s a r t i f a c t c lass are made from 

sect ions of ant l e r . They are small i n s ize. 

hol lowed semi - f in i shed 



Ham et a l . t h i n k that these tools may be the haft o r handle of a composite 

tool (1984:53). They sugges t tha t the a r t i f ac t s s u c h as bone ch i se l s may have 

been haf ted i n s u c h a way. 

Table B.91 A n t l e r Hafts 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

St . Mungo Total=l complete 
Weight 1 10.5 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 8.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Crescen t B c h No ar t i f ac ts are p resen t . 

DECORATED ANTLER 

As pe r Ko rnbache r (1989:114), ob jec ts i n th i s ca t egory exh ib i t , "...some 

decorat ive po tent ia l e x c l u s i v e l y " . Decorat ion i s c rea ted b y processes s u c h as 

g r oov ing , i n c i s i n g o r pe r f o ra t i on . In tac t decorated an t l e r objects p e r c e i v ab l y 

human or animal i n form have been p laced in to separate categor ies . 

The func t i on of these tools was aesthet ic i n na tu r e r a t h e r t han u t i l i t a r i a n . 

Otherwise , these ob jec ts cou ld be p laced into o ther categor ies . One cou ld a r gue 

that these ob jec ts can be separa ted because they a lso func t i oned as s ta tus 

markers . Th i s i s the nuc l eus of my d i f f e rence w i th some archaeo log is ts , who 

emphasize the decorat ion on a r t i f a c t s as the be a l l and end a l l of the object , no 

matter how minor a factor the decora t ion i s to the o v e ra l l context of the ar t i f ac t . 

ANTA:ANTHROPOMORPHIC OBJECT: 

These objects are r e cogn i zab l y human i n shape. S ty l es v a r y 

w ide ly t h r o u g h time and the degree of f i n i s h i n g i s a lso va r i ab l e . 

The func t i on of s u c h ob jects is i n t e r p r e t e d as l a r g e l y 

ceremonial o r as poss ib le i nd i ca t o r s of s ta tus . In some cases, the 



object may have a more func t i ona l na ture (for example Glenrose ' s 

l i t t l e man cou ld be used as an e n g r a v i n g tool). The implement has 

been fash ioned into something d i s t i n c t i v e and wel l made, i nd i c a t i ng 

the importance of the a c t i v i t y i n wh i ch the tool was used . 

Table B.92 An th ropomorph i c Objects 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l complete 
Weight 1 54.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 2.9 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C rescen t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

COMBrCOMB: 

These ob jec ts are sur face ab raded a n d have s e ve ra l long t h i n p r ongs 

descend ing from a handle . 

They look l i k e the combs used e thnog raph i ca l l y (Ham et aL 1986:87). 

S tewar t (1973:146) a lso sugges t s tha t the use wear p a t t e r n sugges t s ano ther 

func t i on for these implements. They may have been used to soften s inew to make 

i t p l iab le for sewing . Th i s sugges t s the use of combs i n an e v e r y day context 

as wel l as ceremonia l (the ceremonia l na ture i s u s u a l l y emphasized) . 

Table B.93 Combs 
Number Msmt. Median Range Interque i r t i l e 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 8.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 6.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.3 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 



She l l a r t i f a c t s are neve r as numerous as stone, bone o r an t l e r implements. 

Th i s seems almost paradox ica l , because she l l cons t i tu t es a la rge percentage of the 

middens excavated on the Nor thwes t Coast. A p a r t i a l exp lanat ion for the 

sparseness of she l l a r t i f ac t s is that , as a raw mater ia l , on l y c e r t a in t ype s of she l l 

were des i r ed and those w i th access to these spec i f i c t ype s benef i t ted . 

SHAPED S H E L L ART IFACTS 

The fo l lowing i s based on S tewar t (1973:158). To work she l l one used the 

same t echn ique as for making g r o u n d slate ob jec ts , because both possessed a 

b r i t t l eness . G r i n d i n g w i th a whetstone p r oduced the beve l l ed edge for a ch i s e l 

o r adze blade w h i c h cou ld be r e s h a r p e n e d when i t became du l l . S h e l l was c u t 

by i n c i s i n g a long a l ine and s n a p p i n g the des i r ed piece. 

SPND:SHELL PENDANT: 

These implements are uncommon. They are made from va r i ous k i n d s of 

she l l . The shapes also v a r y . Suspens i on holes may be d r i l l e d o r i n c i s ed . 

L i k e t h e i r pone pendant c o u n t e r p a r t s these implements were used as 

pe r sona l adornment . 

Table B.94 SheU Pendan t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range InterqusœtUe 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo No a r t i f ac t s are present . 
C rescen t B c h Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .5 n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.5 n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .4 n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



SHBrSHELL BEAD: 

Objects i n th i s ca tegory are u s u a l l y made from clam she l l , bu t mussel she l l 

was also u t i l i z ed . The small pe r f o ra t ed beads are not a lways r o u n d , sometimes 

t h e i r edges are s q u a r i s h . They may have been cu t from she l l o r c u t in to 

sect ions l i k e the c y l i n d r i c a l beads of b i r d bone (Stewart 1973:166). 

Table B.95 S h e l l Beads 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=l complete (Approx imate ly 135 were too f ragmented to measure) 
Weight 1 .1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 

St . Mungo No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

C rescen t B c h Total=116 
Weight 116 n/a .1 .1 - .7 .1 - .1 
L e n g t h 116 n/a .4 .3 - 1.5 .4 - .5 
Width 116 n/a .4 .3 - 1.4 .4 - .5 
T h i c k n e s s 116 n/a .1 .1 - .4 .1 - .2 

S A B : S H E L L ADZE BLADE : 

These implements are not common. They are most o f ten made from 

Ca l i f o rn ia musse l she l l . The c u t t i n g edge i s beve l l ed , u s u a l l y b i f ac ia l l y (Matson 

1976:177). Complete ob jects are r a r e , a n d i t is u s u a l l y a f ragment of the beve l led 

edge that i s r e cove r ed . The edge ang le i s less than f o r t y f i ve degrees . 

