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...collections represent a valuable resource only if they 
are properly documented, conserved, and organized in such a 
manner that their research value is maintained... To maintain 
their research value, both collections and their associated 
documentation must be accessible, and they must be protected 
from deterioration...Without a doubt, there is a crisis in 
curation 

-Marquardt, Montet-White, and Scholtz 
Resolving the Crisis in Archaeological Collections 
Management. American Antiquity 47:409-418. (1982) 
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PREFACE 

The purpose of this manuscript is to describe the procedures 
used by the Archeological Collections Management Project 
(hereafter abbreviated ACMP) to process, conserve, and 
curate the artifacts from four historic sites located on 
Great Island, in the town of Wellfleet, Massachusetts 
(Figure 1). Great Island is part of the Cape Cod National 
Seashore (hereafter abbreviated CACO) of the National Park 
Service (hereafter abbreviated NPS). The focus of this 
project is on the Great Island Tavern site (hereafter 
abbreviated GIT) because of it's research significance to 
historical archeologists and because of the paucity of data 
and information for the other three sites. 

This document provides CACO personnel with critical 
information for efficient and effective management of the 
collections. Equally important, it indicates to 
archeological researchers the kinds of quantitative data 
available. Problems and bias inherent in the data also are 
identified and discussed in detail. 

This project is the third in a series of ACMP's 
being conducted by the Division of Cultural Resources, North 
Atlantic Regional Office of the NPS under the supervision of 
Alan Synenki. Artifact processing and conservation extended 
from November 15, 1982 to July 1, 1983 at the Division of 
Cultural Resource's Eastern Archeological Field Laboratory 
located in Building #28, Charlestown Navy Yard, in 
Charlestown, Massachusetts. The artifact processing was 
performed by Kerry Horn-Clingen, Linda Zaleski-Daley, Donna 
Gagnon, and Suzanne Spano under the supervision of Sheila 
Charles. Dori Partsch, CACO curator, and Susan Pshyic, a 
Lexington high school senior work study student also 
performed various processing tasks. The artifact 
conservation was performed primarily by Sheila Charles and 
Kerry Horn-Clingen in consultation with Ed McManus and Janet 
Stone, conservators in the Division of Cultural Resources. 
Kerry also is responsible for the production of the 
manuscript's cover design. Donna Gagnon constructed Figure 
2 and wrote the ACMP Methods of Map Construction section of 
Chapter 2. Charles was responsible for writing Chapters 4 
and 5. Chapters 2 and 3 was a collaborative effort by the 
authors. Synenki is responsible for Chapter 1 and served as 
the overall editor for the manuscript. 
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Figure 1. U.S.G.S. Map, Wellfleet Topographical Quadrangle. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Over the past several decades archeological collections have 
grown in number and size at academic, government, and museum 
repositories for a variety of reasons (Cantwell and 
Rothschild 1981:580; Marquardt et al. 1982:410; McGimsey and 
Davis 1977: 8-15; Thomas 1981:576). At many repositories 
inadequate care and curation has accompanied this growth 
(Christenson 1979:162; Ford 1977; Lindsey et. al. 1980) 
thereby rendering collections inaccessible. 

In an effort to correct this, archeologists, curators and 
conservators recently have intensified their efforts to 
develop guidelines or standards to account for and better 
manage their existing archeological collections. While 
these efforts have varied in focus (Bandes 1984; Holland 
1982; Keel 1984; Lindsey et al. 1980; Marquardt et al. 1980; 
National Institute for the Conservation of Cultural Property 
1984) all agree that a systematic program of collections 
management must begin now. 

Project Goal 

The objective of this project is similar to recently 
completed Archeological Collections Management Projects in 
other parks in the North Atlantic region of the NPS 
(Synenki and Charles 1983a, 1983b) as well as elsewhere 
(Beaudry and George 1984; Ehrenhard 1984, personal 
communication). That is, the chief aim is to make the 
archeological collections accessible to park personnel for 
management and educational purposes, and to researchers for 
study and analysis. 

As the authors have stated before: 

For (park) personnel, accessibility not only 
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means the ability to find a particular artifact 
in the collection it also means that they can 
inventory the types and quantities of artifacts 
present in a collection. Marquardt et al. 
(1982:412) have stressed the importance of 
the latter, emphasizing the need for the develop­
ment of an efficient storage/retrieval system to 
accomplish this goal. 

For researchers, accessibility not only means the 
ability to locate artifacts and associated docu­
mentary materials (e.g., fieldnotes, maps) from a 
collection in a repository, but it also means the 
artifact data has been quantified and is in a 
usable form. In addition, it means that definit­
ions of each artifact class and/or category, as 
well as a detailed discussion of the classifica­
tion and coding systems used are available 
[Synenki and Charles 1983a:l, 1983b:l]. 

