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|. Introduction

The Gungywamp Complex in Groton, Connecticut carstdiouse foundations, colonial roads,
and historic stone walls. Researchers, archaetsogasd historians are in general agreement
about the historic origins of these features. Arggr Native American presence within the area
dating back thousands of years is likewise agrgeohuby all the researchers. The Native
American utilization of several rockshelters withine complex is well attested to by the
archaeological evidence. The consensus amongsirchees about the site’s history ends there.

Gungywamp’s other stone structures like the stdrambers, standing stone rows, stone bridge
features, and the double stone circle have puzelsshrchers for decades. These stone structures
have been the subject of numerous theories atodtgins, date of construction and purpose.
These theories ranged from those based on arclipeall@vidence and scientific argument to
those based on wild speculation. These theories baen often repeated and cited but rarely
subjected to scientific review and analysis.

The theories can be grouped into two broad categofihe first group contains theories that
offer various utilitarian historical explanationasr fthe structures. The second group focuses on
Native American ceremonial explanations for thetdezs. This article is a scientific analysis,
review, and critic of both groups of theories. Effudory is evaluated to determine the soundness
of its evidence, plausibility of its hypothesis,darested to see if it withstands basic scientific
inquiry. Through this process the theories withitrean be sorted from those without.

lI. Standing Stone Rows

The Gungywamp complex has two rows of standingestayenerally referred to as tNerth
Stone Rovand theSouth Stone Raw

Physical Description from Published & Unpublishetu&es

Location East side near northern end of South Complexshasvn on site map. (Barron &
Mason 1994, 6)

Number of Stones per Row

24 Stones — John Dodge’s 1965 redrawn illustrasioows 18 stones (11 upright and 7 fallen)
and 6 empty spaces — missing stones (Whittall 1275,

29 Stones — David Barron stated that, “Researchtbeepast ten years has found that both rows
contain as many as twenty nine individual standitages, stumps [tops of stones broken off], or
empty ‘sockets’ where stone slabs had once st¢Bdston & Mason 1994, 23)
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General Rendition

(Based upon incomplete info)
Shows:

- Short end stones

- Tall middle stones

- Short stubs of broken off stones

Appromixately 29 stones per row
2 1/2 ft apart

8 inches to 3 ft High ?
East Side

North Stone Paving

Drawing by M. Gage Post Hole under stone shingle

Fig 3 - Drawing of south standing stone row showeagh features
(i.e. bird petroglyph, curvature of row, stone payand covered hole.)

SocketsBarron’s Field Report #2ontained an illustration of the sockets. Each sbulas a 12-
18 inch deep depression packed with small rocksbles and rubble. (Barron 1981a; Barron &
Mason 1994, 23)

Position: “... standing flat stones on edge, facing at righgles to the line ...” (Whittall 1976)
The flat sides of upright stone slabs are perperalico the length of the row.

Arrangement!3. The SS tend to be shorter and smaller at eadtoéthe rows; the taller cluster
more toward the center of each row.” (Anon 1981)d$ slabs start and end both rows, with the
tallest slabs found in the middle of each row.” ffiBa & Mason 1994, 23) There is a good
photograph of the graduated height of standingestdry Juliana Lewis iBtonewatch{2006, p.

9).

Elliptical Arc: In Field Report #1, Barron notes “Line of sighbsed row of stones [south row]
to be curved from a W — E — W [a]skew.” Barron lent clarifies that, “Both rows are gently
‘bowed,” having an elliptical arch toward the ea@Barron & Mason 1994, 23)

Triangular & Angular Tops?The SS found intact i.e., not smashed, split tps®n, or toppled,
all tend to have pyramidal or angular tops;” (Ark881)

Two Rows

“The South Row has several missing stones at thwhem most end There is a neatly
‘pecked’ bird effigy inscribed in the north side arfie of the larger stones ...” (Barron & Mason
1994, 23)



“The North Row is composed of many badly erodedkén and leaning stone slabs.” And, “It is
possible that the North Row was built before thet8drow, judging from the greater wear and
erosion.” (Barron & Mason 1994, 23)

Distance Between Row§he north row is “approx. 22.5 m of southern rofastanding stones”
(Barron 1981a)

Bird Effigy: In the south row, “There is a neatly ‘pecked’ baffigy inscribed in the north side
of one of the larger stones, wings spread apadd laad beak facing east.” (Barron & Mason
1994, 23) In the photograph of the bird effigy,tbe tip of the right wing there appears to be a
small crescent shaped line that curves in the omgpdsection of the wing. This is unconfirmed
by the author.

Covered Post HoleFFrom 1993 excavation “in pathway paralleling thene rows ... one of the
workers discovered a single, flat shingle [smah stone slab] which when removed, revealed a
vertical, round clay lined post hole about 25 cn¥{9 deep.” (Barron & Mason 1994, 24)

Stone Paving & Rubbing Stan& 1993 excavation found, “in pathway parallelittge stone
rows. A medium sized sapling had been blown ovea lbyirricane and in the socket left by the
roots we discovered uniform cobbling as well as@uwe ‘rubbing stone.” Several meter squares
were methodically excavated on the easterly sid¢hefsouth row of standing stones. This
disclosed that a single layer of cobbles had beéh directly on sandy, orange loess. Also,
flattened stone ‘shingles’ were laid closer to #tanding stones in a purposeful manner.”
(Barron & Mason 1994, 23)

Restoration ProjectSeveral stones in the north row were pulled gutdndals. InField Report
#1 and #2from June 1981, David Barron describes the restoraf the stones. These stones
were painted orange on the bottoms to discouraglesiuvandalism.