Archaeo log i s t s assume these tools were pa r t of the Nor thwest Coast 

woodwork ing tool k i t . 

Table B.96 SheU Adze B lades 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rquar tUe 

Range 

Glenrose No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

St . Mungo Total=2 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 



Th i s i s a ca tegory encompass ing she l l tool f ragments l a c k i n g d iagnost ic 

t r a i t s to enable c l ass i f i ca t i on beyond t h i s ca tegory . These implements ind ica te 

the i r s ta tus as a r t i f a c t s t h r o u g h modi f icat ion c rea ted b y s h a p i n g , worked edges 

a n d sur face ab ras i on . 

Table B.97 Misce l laneous G r o u n d S h e l l F ragments 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Glenrose Total=2 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 n/a 2.7 - 11.5 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 3.0 - 4.1 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 2.8 - 3.2 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a .4 - .8 n/a 

St . Mungo Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 .7 .6 - 1.6 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 1.7 1.1 - 2.6 n/a 
Width 3 1.3 1.1 - 1.7 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .3 .2 - .3 n/a 

C r e s c en t B c h No a r t i f a c t s are present . 



Appendix C 

ARTIFACT CLASSIFICATION FOR COMPONENTS ONE AND TWO 

FROM CRESCENT BEACH 



A p p e n d i x C Organ i za t i on 

Append ix C does not i n c lude a n y a r t i f a c t desc r ip t i ons a l r eady p resen t i n 

Append ix B. Th i s was done i n o r d e r to avo id r epe t i t i on . A n y new a r t i f a c t t ype s 

are de f ined i n the same way as those de f ined i n Append ix B. The o rgan i za t i on 

for Append ix C i s a lso the same as Append i x B. 

LITHIC ART IFACTS 

CHIPPED STONE 

CORE;CORE: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Tahle C . l Cores 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=55 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 55 38.9 4.8 - 2049.4 20.4 - 70.7 
L e n g t h 55 5.1 2.4 - 15.3 4.2 - 6.6 
Width 55 3.5 1.5 - 12.9 2.8 - 4.4 
Th i cknes s 55 2.1 .9 - 9.8 1.6 - 2.7 

Component 2. Total=29 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 29 32.6 2.5 - 511.5 15.3 - 61.9 
L e n g t h 29 4.8 1.6 - 9.4 3.7 - 6.1 
Width 29 3.4 1.1 - 8.0 2.6 - 4.4 
Th i cknes s 29 2.0 .9 - 4.7 1.4 - 2.4 

BP:BIPOLAR IMPLEMENT: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.2 B ipo l a r Implements 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=49 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 49 17.1 2.9 - 100.0 8.4 - 29.4 
L e n g t h 49 4.3 2.6 - 9.1 3.5 - 5.3 
Width 49 3.1 1.8 - 6.3 2.5 - 4.0 
Th i ckness 49 1.2 .4 - 3.0 .9 - 1.6 
Component 2. Total=6 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 6 6.8 .6 -• 36.6 4.3 - 12.6 
L eng th 6 3.1 1.2 - 5.4 2.8 - 3.9 
Width 6 2.4 1.0 - 4.5 1.7 - 2.7 
Th i cknes s 6 1.0 .5 - 2.0 .6 - 1.3 



C O B B L E CORE TOOLS 

MODIFIED COBBLES 

HAM:HAMMERSTONE: See Append i x B for de f in i t ion . 

Table C.3 
Number 

Hammerstones 
Med ian Range 

Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 3 
L e n g t h 3 
Width 3 
Th i cknes s 3 

Component 2. 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

Total=7 
2 
4 
4 
4 

178.5 
8.5 
4.1 
3.7 

n/a 
12.1 
6.5 
4.9 

109.1 - 890.0 
6.3 - 12.5 

4.0 - 9.9 
2.9 - 4.6 

249.8 - 645.5 
8.4 - 14.7 

5.5 - 7.1 
3.2 - 5.9 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

ANVrANVILSTONE: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.4 
Number 

Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 0 
L e n g t h 0 
Width 0 
T h i c k n e s s 1 

Msmt. 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
4.9 

Anv i l s t ones 
Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. Total=l complete 
Weight 1 770.0 
L e n g t h 1 14.6 
Width 1 6.9 
T h i c k n e s s 1 6.0 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Interquartile 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

HArHAMMER ANVILSTONE: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.5 
Number 

Hammerstone/Anvi ls tones 
Msmt. Median Range 

Component 1. Total=l complete 
Weight 1 110.0 n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 18.6 n/a n/a 
Width 1 11.9 n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 8.1 n/a n/a 

Interquartile 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



Component 2. Total= =1 complete 
Weight 1 126.6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 7.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 4.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 2.3 n/a n/a n/a 

F L A K E D C O B B L E CORE TOOLS 

P C H U : P E B B L E TOOL UNIFACE : See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.6 Pebb le Too l Un i faces 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total= :16 A l l a r t i f a c t s a re i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 16 657.7 63.0 - 1178.4 251.0 - 802.7 
L e n g t h 16 10.8 5.7 - 13.3 8.7 - 12.4 
Width 16 9.1 4.5 - 11.4 7.7 - 10.4 
Th i cknes s 16 4.6 1.9 - 7.8 3.2 - 6.2 

Component 2. Total= 12 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 12 542.5 142.2 - 1724.5 389.3 - 712.3 
L eng th 12 10.5 7.0 - 17.0 9.4 - 11.1 
Width 12 8.8 5.9 - 12.8 8.0 - 9.2 
Th i cknes s 12 4.5 2.5 - 7.8 4.0 - 5.8 