The Collections 

The focus of this collections project is on the 
recataloging, reorganization, and evaluation of the 
archeological remains excavated from the Great Island Tavern 
site. Several small bags of artifacts from three other 
historic sites located during a judgemental survey of Great 
Island also are dealt with and discussed within this report 
(Table 1.1). 

The archeological field work on Great Island in 1969 and 
1970 was directed by Erik Ekholm and James Deetz, research 
associate and staff archeologist respectively, for Plimoth 
Plantation at the time. Because Great Island is part of the 
Cape Cod National Seashore , the work was initiated and 
funded by the NPS under the supervision of John L. Cotter, 
then Regional Archeologist for the Northeast Office in 
Philadelphia. 

The GIT site originally was found by NPS archeologists 
during a survey of Great Island in the late 1960's. Local 
tradition suggested that the site was either the remains of 
seventeenth century Dutch trading post or a tavern operated 
by a Samuel Smith (Ekholm and Deetz 1971:49). Hence the 
purpose of Ekholm and Deetz's archeological excavations was 
to determine the site's date and identify its function 
before unauthorized excavations further disturbed the 
original context of the site (Deetz 1977:33; Ekholm and 
Deetz 1970a:l). The archeological survey was conducted in 
the spring of 1970 after library research revealed that 
lengthy human occupation and ecological change for Great 
Island in particular, and the Wellfleet area in general 
(Erik Ekholm, 1970:1) had occurred. 
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Designation-*- Description 

C9 Late seventeenth/early eighteenth 
century tavern. 

CIO historic site with large quantities 

of shell 

Cll historic site with large refuse mound 

C12 early twentieth century cottage or 
camp -*-These designations were given to the sites by Plimoth 

Plantation Archeology Laboratory. 

TABLE 1.1 

Site Designation and Description 
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The GIT site was placed on the National Register of Historic 
Places in 1977 as the Samuel Smith Tavern site. This name 
was chosen because local folk tradition stated that this 
site was the remains of Samuel Smith's tavern (Ekholm and 
Deetz 1970a:4). Ekholm and Deetz (1971) termed the site the 
Wellfleet Tavern because of its location within the town of 
Wellfleet. Since then, the Division of Cultural Resources 
has decided to change the site's name to the Great Island 
Tavern because it identifies the site's location more 
specifically. 

Prior Condition of Collections 

The Great Island archeological collections were stored for 
14 years in an unsecured, unrestricted area of the 
Archeology Laboratory at Plimoth Plantation. This area 
occupies the second floor of a building that also houses 
offices for various members of the museum's staff. No 
environmental controls (e.g., temperature, humidity) were 
present and much dirt and dust accumulated on unboxed 
artifacts. The Laboratory presently is being used to store 
various pamphlets and articles of the museum for sale or 
distribution. 

At the Plantation, the artifacts were stored in three ways: 
(1) cardboard boxes, (2) plastic garbage bags, and (3) large 
wooden trays. The artifacts from all of the Great Island 
sites were stored together by material type (e.g., ceramics, 
glass, metal) and not by provenience. Approximately 95% of 
the GIT collection was stored in 32 1 ft. by 2 ft. cardboard 
boxes labelled "C-9." All artifact classes except shell 
were contained in these boxes. The shell was stored in four 
small plastic bags. A number of ceramics and pipestems were 
stored in large wooden trays. It is not known why these 
artifacts were separated from the rest of the GIT collection 
(Erik Ekholm, personal communication 1982). 

With the exception of the shell and some faunal remains, all 
artifacts had been washed. Historic ceramics, tobacco 
pipes, glass, and bricks were individually labelled with a 
site and catalog number. Metals, mortar, charcoal, and some 
bone were placed in labelled paper bags. Other bone was 
labelled using colored dots and dashes. Each color 
corresponds to a specific site and provenience unit. The 
original key to this system still exists on the wall of the 
Plimoth Plantation Archeology Laboratory. 

Ceramic vessel mending and stabilization of some fauna, 
prehistoric ceramics, and metal objects were performed on 
the GIT collection by the Plimoth Plantation Archeological 
Laboratory. The treated whalebone was wrapped in black and 
white newspaper and placed in cardboard boxes. As discussed 
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.n Chapters 4 and 5 this incorrect storage procedure 
>robably accounts for much of the whalebone's present 
leteriorated state. 