Historical Theories for the Stone Rows
Multiple Upright Stones in Historical Stone Wall&dry

This theory states that standing stones in his&iooe walls are unusual and rare but do occur.
The upright stones were used to “stabilize” thenstavall. Two variants of this theory were
discussed in Summer 2003 issue of the GungywampetgecStonewatch NewsletteCarol
Hallas summed up the challenge of researchingttreesows in the following words, “One of
the foremost problems in finding an explanationtfa two rows of standing stones ... is that we
have not been able to find a similar example.” Tresearchers have tried to draw comparisons
between the two stone rows and other potential giesn According to Hallas, “Frederic W.
Warner, former chairman of Central Connecticut &tdhiversity’s Anthropology Department,
noted, ‘The use of standing stones for walls issualibut not unknown, either in this country or
in Britain.” The [He] then went on to describe a@®ple in Pennsylvania (ASC Bulletin, #44).
But the example Warner used shows the standing@staith their broadsides all facing outward
and abutted right next to each other. This doesaheatl bear any resemblance to the rows of



standing stones at Gungywamp.” (Hallas 2003) Hallas referring to the fact that the standing
stones in Gungywamp’s rows of stone are perperali¢althe length of the row.

In the same issue of th&tonewatch NewslettePaulette Buchanan briefly mentions another
variant of this theory (Buchanan 2003). Buchanaviged a detail explanation of the theory in a
subsequent article. Buchanan stated “The styleodt wall that uses periodic vertical bracing
stones in a horizontally constructed rock wall agirfd in US colonial sites and in Ireland,
Scotland and England. The name of this type ofestwall construction is calledoping and
dyking This type of construction makes a very stable dadable wall. ... through email
correspondence, Scottish resident John Russell disdussed the art and craftsmanship behind
the construction of “dry stane dyke’ walls ...” (Baclan 2004) This statement was accompanied
by two illustrations.

There are several significant problems with thiateshent. First and foremost, Buchanan
misunderstood the Scotish termiiyy stane dykecoping anddyking Lawrence Garner, former
director of the Dry Stone Walling Association state Scotland stone walls are calléd/stane
dykes.”(Garner 2003, 15) The terdny stane dykés a general term for a dry masonry stone wall
not a reference to a specific construction techamidine terndyking simple refers to the act of
building a dry masonry stone wall.

Garner offers the following remarks on the subg@atoping, copestone, cop&opestones have
two functions apart from their decorative effedtstfy they add considerable weight to the wall,
weight which is specially vital to stablise thehigr stones in the upper half. Secondly, they act
as throughstones and must make good contact withdies [both sides refers to a double wide
wall]. The ideal copestone is fairly thin and fetd is placed upright on the wall. In this way
more stones, and therefore more weight, can begleca given length. Copestones should add
about 9 inches (230 mm) to the height, bringingwia#l up to the specified 4 feet 6 inches (1.37
m).” (Garner 2003, 9) Coping stones are placedhentop of the wall and therefore bear no
resemblance to the two Gungywamp stone rows.

In support of the idea of vertical bracing stonBschanan offered two illustrations from a
British BTCV website page (page is no longer avdda Both illustrations came frobry Stone
Walling: A Practical HandbooKBrooks and Adcock 2010) and appear on page 1d014d.
The first illustration showed stones place in wattiposition, one row on top of another. On the
right side a single vertical stone goes from th&dwmo of the first row to the top of the second
row. Buchanan claims the illustration shows the aoistvertical bracing stones.” According to
the Handbook the illustration shows only the top section of tall and illustrates the proper
coping technique. The “bracing stone” is only atp#Erthe coping it does not extend to the
bottom of the wall.

The second illustration shows stones extending ftben “bottom” to the “top” of the wall.

Closer examination of the illustration shows ittagp view of a stone wall and the stones
extending through the wall are in_a horizorgakition not a vertical position. According to the
Handbook this illustration shows how to properly lay tfeihdation for a stone wall in a trench
in the ground. These horizontal stones are knowhrasighstonesGarner states “At a specified
height (in this case halfway up the double wallg tiwo sides will be leveled off and the



throughstones laid onfhroughsare long stones, stretching across the two siddsnaaking
good contact with each other. Their purpose isctoaa ties to hold the sides together and stop
the wall bellying out.” (Garner 2003, 9) Throughsts are long, flat stone slabs, laid flat across
the double width half ways up the wall. They ad placed in a vertical upright position. The
throughstones dmot disrupt the interlocking of the smaller stones.eyhreinforce the
interlocking by tying the two sides of the wall &ther and being the same thickness are
integrated into the interlocking process.

This variant of multiple upright stones in wall dmg is deeply flawed. It was based upon a
misunderstanding of Scottish terminology and tvustiations which were taken completely out
of their original context. This example illustratbe need for careful research and verification of
the basic details.

Were upright stones used in stone wall constru@tidnreview of seven major books on dry

masonry stone wall construction yielded only twareples. In both examples, the upright stones
were placed 6 to 8 feet apart. The first example wdow wall that had upright stone slabs
perpendicular to the wall's length. The uprightr&t® had a wide notch in the top. This was
called a “saddle wall” due to the fact the notcrswaed to place a wooden rail in it to raise the
height of the wall (Hubbell 2006, 44). The secormsvan early 1900’s wall built of large round

boulders interspersed with tall boulders (Allpa®90, 159).

There are several major flaws with the theory th@ight standing stones were used to support
and stabilize the stone wall. First, there is & laf comparable examples to Gungywamp
standing stone rows. There is a practical explandbr this absence. Standing stones, whether
they are flat slab or tall boulders, create veltsgmms in the walls. According to various books
on dry stone wall masonry, vertical seams are kiighktable. Stone walls need to be built with
layers of overlapping horizontal stones which dffedy interlock with each other creating a
very strong and stable wall. The second problemnsimber of stones in the two rows are short
and would not extend from the bottom of the walthe top of the wall. The tallest stones range
from 2 % to 3 feet in height while the smallesingt® are only about 6 inches high. Thirdly, there
are no smaller stones placed between the standinoge and there is no evidence that any were
ever placed between them.