P C H B : P E B B L E TOOL B I F A C E : See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.7 Pebb le Tool B i faces 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 430.0 350.0 - 910.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 10.5 8.1 - 12.5 n/a 
Width 3 8.0 6.9 - 8.5 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 4.9 4.7 - 6.1 n/a 

Component 2. Total=2 A l l a r t i f a c t s a re i n c luded . 
Weight 2 n/a 120.4 - 601.5 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 7.8 - 10.5 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 5.2 - 10.0 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a 2.1 - 4.6 n/a 



UNSHAPED CHIPPED STONE F L A K E TOOLS 

C O B B L E F L A K E TOOLS 

CSPrCORTEX S P A L L : See A p p e n d i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.8 
Number 

Cor tex SpaUs 
Med ian Range 

Component 1. 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

Component 2. 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i cknes s 

Total=14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

Total=8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

A l l 

A l l 

a r t i f a c t s are 
36.6 

5.4 
4.3 
1.5 

a r t i f ac t s a re 
38.9 

6.4 
4.5 
1.3 

i n c l u d e d . 
9.0 - 74.8 
4.0 - 7.6 
3.5 - 5.8 

.9 - 2.2 

i n c l u d e d . 
9.2 -

3.4 
3.2 

.7 

104.7 
- 7.2 
- 5.6 
- 2.2 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

24.1 - 51.2 
4.7 - 6.4 
4.0 - 4.7 
1.0 - 1.6 

27.2 - 52.6 
5.1 - 7.0 
3.6 - 4.9 
1.0 - 1.5 

UTIL IZED F L A K E TOOLS 

UF :UT IL IZED F L A K E : See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.9 U t i l i z e d F l akes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=118 A l l a r t i f a c t s a re i n c luded . 
Weight 118 13.1 1.3 - 160.3 5.6 - 28.5 
L e n g t h 118 4.6 1.9 - 11.3 3.5 - 5.8 
Width 118 3.1 1.4 - 7.9 2.4 - 3.9 
T h i c k n e s s 118 1.1 .3 - 3.6 .7 - 1.3 

Component 2. Total=65 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 65 13.7 .7 - 90.3 5.8 - 21.5 
L e n g t h 65 4.7 1.9 - 8.2 3.5 - 5.5 
Width 65 3.3 .9 - 5.6 2.1 - 4.1 
Th i ckness 65 1.0 .2 - 2.2 .7 - 1.2 

RETOUCHED F L A K E TOOLS 



Table C.IO Quar t z M i c r o l i t h s 
Number Msmt. 

Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.0 
L e n g t h 1 1.7 
Width 1 1.4 
Th i cknes s 1 .4 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. T o t a l = l l A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 11 n/a .3 
L e n g t h 11 n/a 1.2 
Width 11 n/a .8 
Th i ckness 11 n/a .3 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.1 - .9 
.9 - 1.5 
.7 - 1.3 

.2 - .6 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.2 - .4 
1.1 - 1.4 

.8 - 1.3 
.3 - .4 

UN IFAC IALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E S 

S R F : U N I F A C I A L L Y S T E E P - A N G L E D RETOUCHED F L A K E : See Append ix 

B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C . l l Un i f ac i a l l y S t e ep -Ang l ed Retouched F l akes 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=28 A l l a r t i f a c t s a re i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 28 24.6 2.3 - 134.6 16.1 - 50.6 
L e n g t h 28 5.7 2.7 - 7.9 4.4 - 6.5 
Width 28 3.9 1.5 - 6.7 3.1 - 4.6 
Th i cknes s 28 1.3 .4 - 2.7 1.1 - 1.9 

Component 2. Total=19 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 19 30.8 3.4 - 114.1 12.9 - 43.7 
L e n g t h 19 5.1 2.5 - 9.9 3.9 - 5.9 
Width 19 3.7 1.9 - 5.8 3.0 - 4.5 
Th i ckness 19 1.6 .6 - 2.0 1.0 - 1.8 

NRF :UN IFAC IALLY NARROW-ANGLED RETOUCHED F L A K E : See Append ix 

B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.12 Un i f a c i a l l y Na r r ow -Ang l ed Retouched Flïikes 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=19 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 19 15.2 4.5 - 595.5 8.1 - 22.8 
L eng th 19 4.4 2.9 - 14.8 3.4 - 5.6 
Width 19 3.3 2.2 - 11.6 2.8 - 3.9 
Th i cknes s 19 .9 .5 - 2.4 .7 - 1.3 



Component 2. Total=10 AU a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 10 22.8 2.1 - 120.4 15.8 - 37.7 
L e n g t h 10 5.1 2.7 - 8.2 4.8 - 6.0 
Width 10 4.4 1.5 - 7.6 3.3 - 4.6 
T h i c k n e s s 10 1.2 .5 - 2.0 1.0 - 1.4 

B I F A C I A L L Y RETOUCHED F L A K E S 

BRF :B IFACLALLY RETOUCHED F L A K E : See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.13 B i f a c i a l l y Retouched F l akes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 n/a 12.0 - 13.9 n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a 4.6 - 4.7 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 2.8 - 3.1 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a 1.0 - 1.1 n/a 

Component 2. Total=3 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 9.5 1.7 - 10.4 n/a 
Leng th 3 3.4 2.6 - 6.2 n/a 
Width 3 2.0 1.9 - 3.0 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 .7 .6 - 1.0 n/a 

B L A D E - L I K E TOOLS 

B L F K : M A C R O B L A D E - L I K E F L A K E : See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.14 Mac rob l ade -L i k e F l akes 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 4.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Leng th 1 4.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 



SHAPED CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE UNIFACES 

NFU:NARROW-ANGLED FORMED UNIFACE: See Append i x B for 

de f in i t ion-

Table C.15 Na r r ow -Ang l ed Formed Uni faces 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 3 8.7 2.4 - 66.1 n/a 
L eng th 3 5.4 3.2 - 7.4 n/a 
Width 3 2.3 1.8 - 5.7 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 1.0 .5 - 1.5 n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

FORMED CHIPPED STONE B IFACES 

L B F : L E A F - S H A P E D B I F A C E : See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.16 
Number Msmt. 