?he field documentation for the Great Island sites were 
round in two locations at Plimoth Plantation. Maps of the 
IIT excavations were stored in the bottom drawer of the map 
rase in the Archeology Laboratory. The artifact catalog 
(i.e., Plimoth Plantation Archeological Specimen Catalog), 
artifact bag list, and several reports were located in the 
records storage room on the first floor of the building that 
nouses the Archeology Laboratory. 

Past and Current Interpretations of the Great Island Tavern 
Site 

As historical archeologists seek to describe and explain 
changing social processes in colonial America, it is not 
surprising there has been increasing attention devoted to 
taverns. As Rockman and Rothschild (1983:2) note, taverns 
served as important social centers where not only eating and 
drinking occurred but information was exchanged and business 
deals were made. It is within this context that the GIT 
collection acquires its primary significance. Three 
analyses of the GIT's artifact assemblage deserve 
mentioning. 

As noted above, Ekholm and Deetz's (1970a, 1970b, 1971) 
analyses focused on determining the identity and date of the 
site in question. Based on "great numbers of fragments of 
clay pipes and utensils for eating and drinking" and the 
large size of the structure's foundation (Deetz 1977:34), 
Ekholm and Deetz concluded that this site probably was the 
remains of a tavern (1971:49). 

An occupation date range of 1690 to 1740 was arrived at 
through the analysis of pipestem bore diameters and the 
presence/absence of certain ceramics. Although pipestems 
with bore diameters indicating a 1710 to 1740 date 
predominated, the presence of "eight varieties of European 
ceramics" suggested an earlier beginning date for the site 
(Ekholm and Deetz 1971:50). The site's abandonment date 
primarily was derived from "the absence of a more refined 
white salt-glazed pottery made in the Staffordshire district 
of England as early as the 1730's as well as the lack of 
other distinctive types that were prevalent by the 
mid-eighteenth century" (Ekholm and Deetz 1971:50). As 
Deetz (1977:35) indicates, North American sites occupied 
after 1740 frequently have this white salt-glazed pottery 
present. 

The major purpose of Bragdon's (1977, 1981) research was to 
determine if rural seventeenth and early eighteenth century 
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tavern sites could be differentiated from domestic 
farmsteads on the basis of certain material items identified 
in both probate inventories and artifact assemblages. 
Because the GIT's deeds were destroyed in the Barnstable 
County Courthouse fire of 1827, only its artifact assemblage 
was used. Bragdon (1977:5) examined 126 probate 
inventories from Plimoth, Martha's Vineyard, Falmouth, and 
towns located on the outer Cape. Her expectation was that 
tavern owner inventories should list high freguencies of 
eating and drinking vessels and be "more often associated 
with activity assemblages including tables, chairs, 
platters, candlesticks, etc. than domestic inventories..." 
The results of her analysis confirmed this expectation 
(Bragdon 1977:7-16). 

To determine if differences between a tavern and farmstead's 
artifact assemblage could be discerned, the GIT and Joseph 
Howland sites' assemblages were compared (Bragdon 
1977:28-32). From her analyses, Bragdon (1977:51-52) 
concluded that the assemblages could be distinguished on 
the basis of differences in the frequency and percentage of 
different artifact classes. In particular, Bragdon 
(1977:52) suggests that "the high percentage of drinking 
vessels, the large number of pipestems, and the specialized 
glassware seem to be essentially diagnostic" of a tavern 
assemblage. To determine if the assemblage pattern 
difference was due to sampling error, Bragdon (1977:53-59) 
compared them to five additional tavern sites. Even though 
four of the sites were temporally and geographically 
different, their assemblages were more similar to the GIT's 
than to Joseph Howland's. Bragdon (1977:53) felt that John 
Earthy's tavern assemblage of Permaquid, Maine was the most 
similar of the five to the GIT. 

Rockman and Rothschild (1983:1) used the GIT artifact 
assemblage, along with three other late seventeeth/early 
eighteenth century site assemblages, to "explore whether the 
function of taverns located in urban areas tended to be more 
specialized than those that took place in taverns in rural 
areas." To do this, Rockman and Rothschild (1983:3-7) first 
reviewed historians' accounts to define the range of 
activities that occurred at urban and rural taverns and then 
generated their expected material correlates. As a result 
of their review, Rockman and Rothschild (1983:7, 12) 
concluded that while rural taverns performed both 
accomodation and "meeting place" activities, urban taverns 
primarily served as the location where the latter activities 
occurred. Based on this information, they suggest that 
these activity differences should generate artifact 
assemblage differences. Specifically, they suggest that 
urban tavern assemblages should have a higher proportion of 
tobacco pipes and drinking-related items (e.g., glass and 
bottles) than food preparation and consumption-related items 
(e.g., ceramics). Rockman and Rothschild (1983:13) stress, 
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