Feed Box Or Supply Boxes Theory

William Dopirak speculated that, “The standing €®rappear to compartmentalize the earth.
With wooden sides and lids, a standing row of stoc@enceivably could have stored different
supplies or feed (purchased elsewhere.)” (Dopiré@62 Dopirak offers no historically
documented examples of this feed or supply box toactson to support his idea. Presumably
these boxes would be used by a farmer on his farsoldiers in an encampment during one the
periodic colonial wars. A review of T9century literature on farming and"18entury military
encampment equipment found no comparable examiplése standing stones were boxed-in
with wood then nails would expected to be foundviBdarron in his excavations at the stone
rows did noffind any nails.



FEED-BOX.

Fig. 4 - 19th Century Farm Wooden Feed Box (Ped&8v, 418)
Stretchers for Tanning Hides Theory

Dopirak goes on suggest that, “Perhaps the starslorges acted as drying racks for clothes or
for the stretching of tanned hides.” (Dopirak 2006 Arts of Tanning, Currying, and Leather
Dressing(1852) emphasizes the fact that, “leather is dineithe usual manner, care being taken
to avoid exposure to the sun, a strong wind, asa and damp atmosphere in which they might
mould.” (p.217) The idea that the stones were dsedrying hides during the tanning process
can be safely rejected. Dopirak does not explain tiee tanned hides could B&etchedusing
the upright stones. Stretching any material incigdeather requires the ability to securely attach
one end to a pole, rack or framework. There is boiaus means to attach the leather to the
stones. A mid-1700’s illustration shown in Didesotencyclopedia shows the leather being
stretch on a rack attached to the shop wall. (négdi in The Leatherworker in Eighteenth-
Century Williamsburgp.16)

Fig. 5 - A 1760’'s leather shop showing a leathestshing rack attached to shop wall (From
Diderot’'s Encyclopedip



Livestock Herding Theory

“Others have indicated that perhaps the rows chalte been used to herd cattleStgnewatch
Winter 2003) No historical accounts were foundufltiple narrow openings, one after another
in the same stone wall, for use by livestock. Hosvevthere are examples single narrow
openings about the width (1’ to 2’ wide) found iniigywamp’s stone rows. William Hubbell in
Good Fencesound several names for the narrow slit “cow sbpgen stile, rike or cow stile”
(p70). Hubbell explains, “Perversely named, the cip is designed so humans—and even
yellow Labs [dog in photograph]—can slip throught hot cows.” (p70) In Lawrence Garner’'s
Shire bookDry Stone Wallsa slightly different version was shown, a V shapeeéning in the
top half of the wall called &4squeeze-gap”(p 13). The narrow opening “will accommodate
walkers but not cattle.” (p13)

Native American Theory

The review of various historical explanations foe two standing rows has demonstrated they
are deeply flawed. There is currently no plausiiéitarian explanation for these structures.
Archaeological excavations at several rockshehdgthin the complex have demonstrated the
presence of Native Americans within the complexcdwations at the double stone circle by
Whittall and Barron (1994) also recovered a nunidfeNative American artifacts at the site.
Having reject all of the historical explanationsisi necessary to explore the possibility that the
two rows were constructed by Native Americans. Thises an important question: was there a
Native American purpose for erecting the standioges?

Moon Ceremonialism Theory

The two standing stone rows are located in northesgion of the site. The North Row is badly
eroded suggesting it is older than the more in&mith Row. The North Row is briefly talked
about in published sources but there are no phapbgr or specific information about it. This
discussion will rely heavily on the better docunsehSouth Row.

The South Row was constructed following a carefdégigned plan. The standing stones at each
end of the row are short. From these short staiesheight of the stones increases until the
maximum height is reached in the middle of the rBach row has an elliptical arc that is bowed
out towards the east. On the east side of the SRath there is a covered post hole and stone
paving. One of the stones has a bird effigy wsthitgad and beak pointed towards the east. All of
these details indicate the stone row was intenlipranstructed for a specific purpose. There
seems to be a strong symbolic association witht"eas‘northeast.” Both rows are located in
the northeast section of the site, the bird’s heaidts east, the stone row bows out towards the
east, and the post hole and stone paving wereglatcahe east side. The “east” orientation is
too consistent to be the result of random coinadsn This arrangement suggests potential
ceremonial activity. What type of ceremonialism?

The elliptical arc forms a crescent shape. The me@enerally represented by a crescent shape.
There are 24 and up to 29 standing stones in thehSow. Without a full excavation, the actual
number of missing standing stones in the South Romains unknown. The moon’s cycle is 29



days of which there are 3 days when the moon issiltle in its New Phase. The variation

between 24 and 29 stones without knowing the aatuahber of stones used suggests two
possibilities: (1) lower number represents the neimttays moon is visible and (2) higher

number represents number of days in the moon’sriatith cycle.

Each year beginning in late November through De@nmdnd into early January in the
northeastern United States (depending upon the imgear to year positioning) one to two full
moons rise on the northeast horizon at dusk (patsapservations by the author over several
years). Where the moon rises over water therenan beam on the water. East of the South
Row is an expanse of wetlands upon which the mdagtis could have formed a beam on.

Based upon the number of stones and the ellipticalof the rows (i.e. crescent shape) this
theory argues that the stone rows were relatedv&ladimerican moon ceremonialism. The
presence of stone paving along the east side addtith row and the unusual post hole covered
by a stone shingle reinforces the idea of a cer@hsiructure. The post hole could have been
used to hold a ceremonial staff. The east / nosthe@entation suggests the ceremony took place
during the early to mid winter when the full moaoutd be observed rising on the northeastern
horizon.

Is there any historical and anthropological evideta support the idea of Native American
moon ceremonialism? Is there evidence for the Giseremonial staffs?