Component 1. Total=7 
Weight 4 n/a 
L eng th 6 n/a 
Width 6 n/a 
Th i cknes s 6 n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 5.2 
L e n g t h 1 4.0 
Width 1 1.9 
Th i cknes s 1 .7 

L ea f -Shaped Bi faces 
Med ian 

10.5 
5.4 
2.2 

.9 

Range 

3.5 - 12.4 
3.5 - 6.5 
1.6 - 2.5 

.6 - 1.0 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r q u a r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
5.0 - 5.7 
2.0 - 2.4 

.7 - .9 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

CSTB:CONTRACTING STEM B I F A C E NO SHOULDERS: See Append i x B for 

de f in i t i on . 

Table C.17 Con t rac t ing Stem Bi faces No Shou lde r s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range 

Component 1. Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a n/a 11.4 - 18.4 
L eng th 2 n/a n/a 6.6 - 7.8 
Width 2 n/a n/a 1.9 - 2.6 
Th i cknes s 2 n/a n/a .9 - .9 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



Component 2. Totfl1=l complete 
Weight 1 13.0 n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 6.0 n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.7 n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .9 n/a n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

CSBSrCONTRACTING STEM B I F A C E WITH SHOULDERS: See Append ix B 

for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.18 Con t r a c t i n g Stem Bi faces With Shou lde r s 
Number Med ian Range 

Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 2 
L e n g t h 2 
Width 2 
T h i c k n e s s 2 

Component 2. 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

Total=4 
3 
3 
4 
3 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

9.1 
5.7 
2.3 

.8 

8.8 - 25.1 
6.6 - 7.8 
2.9 - 3.6 

.8 - .9 

8.1 - 17.5 
4.6 - 7.7 
2.0 - 2.5 

.8 - .9 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

INCOMPLETE FORMED B IFACES 

B P F : B I F A C E PROXIMAL FRAGMENT: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.19 Bi face Prox ima l F ragments 
Number Median Range In t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 3 3.5 1.1 - 11.0 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 3.2 2.6 - 5.2 n/a 
Width 3 1.8 1.5 - 2.2 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 .7 .3 - 1.3 n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

B M F : B I F A C E MEDIAL FRAGMENT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 



Number 
Bi face Media l F ragments 

Med ian Range 

Component 1. 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

Total=3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

A l l a r t i f a c t s are 
11.4 
4.0 
2.7 
1.1 

i n c luded . 
10.2 - 25.4 

3.6 - 5.9 
2.6 - 3.4 
1.0 - 1.3 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

BDFrBIFACE DISTAL FRAGMENT: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.21 Bi face D i s ta l F ragments 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. No a r t i f a c t s are p resen t . 

Component 2. Total=3 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 3 3.4 1.1 - 4.3 n/a 
L e n g t h 3 2.4 1.4 - 2.5 n/a 
Width 3 1.7 1.3 - 2.1 n/a 
Th i cknes s 3 .8 .6 • - .9 n/a 

UNBF:UNIDENTIF IABLE B I F A C E FRAGMENT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.22 Un ident i f i ab l e Bi face F ragments 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=8 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 8 4.4 3.5 - 10.6 4.0 - 10.1 
L e n g t h 8 3.3 2.5 - 4.6 2.8 - 4.3 
Width 8 2.3 1.7 - 3.0 2.1 - 2.7 
T h i c k n e s s 8 .8 .6 - 1.0 .8 - .9 

Component 2. Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 2 9.6 3.4 - 15.8 n/a 
L eng th 2 2.9 1.9 - 3.8 n/a 
Width 2 2.6 1.9 - 3.3 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 1.1 .8 - 1.4 n/a 

SHAPED CHIPPED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

CSSB:CHIPPED STONE NARROW-ANGLED B IFACE OBJECT: 

These ob jects are not common i n ea r l y Nor thwest Coast p r e h i s t o r y . They 

are made from pieces of slate t h i c k e r t han the t y p i c a l g r o u n d slate kn i f e . There 

is no ev idence of g r i n d i n g , but the marg ins of the a r t i f ac t have been 



p u r p o s e f u l l y f l aked . The edges have b i fac ia l r e t o u c h (Mi tche l l 1968:187). They 

are usua l l y seen as the p redecesso rs to g r o u n d stone k n i v e s . Some 

archaeo log is ts a r gue that these c h i p p e d slate implements are g r o u n d stone kn i f e 

pre forms that have been abandoned , bu t th i s is d i f f i cu l t to prove . 

Table C.23 C h i p p e d Stone N a r r o w - A n g l e d Bi face Objects 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

Component 2. Total=2 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

CTBO:CHIPPED NARROW-ANGLED T A B U L A R B I F A C E OBJECT: 

These implements are not common. They are p a r t of a more genera l 

ca tegory of c h i p p e d and g r o u n d stone implements made f rom s late , b u t there i s 

no ev idence of g r i n d i n g o r ab ras i on . Sometimes these implements are ca l l ed 

pre forms because i t is poss ib le they were b l a n k s that would e ven tua l l y be used 

to make o ther ob jec ts s u c h as g r o u n d stone k n i v e s . Un f o r tuna t e l y , p r o v i n g 

these ob jec ts are pre forms wou ld r e q u i r e l ook ing in to the mind of the 

manufac turer , and that is not poss ib le . Th i s p a r t i c u l a r s u b g r o u p has marg ina l 

r e t ouch (e i ther b i fac ia l or un i fac ia l ) , a n d is square shaped. The angle of r e t ouch 

is nar row. 

It i s poss ib le these implements were used for c u t t i n g soft mater ia l s u c h as 

f l esh , bu t th i s has not been p r o v en t h r o u g h exper iments (yet). 

Table C.24 C h i p p e d Na r r ow -Ang l ed Tabu l a r Bi face Objects 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 116.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Leng th 1 9.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 8.2 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.6 n/a n/a n/a 



F i g u r e C l Shaped C h i p p e d and G r o u n d Stone Implements 
Components One and Two, Crescen t Beach 

Top Row: 2 Ch ipped Stone Na r row-Ang l ed Biface Objec ts , Component Two 
Bottom Row: Ch ipped Na r r ow -Ang l ed Tabu la r Bi face Object , Component One 



ABRAS IVE STONES 

SAW: SAW: 

These implements have a tapered c u t t i n g edge w i th use s t r iae 

r u n n i n g pa ra l l e l to the c u t t i n g marg in (Bur l e y 1989:90). B u r l e y 

(1989:90) states that these implements are immediate use tools wh i ch 

have not been shaped beyond the p r epa ra t i on of a func t i ona l edge. 

The i r func t i on would be that of a sandstone saw wh i ch could 

be used to abrade soft mater ia l s u c h as wood or bone. 

Table C.25 
Number Msmt. 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

Component 2. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 46.4 
L eng th 1 6.4 
Width 1 4.5 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .9 

Saws 
Med ian Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

In t e rqua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

AS :ABRAS IVE STONE: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.26 A b r a s i v e Stones 
Median Range Number 

Component 1. Total=13 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Component 2. Tot£d=17 No complete a r t i f ac t s are present . 

FAS:FORMED ABRASIVE STONE: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

Table C.27 
Number 

Component 1. Total=5 
Weight 1 
L eng th 2 
Width 0 
T h i c k n e s s 5 

Formed A b r a s i v e Stones 
Msmt. Median Range 

241.4 
n/a 
n/a 
1.6 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
1.3 

n/a 
6.4 - 7.5 

n/a 
.8 - 2.8 

In t e rqua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. Total=3 No complete a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 



Table C.28 
Number 

Component 1. Total=508 
Weight 381 
L e n g t h 461 
Width 383 
T h i c k n e s s 461 

G r o u n d Stone Disc Beads 
Med ian 

.1 

.6 

.5 

.2 

Range 

.1 - .4 
.3 - 1.1 
.3 - 1.0 

.1 - .4 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

.1 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.1 

.6 

.6 

.2 

Component 2. Total=392 
Weight 374 .1 .1 - 4.0 .1 - .2 
L eng th 392 .7 .3 - 1.7 .6 - .8 
Width 374 .7 .3 - 1.6 .5 - .7 
T h i c k n e s s 392 .2 .1 - .5 .2 - .3 

GRIN:GROUND STONE RING: 

A r t i f a c t s i n th i s ca tegory are we l l made. The ou te r diameter may be 

s l i g h t l y i r r e g u l a r and sur face f i n i s h i n g va r i e s . The cen t r e hole i s un i f ac ia l l y 

created (Percy 1974:140). 

The i r f unc t i on is not known but they may be for pe r sona l adornment . 

Table C.29 G r o u n d Stone R ings 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

Component 2. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 5.8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

ADZ:ADZE: 

Ano the r name for items i n th i s ca tegory i s ce l ts . These implements are 

made from a h a r d raw mater ia l s u c h as nephr i t e . The shape of the ob jects i s 

ach ieved t h r o u g h c u t t i n g a su i tab le piece of mater ia l from the pa ren t rock (us ing 

water and sandstone to increase f r i c t i o n and help the ab ras i on process ) . The 



genera l shape a n d f ina l touches are ach i eved t h r o u g h g r i n d i n g and po l i sh ing of 

a l l sur faces . P e r c y (1974:130) shows a d iagram of an adze and the nomenclature 

used to desc r ibe the va r i ous pa r t s of a n adze. 

These implements were a v e r y impor tant pa r t of the Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r i c wood w o r k i n g k i t and whi le they are p resen t i n ea r l y Nor thwest Coast 

p r e h i s t o r y , they become much more common t h r o u g h time. 

Table C.30 Adzes 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 22.5 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 4.1 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

G U L F ISLAND COMPLEX IMPLEMENTS 

These ob jec ts were f i r s t d i s c u s s e d i n de ta i l by Wilson Duff (1956). The 

a r t i f ac t s w i th few except ions are made from soapstone wh i ch i s a soft 

metamorphosed ta lc . Gul f I s l and complexes are a lways wel l-made w i t h h i g h l y 

ab raded sur faces . Duff d i v i d ed the ob jec ts in to ten d i f f e rent g r o u p s , f i ve of 

wh i ch were common. These subca tegor i es are s t i l l i n use today (see for example 

Patenaude 1985). The most common Gul f I s l and complex object i s the l abre t . 

Today, l ab re t s a re usua l l y iso lated a n d desc r i b ed separa te l y r a the r t h a n as p a r t 

of the complex, bu t th e i r roots go back to the o r i g i n a l Gul f I s l and complex 

categor ies . These a r t i f ac t s are u n i v e r s a l l y seen as d iagnos t i c of the Loca rno 

Beach o r ea r l y Marpole C u l t u r e s , a l t hough they may also be p resen t d u r i n g the 

St. Mungo phase (Car l son 1985, 1986 and Patenaude 1985:154-160). 



Placed into th i s ca t egory are a l l of those implements though t 

to be GIC 's because of some s im i l a r i t y to those categor ies f i r s t 

d e s c r i b ed by Duff. 