Historical and Archaeological Evidence of Moon Gammnialism
Connecticut

Staff (Mohegan) =... with a curious staff, also said to have belongethe old sachem, [Grand
Sachem of the Mohegan] descended for a long tintleeéruncas family, and were finally given,
by a Mohegan squaw, to Mrs. J. B. Goddard, whalessnext to the Mohegan cemetery, and in
whose possession | saw them.” (DeForest 1853, dbeton page 13 )

Post —War Dance: “...the warriors, fiercely painted, and grasping thesims, moved round a
painted post.” (DeForest 1853, 34)

Gods (Narragansetts) “The Narragansetts repeated to Roger Williams thmes of thirty-
seven of thesenanittos,each being an object of worship, and each bearisigraficant name.
There was a god of the north, a god of the sougimdaof the east, a god of the west, a god of the
house, a god of women, and a god of children. Time the moon, the sea, the fire, and many
other things were believed to be animated by spiabhd each of them as circumstances seemed
to require, might be made an object of sacrificg atoration.” (DeForest 1853, 24)

Narragansett Bay — Mohegans

Moon in Birth & Death —<The association of birth and death occurs alsotirer contexts. For
example, the Mohegans believed that births ofteruilwed when the moon was full and that
butchering should be preformed under a full mog&immons 1970, 61)




New Hampshire

The Indians of the Winnipesaukee and Pemigewasdlelyy

Moon Petroglyphs +our images of crescent moons and one im
with a single curved line in a “c” shape were carugo small stone
pendants. These moon pendants are part of a lagdection of

small stone pendants with fishes, wigwams, rivere,tfaces, and 4
bird found in Odell Park at the horseshoe bendh@ tiver at

Franklin Falls in Franklin, New Hampshire. (Proctt®30, plates
X1, X1, XVI)

New England
Gods —[Daniel Gookin circa 1644] Their religion is ashet gentile

are. Some for their God adore the Sun, others thenmand some
the Earth.” (Quoted in Piotrowski 2002, 74)

Fig. 6 — Stone pendan|t
Ceremonies “Songs, dances, and ceremonies grew to celebratq with crescent moon
harvests of wild strawberries and blueberries, &mdmark the | found in Franklin NH
seasons of SunGizos, and of Moon, Nanibosad,the ‘all night
walker’.” (Caduto 2003, 146)

Western Abenakis —Vermont

Seasonal Cycles“Basic to western Abenaki life was a cyclical pattef subsistence activities,
which varied according to seasons of the yearfaur seasons, calculated by ‘moons,” were
recognized.” (Haviland & Power 1994, 159)

Iroquois of New York and Canada

Moon used to regulate the day the ceremony is held:

(1) “The mid-winter ceremony is set in January ebiiary with the new moon.” (Hranicky
1996, 136)

(2) “At the Tonawanda, Newtown, Coldspring, andrs8prings Longhouses, the Midwinter
ceremonial begins the fifth day, that is the fourihht after the January new moon, a date now
ascertained by referring to a drugstore calendarariuary has two new moons, as occasionally
happens, the date of Midwinter, at least at Tonaaars calculated from the second.” (Tooker,
1970, 39)

New York

Portable Petroglyphs 4n Willard E. Yager's Upper Susquehanna Collectamn Hartwick
College, Oneonta, New York. “Four so-called moone®or calendar stones are in the Yager
Collection.” Although not exactly a like they anendar. Each one has twelve to thirteen points
around the circumference of the stone disk. Eadh lmas a circle and/or circle with smaller
crescent shaped lines inside. One is a pendantik 802, 198-200)

Menomini -Western Great Lakes
Moon’s Cycle- From folklore “Here are two of the stories taidsocial situations that accounted
for natural phenomena.”
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The Moon (Menomini)

Once, the Sun and his sister, the Moon, lived togrein a wigwam in the east.
The Sun dressed himself to go hunting and toolbbis and arrows and left. He
was absent such a long time that when his sistaecaut into the sky to look for
her brother, she became alarmed. She traveled ywdays looking for the Sun;
finally he returned, bringing with him a bear whicé had shot.

The Sun’s sister still comes up into the sky amgdls for twenty days; then she
dies, and for four days nothing is seen of herth&t end of that time, however,
she returns to life and travels twenty days moRitzénthaler & Ritzenthaler

1970, 152)

Beothuk of Newfoundland

Staff —staff with a flat half-circle stone on top. Theptian reads, “ceremonial staf
surmounted by a symbol of the moon.” The captiod a@nawing came from
Shanaawdithit, a Beothuk woman living with whiteopke from 1823 to 1829. Thé
staff with the moon symbolism was one of severaffstillustrated, each with &
different symbol. (Willoughby 1973, 63)

Moon Legend —‘Kuus (moon) handle painted red 6 feet long.” “BloThis

represents the half moon inverted, and is nameds’Kurhere is no note of any
kind to indicate what [other] significance was akiad to it.” (Willoughby 1973,
69)

Fig. 7 (Right) — Ceremonial staff with moon symbo(. (Willoughby 1973, 63) g

Inuit

Moon Spirit Transition —“Tatginigquacghe moon of the shortest days, has becoalggaituq,
the moon signaling the return of the sun. It hagnbseventy-five days since she [sun]
disappeared over the horizon, taking her shadows,degs, rainbows and reflections. ... The
Inuit once believed that this was when the spaé@se closest to earth.” (Hallendy 2000, 42)

Ceremonial Sites (Baffin Island)

(1) “As long as anyone can remember, Pauta saglws an ancient place. People came here
from all along the coast, but they never lived h&rem the earliest time, this was where people
held celebrations ...” (Hallendy 2000, 63)

(2) “The ceremonial site of the mid-winter moontiesl, Quijaligiagtubic, is dominated by a
granite ‘sugar loaf’ hill some 35 metres (115 fdegh, at the top of which is a small tunillarvik,
where offerings were left by those embarking onandaus journey’s across the treacherous
Hudson Strait to the mainland of Canada. The estieeis sheltered by surround hills, making it
an ideal place for gatherings. Qujaligiagtubic &pkvery clean, indicating the respect that the
Inuit continue to have for the site.” (Hallendy 2064)
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Discussion

Moon ceremonialism predates the earliest settlereeorded by Gookin in the mid 1600’s. The
Moon was revered as a God. Ceremonies were held foiiben. The Moon regulated the

timing of ceremonies. The crescent moon was caoregendants and small stones similar to
pendants but without a hole in New Hampshire and Nerk. From the arctic in the northeast
and the western Great Lakes down to Connecticutnnaasemonialism was recorded within

many Native American cultures. Each culture hadws stories about the moon.