There has been l i t t l e p r o g r e s s i n de te rmin ing the 

func t i on of these ob jec ts . 

Table C.31 Gul f I s l and Complexes 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p r esen t . 

Component 2. Total=3 No complete a r t i f a c t s are present . 

L A B : L A B R E T : 

As p r e v i o u s l y ment ioned, l ab re t s were o r i g i n a l l y i n c l u d e d i n 

the Gul f I s l and complex, bu t because they are r e l a t i v e l y more 

numerous , o c cur outs ide the Gul f I s lands and t h e i r f unc t i on i s 

known , they have been p laced i n t h e i r own separate ca tegory . 

These a r t i f a c t s are made from o ther raw mater ia ls beside soapstone, 

i n c l u d i n g bone, she l l and wood. L a b r e t s come i n many s t y l e s 

i n c l u d i n g t - s h a p e d , ha t - shaped and e l l i p t i c a l - shaped . The s t y l e s 

may v a r y , b u t a l l r e qu i r e tha t the lower l i p be pe r f o ra t ed to allow 

i n s e r t i o n (Stewart 1973:92). 

The i r func t i on was one of pe r sona l ornamentat ion. 

Table C.32 L a b r e t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

Component 2. Total=2 
Weight 1 17.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 5.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 2 n/a n/a 1.1 - 1.4 n/a 



DGS:DECORATED GROUND STONE: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.33 Decorated G r o u n d Stones 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 60.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 4.6 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 2.3 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

MGS:MISCELLANEOUS GROUND STONE: See A p p e n d i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.34 Misce l laneous G r o u n d Stones 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 154.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 10.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 6.8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 23.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.9 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 

PECKED AND GROUND STONE IMPLEMENTS 

MORT:MORTAR: 

Names for a r t i f ac t s i n th i s ca tegory inc lude cobble mortar (Mitchel l 

1971:123) or bowl (Ham et aL 1986:78). They are u sua l l y wel l-made from gran i te 

o r o ther s imi lar igneous raw mater ia l . The amount of p e c k i n g used to create the 

i n n e r depress i on can v a r y . Degree of shap ing on the ou te r sur face va r i es . 



It i s poss ib le that the smal ler implements w i th sha l lower depress ions s e r v ed 

exc lus i v e l y as mor tars i n wh i ch p igments cou ld be g r o u n d , bu t there is no c l ear 

d i v i s i on between mortars a n d bowls. 

Table C.35 Mor t a r s 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Component 1. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 
Range 

Component 2. Total=2 
Weight 2 n/a 85.0 - 85.4 n/a 
L eng th 2 n/a 5.0 - 5.2 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 4.6 - 4.9 n/a 
Th i cknes s 2 n/a 2.1 - 2.5 n/a 

BONE IMPLEMENTS 

SHAPED BONE TOOLS 

MINIMALLY WORKED BONE 

WBMF:WORKED BONE MEDIAL FRAGMENT: See Append i x B for 

de f in i t i on . 

Table C.36 Worked Bone Media l F ragments 
Number Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=80 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 80 2.2 .1 - 29.1 1.1 - 3.9 
L e n g t h 80 4.6 1.3 - 13.0 3.3 - 5.8 
Width 80 1.1 .2 - 6.2 .8 - 1.5 
T h i c k n e s s 80 .5 .2 - 1.6 .5 - .7 

Component 2. Total=16 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 16 2.1 .3 - 16.0 1.1 - 4.4 
L eng th 16 4.3 2.5 - 9.1 3.4 - 6.6 
Width 16 1.2 .5 - 7.0 .8 - 1.8 
Th i cknes s 16 .6 .3 - 1.5 .5 - .7 



WBEF:WORKED BONE END FRAGMENT: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Number 
Worked Bone E n d Fragments 

Med ian Range 

Component 1. Total=35 A l l a r t i f a c t s are i n c l u d e d . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

35 
35 
35 
35 

Component 2. Total=7 
Weight 7 
L e n g t h 7 
Width 7 
T h i c k n e s s 7 

2.8 
4.5 
1.1 
.5 

.5 
2.6 

.7 

.4 

.1 - 23.2 
1.1 - 13.1 

.3 - 5.7 

.2 - 2.3 

.3 - 3.9 
1.6 - 10.8 

.6 - 1.1 
.3 - .5 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

.7 - 4.9 
3.2 - 6.9 

.7 - 1.8 
.4 - .8 

.3 - 2.3 
1.8 - 4.1 

.7 - .8 

.3 - .5 

RI:RODENT INCISOR: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.38 Rodent I n c i s o r s 
Median Range Number 

Component 1. Total=3 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

BHKO:BONE HOOK OBJECT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.39 Bone Hook Objec ts 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 2.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

BONE PENDANTS 



Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

TPNDrTOOTH PENDANT: See Append i x B f o r de f in i t i on . 

Table C.41 Tooth Pendants 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=2 
Weight 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 2.5 - 2.6 n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .6 - .7 n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

ROUND BONE OBJECTS 

BEAD:BONE BEAD: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.42 Bone Beads 
Number Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 4 .3 .2 - .4 n/a 
L e n g t h 4 1.0 .8 - 1.1 n/a 
Width 4 .9 . 8 - 1 . 1 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 4 .2 .2 - .3 n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

AWLS 



Table C.43 S p l i n t e r Aw ls 
Number Msmt. Median Range In t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=15 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 8 n/a 9.9 3.6 - 12.9 7.3 - 12.2 
Width 5 n/a 1.2 .8 - 1.8 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 8 n/a .7 .2 - 1.3 .3 - .9 

Component 2. Total=4 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 

SRA iSPL IT RIB AWL: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.44 S p l i t R ib Aw ls 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=6 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 14.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 3 n/a 1.1 .7 - 1.9 1.0 - 1.4 
T h i c k n e s s 4 n/a .5 .3 - .7 n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

FAWL:FORMED SPL IT BONE AWL: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.45 
Number Msmt. 

Component 1. Total=12 
Weight 3 n/a 
L e n g t h 8 n/a 
Width 4 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 8 n/a 

Component 2. Total=3 
Weight 0 n/a 
L eng th 0 n/a 
Width 1 1.2 
Th i ckness 1 .6 

Formed Bone Aw ls 
Med ian 

7.8 
12.9 

1.6 
.6 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

4.0 - 14.1 
5.4 - 17.0 

.7 - 2.1 

.4 - 1.0 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

In t e rqua r t i l e 
Range 

6.8 -

.5 

n/a 
15.8 
n/a 
- .9 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

MAWL:METAPODIAL AWL: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.46 Metapod ia l Awls 
Msmt. Median Number I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 



Component 2. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.3 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 5.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 

BAWL:BIRD BONE AWL: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.47 B i r d Bone Awls 
Number Msmt. Median Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=2 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .7 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 .2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 2.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

ULNArULNA AWL: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.48 U l n a Awls 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=2 
Weight 1 13.3 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 11.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.3 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

U L T L : U L N A TOOL: 

Incomplete f ragments of u l n a implements are p laced into th i s category . 

From the wear p a t t e r n alone one cannot d i s c e r n a r t i f a c t c l ass i f i ca t i on beyond th i s 

genera l category . If the d i s t a l end i s b r o k e n , func t i on is d i f f i cu l t to determine. 

Many archaeo log is ts d isagree on the func t i ons of u l n a tools tha t do not 

eas i l y f i t into the ca tegory of u l n a awl . Fo r example, some of the o ther poss ib le 



u l n a tool categor ies inc lude those mentioned b y B u r l e y (1989:108), u l n a k n i v e s 

and miscel laneous u l n a tools. 

Table C.49 U l n a Tools 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f a c t s are present . 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.0 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 4.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 2.5 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

BDRL:BONE DRILL : See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.50 
Number Msmt. 

Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i cknes s 

.5 
5.6 

.3 

.3 

Bone Dr i l l s 
Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

S M A L L POINTED BONE OBJECTS 

UNPT:UNIPOINT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.51 U n i p o i n t s 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r q u a r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 2 n/a n/a .2 - 1.7 n/a 
L eng th 3 n/a 3.9 3.4 - 6.0 n/a 
Width 3 n/a .7 .3 - .9 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 n/a .4 .2 - .4 n/a 

Component 2. Total=2 
Weight 1 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 3.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 2 n/a n/a .9 - .9 n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

BIPT:BIPOINT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 



Number Msmt. 

Component 1. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

1 
1 
1 
1 

.2 
3.6 

.3 

.2 

B ipo in t s 
Median 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 .3 
L e n g t h 1 4.3 
Width 1 .4 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .2 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Table C.53 Po in ted Bone Object F ragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

Range 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .3 
L e n g t h 1 3.4 
Width 1 .4 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .3 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

PBOFrPOINTED BONE OBJECT FRAGMENT: See Append ix B for 

de f in i t i on . 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

BONE C H I S E L S , WEDGES, AND POINTS 

BONE CHISELS 

BCUT:BONE CHISEL WITH U N I L A T E R A L L Y TAPERED END: See Append ix 

B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.54 Bone Ch i se l s w i t h U n i l a t e r a l l y Tapered E n d s 
Number Median Range In t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=10 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a 
Leng th 4 9.8 6.8 - 11.9 n/a 
Width 2 n/a 2.3 - 2.6 n/a 
Th i ckness 4 1.0 .6 - 1.0 n/a 

Component 2. Total=5 No complete a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 



NFPM:NON-FACETTED POINT WITH CENTRAL CAVITY: See Append ix B 

for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.55 Non-Face t t ed Po in t s With C e n t r a l C a v i t y 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rquar t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=4 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 2 n/a n/a 8.8 - 9.8 n/a 
Width 1 1.4 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 2 n/a n/a .5 - .7 n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 5.6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 8.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 

NFPF :NON-FACETTED BONE POINT FRAGMENT: See Append i x B for 

de f in i t i on . 

Table C.56 Non-Face t t ed Bone Po in t Fragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 1.6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.4 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .4 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

UWCF:UNIDENTIFIED WEDGE, CH ISEL , BONE POINT FRAGMENT: See 

Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.57 Un iden t i f i ed Bone Wedge, C h i s e l , Po in t F ragments 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. TotAl=12 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 12 8.2 5.3 1.1 -• 18.8 3.0 -- 14.0 
L eng th 12 5.9 5.5 3.2 - 9.2 5.1 - 7.0 
Width 12 1.9 1.5 1.0 - 3.8 1.2 - 2.3 
T h i c k n e s s 12 1.0 .9 .4 - 2.0 .6 - 1.3 



Component 2. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 17.8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 6.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 3.0 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 2.0 n/a n/a n/a 

BARBED BONE POINTS 

FUB:FRAGMENT U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED HARPOON/POINT: See Append i x 

B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.58 Fragments of U n i l a t e r a l l y B a r b e d Harpoons/Po in ts 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 4.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

BLABrBONE LABRET : 

These ob jec ts are the bone c o u n t e r p a r t s of g r o u n d stone l ab r e t s but are 

not as common i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d p a r t i a l l y because of t h e i r o rgan i c 

na ture . 

L i k e o ther l abre t s , t h e i r f unc t i on i s one of p e r sona l adornment . 

Table C.59 Bone L a b r e t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 
Range 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .6 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 



F i g u r e C.2 Bone Ch ise l s With Un i l a t e r a l l y Tapered E n d s 
Components One and Two, C rescen t Beach 



ANTLER IMPLEMENTS 

SHAPED ANTLER TOOLS 

MINIMALLY WORKED ANTLER 

WAMFiWORKED ANTLER MEDIAL FRAGMENT: See Append ix B for 

de f in i t i on . 