Of interest to the Gungywamp site is the two padie of life and death, the twenty days of
travel (life) and four days of death from the Menomlf the stone row(s) at Gungywamp turn
out to have twenty-four standing stones then thera probability, the Native Americans in

Connecticut also had a two part moon cycle “visiohel invisible.” Twenty-four stones would

indicate that the Native Americans viewed the macoording to when it was in the sky and
when it left the sky. If it turns out there are tdenine standing stones it would simply indicate
the Native Americans were aware of the moon’s mdorlyg cycle which they chose to depict.
Both 24 and 29 have the possibly of representiegribon.

The south stone row had a covered round hole wtocid hold a staff or post. In Connecticut,
Uncas had a special staff. Also in Connecticutietiveas a record of a painted post used in war
dances. This confirms the Native Americans of Caotioet used staffs in their ceremonies. In
Newfoundland, the Beothuks had staffs with symbts, of which one had a half moon. The
covered post hole indicates a portable post, plysailstaff, with some form of symbolism was
used in the ceremony at the south stone row.

It has often frustrated professional archaeolodistsause there are no artifacts at stone structure
sites. One answer may be that the Native Americasigected the ceremonial site to the point
they did not have camps or villages on site and keglean as recorded on Baffin Island. On
Baffin Island it has also been recorded the Imaieled long distances to their ceremonial site.

Mid-winter moon celebrations / ceremonies were Hgjdinuit and Iroquois. The symbolism
embedded in the stone row at Gungywamp suggestsidavimier ceremony (seéMoon
Ceremonialism Theory)

Gookin makes an interesting statement, “Some far tAod adore the Sun, others the moon, and
some the Earth.” This implies different group\aitive Americans had different spirits as their
chosen God/Spirit. The group of Native Americanstreg Gungywamp site in Connecticut
appears to have revered the Moon Spirit, to whaey built and dedicated a ceremony.

Bird Theories

Union Soldier— “A bird image is carved into one of the standisipnes. The hooked,

overhanging beak would indicate a bird of preyWar was not a welcomed acquaintance to
Groton, Connecticut through the past four centufdmnetheless, Gungywamp Hill would be a
perfect place for any wayward soldier (or warrito)encamp, or act as an excellent keep (or
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stronghold). Perhaps a Union soldier carved aneeaglone of the stones at Gungywamp.”
(Dopirak 2006)

The bird image is on a standing stone. It doeshaoe a “hooked, overhanging beak”. The
author says a wayward soldier or a warrior may retepped there. The author then chose to
suggest the person who carved the bird image wasi@n soldier from the Civil War, ignoring
soldiers from the Revolutionary War and other c@bwars. Indians are an afterthought judging
by the “warrior” being put in parentheses. The &mdi presence has been confirmed by artifacts
found at the rock shelter and the remains of avdaiimerican lodge at the Gungywamp site.

Native American Petroglyph Theory

Indians have a long tradition of carving bird imaga stones. Most are Thunderbirds but a few
are non-thunderbirds such as eagles, hawks, hunbmilsg owls and non-descript birds.

Birds in Native American Images (Non-Thunderbird):

(1) “... Pamola was described as a birdlike flyingature with a huge head and wings, with or
without a body, ...” The Abenaki Indians say Pamibl@d on Mount Katahdin in Maine.
(Lenik 2002, 54-5 based on Dean Snow’s research)

(2) An illustration on a boulder along the nortloshof Assawompsett Lake in Middleborough,
Massachusetts shows a bird in flight. The image riealistic type of carving of a complete bird
with head, body, two wings and tail. “The birdlikgure is oriented to a ‘ten o’clock’ position
when viewed straight on from the south. Its heaith igrofile and is turned to the figure’s left.”
(Lenik 2002, 127)

(3) “According to William S. Simmons, northeastekigonkian folklore includes stories of a
giant bird that carried off people in its clawsdasuch a tradition was noted in 1809 in the
Wampanoag area.” (Lenik 2002, 127)

(4) “... a Sagamore with a humberd [hummingbird] ia @are for a pendant, a black hawke on
his occiput for his plume, ...” This was the descdptgiven by William Wood in 1629 iNew
England’s Prospec{Quoted in Piotrowski 2002, 66)

(5) In a Minisink burial site in New Jersey therere four bird pendants: 3 owls and 1of either
an eagle or hawk image. (Lenik 2002, 207)

Discussion

Does the Gungywamp bird image represent a Thundérbrhunderbird images have one
common factor they are all in an upright positioithvihe full body facing forward.The head is
always turned to one side in profile. Wings areegally straight out at the shoulders and turned
down the sides of the upright figure. A few haven@d straight out. The tail is generally forked
but a few have a fan shaped tail. Gungywamp’s invaige shows a bird’s head and the top of
two wings spread out. It does not meet the crittataa Thunderbird image. However, it does
have characteristics of Pamola, a bird creatuma fitte Mount Katahdin area in Maine.

! There was one exception to the body of a birchfaédrward that was not Thunderbird symbolism. b t
Minisink burial site 3 owls and 1 hawk or eagle lilagl bodies face forward, and the heads of thads Fice
forward, also. All four birds were pendants.
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Pamola was described as a birdlike creature withnge head and wings with or without a body.
This description fits the bird image on the stagdstone. A bird with a head and wings without
a body matches the Gungywamp bird image with a heddvings without a body.

Various species of birds are represented in théhaaaogical records: hawk, eagle,
hummingbird, owl, and non-specific regular birdsin@ywamp’s bird was portrayed as a large
bird with a short beak but otherwise it is non-diggc Although the beak is not hooked and
overhanging, the short aspect suggests it poradyawk or eagle. Large hawks and eagles are
powerful high flying birds.

At the Assawompsett Lake site in southeastern Massztts there is a realistic type image of a
bird. It is a side view of a bird with spread ounhgs representing a bird in the air flying. This
indicates symbolic flight was used by the Nativee&kiwan culture in New England.

Among the stories of the northeastern Algonkiahsre is one about a giant bird that carried
people off in its claws. This indicates a largallsuch as a large hawk or eagle. The basic story
of people being taken away by creatures is foundrgnseveral Native American cultures. What
is interesting is in this case it was a giant bird.carry people the bird had to fly.

Although the various bird representations span reg\tene periods there are common themes.
Birds appear to represent creatures that havebilitydo carry other things. This is represented
by the folklore story of the giant bird carryinggme. At the Minisink site in New Jersey bird
images were buried with the dead. One explanatidhd bird images were placed there to assist
the dead by carrying their spirits to the spiritrldo These examples indicate spirit-birds carried
both living beings such as live people and decebsewys such as dead people.

At America’s Stonehenge there is good archaeolbgwaence in the form of split stone spirit
portals associated with the setting sun on theewisblstice and the rising sun on the equinox.
The arrangements indicate the spirit of the suntkef sun’s sphere on the winter solstice and
entered the Underworld. The reverse occurs on phieg equinox when the spirit of the sun
leaves the Underworld and returns to sun’s sphdriehas rising up to the Upperworld. The
winter ceremony was a simple matter of the sunigtdpaving the sphere of the sun. But the
spring ceremony was much more complex. There @iastone with a niche attached to its end.
The niche is aligned with a fallen standing storit\& wide opening on its top. The opening is
aligned with a lodge at the bottom of the hill. Tleelge had two hearths where fires were
kindled over a 700 year span of time from 1900 yemo up to 1200 years ago. An excavation
of the lodge did not turn up any artifacts suggesthe lodge was used for ceremonial purposes.
The sun’s spirit was guided down to the lodge wlieeee was a ceremonial fire. Fire and smoke
rise upwards. Everything indicates the Fire Smiaitried the Sun’s spirit up to the sphere of the
rising sun on the spring equinox in order to ret8um Spirit to the Upperworld (Gage 2006,
127-133).

Within the Winnebago Tribe of Wisconsiine and the spirit of fire were part of the Snake Clan

Feast. “... fire is the mediator between the peopbkthe spirit.” “Grandfather (fire), | offer you
tobacco, for you are the interpreter (between gets and human beings), and | know that you
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will deliver the requests | address to our grartdfatvho-crawls (the snake), just as | have said
them.” (Radin 1990, 277)

In the two examples from America’s Stonehenge, [eeapeated ceremonies using stone
structures. They did so to assist the Sun’s sfarleave the Upperworld on the winter solstice
and later in the year to return the Sun’s Spiritn® Upperworld on the spring equinox. As part
of the spring equinox ceremony the people inclualéde.

Though the Winnebago Tribe is a Midwestern tribeonfirms that some tribes utilized the Fire
Spirit in ceremonies. The fire example shows how gpirit could be asked to carry a message to
another spirit. In the northeast, a bird spiritswzelieved to be able to carry a person. The
general concept is spirits were capable of carrtfimggs and were able to work with other spirits
through the people requesting them to do so. Theeagat of people to spirit and spirit to spirit is
seen in Gungywamp’s row of stones.

Gungywamp’s bird was a large bird capable of cagya spirit high into the sky, up to the
Upperworld. The bird is part of a row of standingres associated with a moon ceremony. The
Indians of southeastern Connecticut appear to Ihalieved the Moon Spirit returned to the
moon’s sphere at an appointed day in the year.Biftk Spirit image suggests the Moon Spirit
was carried up to the Upperworld.

This would indicate that sometime during the yéder Moon’s spirit left Upperworld for a few
months. It is not uncommon to find one aspect oyde expressed while the opposite part of the
cycle was not represented. The build-out at the rioas Stonehenge site was done to fill in
thoseoppositeparts of the cycle (Gage, 2006).
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ll. Stone Bridges

Background Information on the Stone Bridges

The Gungywamp complex has several structures thestiasa stone bridgeWhat is a stone
bridge? The stone bridge is made up of a long lbestane laid horizontally. An opening
underneath the stone bar creates the “bridge” iaffie@ photograph of one bridge, the two ends
of the stone bar rest on raised bedrock whichvugtan the middle thereby creating the opening.
A few smaller stones were placed on top of theestmar. Next to the bridge is a standing stone.
The standing stone is wide and thick at the basktapers to a point at the top.

2

S

Fig. 8 - South complex map showing the locationvad of the three bridge & standing stone
structures. The two bridge & standing stone stmaestuabeled #6 and #9 come from Dodge’s
map. (Based upon a survey by John Dodge & drawindames Whittall 1l, with additional
notations by Mary Gage)

John Dodge’s 1965 map of the Gungywamp site lab®ledoridge and standing stone structures
(Barron & Mason 1994, 6). One is next to the roedrrthe rows of standing stones. A second is
in a short stonewall extending out from a longestagest oriented stonewall. It is below the

ridge where the quartz slab was mined. The twogeri€l standing stones structures are on the
north end of the site, and are located in the meegh and northeast corners. They are clearly
labeled “bridge” and “r’ the symbol used to reprags&tanding stones. Dodge specifically noted
five standing stones. Presumably, these stonesd stiobin some way (i.e. shape, size, etc.) that
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made him think they were relevant or significanb Mformation is currently available to
confirm or disprove Dodge’s judgment. David Barmmd Sharon Mason mentioned two other
bridge & standing stone structures in additionh® @ene by the road: “There are two more stone-
bridge-standing-stone combinations to be found e tGreater Gungywamp. These
unfortunately, are in remote areas with difficuticess.” (Barron & Mason 1994, 27-28) The
bridge & standing stone below the hill with quastz Dodge’s map is one of those in the remote
area. It is not beside a road. There is no inftionaavailable for the exact location of the third
bridge & standing stone structure.