Table C.60 
Number 

Worked A n t l e r Med ia l F ragments 
Msmt. 

Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 15.8 
L e n g t h 1 6.8 
Width 1 2.5 
T h i c k n e s s 1 1.6 

Med ian 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

2 
2 
2 
2 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

1.1 -
3.1 -
1.1 -

.5 -

3.1 
4.0 
1.4 
.7 

Int^erquarti le 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

WAEFiWORKED ANTLER END FRAGMENT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.61 
Number 

Component 1. Total=2 
Weight 2 
L e n g t h 2 
Width 2 
T h i c k n e s s 2 

Worked A n t l e r E n d Fragments 
Median Range 

A l l a r t i f a c t s a re 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

i n c l u d e d . 
12.0 - 16.2 

8.6 - 11.1 
2.0 - 3.0 
1.4 - 1.7 

Component 2. Total=2 A l l a r t i f ac t s are i n c luded . 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

2 
2 
2 
2 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

.6 - 3.3 
1.8 - 6.3 

.8 - 1.3 
.7 - .8 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



Table C.62 P u n c h e s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.1 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 5.9 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

S M A L L POINTED ANTLER O B J E C T S : 

AUNP:ANTLER UNIPOINT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.63 An t l e r Un ipo in t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rqua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 3.9 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 8.6 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 5.2 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 8.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 

ABIP :ANTLER BIPOINT: See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.64 A n t l e r B ipo in t s 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l complete 
Weight 1 3.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 7.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.0 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i ckness 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are present . 



Number 
A n t l e r Wedges 

Msmt Median 

Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
T h i c k n e s s 

14.0 n/a 
11.9 n/a 
2.1 n/a 
1.1 n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. Total=4 
Weight 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Width 3 n/a 3.1 2.2 - 4.5 n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 3 n/a 1.9 1.7 - 3.0 n/a 

BARBED ANTLER POINTS 

FUBAiFRAGMENT OF U N I L A T E R A L L Y BARBED FIXED POINT/HARPOON: 

See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.66 Fragments of U n i l a t e r a l l y B a r b e d F i x ed Po ints/Harpoons 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rquar t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Total=l incomplete 
Weight 1 4.7 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 4.5 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.5 n/a n/a n/a 
T h i c k n e s s 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

DECORATED ANTLER 

ZOOA:ZOOMORPHIC OBJECT: 

These ob jects are r e cogn i zab l y animal shaped . S ty l es v a r y 

w ide l y t h r o u g h time and the degree of f i n i s h i n g i s also va r i ab l e . 

The func t i on of s u c h objects i s i n t e r p r e t e d as l a r g e l y 

ceremonia l o r as poss ib le i nd i ca t o r s of s ta tus . The implement has 

been fash ioned into something d i s t i nc t i v e and wel l made, i n d i c a t i n g 

the importance of the a c t i v i t y i n wh i ch the tool was used . 



Number 
Zoomorphic Objects 

Msmt. Med ian Range 

Component 1. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 
L e n g t h 
Width 
Th i ckness 

5.0 
9.8 
3.2 
1.7 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

S H E L L ART IFACTS 

SHAPED S H E L L ART IFACTS 

SPNDrSHELL PENDANT: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.68 
Number 

S h e l l Pendants 
Msmt. Median 

Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .5 
L eng th 1 1.5 
Width 1 1.0 
Th i cknes s 1 .4 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are present . 

SHB:SHELL BEAD: See Append ix B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.69 
Number 

Component 1. Total=116 
Weight 95 
L e n g t h 106 
Width 96 
Th i cknes s 106 

Component 2. Total=30 
Weight 30 
Leng th 30 
Width 30 
Th i ckness 30 

SheU Beads 
Median 

.1 

.4 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.5 

.5 

.1 

Range 

.1 - .7 
.3 - 1.5 
.3 - 1.4 

.1 - .4 

.1 - .9 
.3 - 1.2 
.2 - 1.2 

.1 - .4 

I n t e r qua r t i l e 
Range 

.1 -

.4 -

.4 -

.1 -

.1 

.4 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.1 

.8 

.7 

.2 



S L A B : S H E L L LABRET : 

These ob jec ts are the she l l c o u n t e r p a r t s of g r o u n d stone l ab r e t s but are 

not as common i n the archaeo log ica l r e c o r d p a r t i a l l y because of t h e i r o rgan i c 

na ture . 

L i k e o ther l abre t s , t h e i r f unc t i on is one of p e r sona l adornment . 

Table C.70 S h e l l L a b r e t s 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. No a r t i f ac t s are p resen t . 

Component 2. Tota l= l complete 
Weight 1 5.5 n/a n/a n/a 
L eng th 1 4.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.8 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .9 n/a n/a n/a 

S A B : S H E L L ADZE BLADE : See Append i x B for de f in i t i on . 

Table C.71 S h e l l Adze B lades 
Number Msmt. Median Range I n t e r qua r t i l e 

Range 
Component 1. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .3 n/a n/a n/a 

Component 2. No a r t i f ac t s are p resent . 

MGSF:MISCELLANEOUS GROUND S H E L L FRAGMENTS: See Append ix B for de f in i t ion . 

Table C.72 Misce l laneous G r o u n d SheU Fragments 
Number Msmt. Med ian Range In t e rquar tUe 

Component 1. No a r t i f a c t s are p resent . 
Range 

Component 2. Tota l= l incomplete 
Weight 1 .8 n/a n/a n/a 
L e n g t h 1 1.7 n/a n/a n/a 
Width 1 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 
Th i cknes s 1 .5 n/a n/a n/a 