Dodge’s map shows three standing stones in thecdréee two chambers near the double circle
of stones. The arrangement shows two standing stifaek the east and west sides, and the
third, on the north end forming a triangular layotlihe two bridge & standing stones Dodge
found are shown on north end and flank the eastwaesd sides. If the bridge & standing stone
layout is similar to the standing stone layout thiea third bridge & standing stone is located
north and somewhat in the middle of the other tvshould create a triangular layout.

There are two published photographs of these stmest These photographs are in the 1994
edition of theThe Greater Gungywamp Guide Baarkd the 198 NEARA Journalyol.17 no.2
(Barron 1982, 42)The Guide BookandNEARA Journato not state the location of the bridge &
standing stones represented in the photographsenWloured Gungywamp in 2004 | took a
photograph of the bridge & standing stone in tioastwall by the road near the rows of standing
stones. The bridge & standing stone in my photdgeap the two published photographs appear
to be different structures. One image is clearlyedcent from the other two as the stone bar
forming the bridge is much thicker than the othweo bridges. The other two bridges have thin
stone bars and each one shows an opening undethedthr. The arrangement of stones on top
of the two thin stone bars is different in eachgmauggesting they are two different structures.
All three structures have very similar standinghst The photographs appear to confirm Barron
& Mason’s statement that there are three bridgéafiding stone structures.

Bridge (Culvert) Theory

In the Winter 2003Stonewatch NewsletteRaulette Buchanan stated, “Before an attempted
explanation of the rows of standing stones, anddteare wall structure must be described. One
of the walls within the south-central section af Bungywamp has some similarities to the rows
of stones. This similar wall also runs in a northrh direction and is on the part of the trail
system that runs roughly parallel to a swamp andiNGungywamp Road. This similar wall is
about 100 feet away from the row of standing stares$ has periodic standing stones between
traditional rock walling, two stone bridges betweeoulders in the rock wall ... Given the
hillside and steep slope of ledge opposite thé aradl rock wall, and also given the location of
the swamp system located about 30-50 feet dowight glecline on the other side of the wall,
could colonial folks have built the two stone bedgo provide an opening for water run-off to
keep the trail from becoming too muddy and impde8ib(Buchanan 2003a)

There are no photographs with the 2003 articleoiafion the “two stone bridges” in the stone
wall by the road. The author of the 2003 arti€laplette Buchanan, was the tour guide on my
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2004 visit. | was shown only one bridge & standstgne structure along the road. That structure
did have an opening underneath the stone bar fgrthmbridge.

Fig. 10 - A typical stone culvert under a road (&wmwr’s Island, Hampstead, NH)

Is the bridge a culvert, “an opening for water nffi? The water runs off the steep hillside
along side the road. Can a single low, small ogehiandle a large volume of water during a
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heavy rainstorm? It can not. How is the water alting road funneled over to the single
opening? There are no dug ditches on either sidthefroad which is the common way of
diverting rainwater. How does a single opening lo& dpposite side of the road from the hill
keep the road from getting muddy? For the wateeaah the opening it must first run across the
dirt road which puts the dirt in contact with theter creating a muddy road. To keep a road
from getting muddy the water from the steep hidswlould have to be caught in a ditch on the
uphill side of the road and then channeled intaulaest underneath the rogdhus keeping the
bulk of the rainwater build-up off the road to begyith. This is the common way a road culvert
functions. There are many examples in New England.

The theory that the stone structure is a bridgévert does not meet the standard design criteria
for documented historical stone road culverts. dditon, in my photograph there is a gap on

both sides of the standing stone which createsngrtevel openings next to the so-called bridge.

The openings next to the standing stone negatedhd for a rainwater run-off feature and are

further proof the bridge-like structure was notigesd to operate as a bridge/culvert.

Native American Theory*

* This theory is based on information that has bearfioned and unconfirmed. Therefore, it is
subject to change when a complete survey of abtivee structures becomes available.

The number and arrangement of the bridge and stgrgtone structures indicate intentionally
created patterns. Patterns one would not anticipdteutilitarian culverts. The openings under
two of the bridges are similar to ceremonial sppirtals found other Native American

ceremonial sites. Altogether, this is sufficienb@nds to explore a Native American explanation
for these structures.

There are three bridge & standing stone structurethe photographs, two of the bridges have
an opening underneath the stone bar. From the gtagb of the third bridge it is unclear if the
bar is lying on the ground or if there is a low npEpace underneath. Otherwise, all three bridge
& standing stone structures are the same. Thisd@mpattern. What do the patterns show? What
was the purpose of these structures?

Sets of three were repeatedly used within the Gwagyp site. In the South Complex there are
three standing stones in a triangular layout. Themee also three bridge & standing stone
structures. Potentially these structures are aedig a triangular layout. In the North Complex
there are three standing stones on top of an dedgairn (Barron & Mason 1994, 39). The
three standing stones arranged in a straight lifease a triangular shape. That makes three sets
of three’s within the Gungywamp site.

Within the greater Thames River Valley additionatssof three’s were found. On top of the
French River Chamber there were three standingestona triangular layout (Ferryn 1998, 263).
In the Quinebaug River Chamber in Thompson, CTetlae three upright stone slabs in the
interior wall (Whittall 1991, 2-5). On the bouldatthe entrance to the Hunt's Brook Chamber in
Montville, CT there are three inscribed verticakls (Boyle 1993, 76-77).
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In four cases, the use of three standing stonesimtagrated with a triangular shape. This
suggests the triangle and number 3 were intercladobgieThe three and triangle appear to have
been used independently and combined, for the sgmbolic purpose.

The triangle is a common shape used throughout Begland with stone structures. (See the
“Shapes” webpage) A triangular stone slab was fopraminently positioned in a cairn on
Manana Island in Maine, triangular shaped stonee weed in stone structures in Massachusetts
and Rhode Island, and extensively used at the AsaisriStonehenge site in New Hampshire.
The common usage is to block out uninvited spititgerpretation of the triangle symbolism’s
usage comes from an intensive study done at thaiBa'® Stonehenge site (Gage 2006).

Fig. 11 - Triangular standing stone placed agarstbne cairn on Manana Island in Maine. This
structure marks a dividing line between two différeairn groups on the island.

Two of the bridges have a low, small opening undatim the stone bar. Small openings, low to
the ground are uncommon. One was recently fouradMassachusetts cairn site in conjunction
with triangular symbolism (unpublished study). Aioars Stonehenge site has several small
openings low to the ground (Gage 2006). Small,avamwpenings incorporated into cairns were
found by the author at a site in Sandown, NH. linttaee cases, the small openings were
determined to be spirit portals. A spirit portahis exit or entry for a spirit to travel through.

The openings underneath two of the bridges appeale spirit portals. The triangular layout
suggests a form of protection. The protection mathe standing stone. There are two sets of
standing stones in the South Complex (area witimtleas). One set encloses two chambers and
the double circle of stones. The second set ofd#tg stones are attached to the so-called stone
bridges. These combined structures appear to hdualgpurpose. The sets of bridge & standing
stone structures enclose the north end of the kéace it blocks out uninvited spirits from
entering the overall area called the South Compl&fthin the set, at least two bridge structures
have an opening underneath the horizontal stoneCrae of these is on the east side in close
proximity to the row of standing stones. This gpgnortal creates an entrance or exit for a spirit
associated with the Moon Ceremony at the row afiefo At the same time, the standing stone
blocks uninvited spirits from entering the cerenadairea.
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Example:
Sandown NH- multi-component cairn showing a small hole useds a spirit portal

A56 Multi-Component Cairn, section A-VIIl. The caihas a low long base boulder. On the east
end is an open L shape with a piece of stone gfiliand slanting downward toward the base

with one small stone inside the open L. A few ircfrem the open L are two stones leaning in

against each other with an open space undernela¢hofening is narrow but triangular. On the

west end is an On Top Trailing to Ground cairn vétimound of stones and a triangular stone on
its outer edge.

Interpretation The open L feature on the east end is a spintapdo the Underworld. The
narrow triangular opening is a second spirit pottalvas lined up with the open L spirit portal
for the spirit emerging out of the Underworld tauel to the west end of the cairn. Both of these
spirit portals are on the east end.

The stones in the mound cairn on the west end pretgably used as an offering to call forth the

spirit from the Underworld. The triangular stonetba outer side of the mound cairn was used to
either block out uninvited spirits or to contair tspirit called out of the Underworld.

. g Spirit travels
/ 2 ﬁ out of
4 i \ Underworld
""( ;. through
x h portal to
Opening Portal Al

Open L Portal

\\,

|

T
Single Stone A56 Multi-Component Cairn

Fig. 12 — Cairn from Sandown NH with a small opgnirsed as a spirit portal.
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It is not unusual to have dual usage of stone &tres. At America’s Stonehenge, inside the
Watch House Chamber, a white semi-triangular siotiee back wall faces the entry. In the dark
back corner there is a v-shaped opening, a confirspéit portal to the Underworld. Hence, the
chamber allows one spirit to enter the interiomno@hile at the same time blocks spirits milling
outside from entering the chamber.

Fig. 13 - Watch House Chamber at America’s Stongbédras a triangular white stone placed in
the interior wall of the chamber opposite of thdramce. It blocks spirits from entering the
chamber from the outside but allows a spirit teeetite chamber from an interior spirit portal.

V. Stone Chambers

The Gungywamp complex has a total of four stonentieas generally referred to as chambers
#1, #2, #3, & #4. All four chambers are locatedha “South Complex.” Chambers #1 & #2 are
in a good state of preservation. Chambers #3 aratétpartially collapsed and currently roofless
(roof stones were found adjacent to the chambetsnbuin situ). Detailed descriptions and
technical drawings of all four chambers can be thim “Gungywamp Decoded” article on
website. It is recommended that the reader reviesd materials before proceeding with this
discussion. The chambers have been the subjectuoh miscussion by many researchers. A
number of theories have been proposed over thes.yAapresent, there are four major theories:
(1) Sheep birthing chambers, (2) Ice houses, (3)tRellars, (4) Native American ceremonial
structures. The three historical utilitarian thesrihave been mentioned by several different
researchers over the years but none have offeredugporting evidence for their theory. These
theories will be evaluated by comparing the chamberwhat is known about root cellars, ice
houses, and sheep farming practices from the dfyniediterature.
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Chamber Dimensions

Chamber #1

Large Room — Rectangular shape 14.7' L x 5.9'WIX Bl.
Small Room — Irregular shape 5.25' L x 3.9° W x’30
Corbelled walls

Entrance — 5.45’' H

Chamber #2

Roughly rectangular shape room with one convex wall
Corbelled walls

85 Lx7.22Wx4.9H

Chamber #3

Irregular shape room

Vertical walls

59 Lx7.6°W X lessthan 3.25' H

Chamber #4

Square shape room

Vertical walls

4.9 L x 4.9 W x approximately 4.9' H

Sheep Birthing Chamber

The sheep birthing chamber theory was first propdse Nick Bellatoni during a 2004 tour of
the Gungywamp complex. The theory has been repéstether researchers since. According to
the theory, small enclosed roofed structures lkee®@ungywamp chambers were commonly used
in Connecticut for sheep giving birth. A detailesach of 18 agriculture literature in general
and more specifically in farming manuals on shesming has failed to find a single reference
to the use such structures.

There are occasional references to special pesisls for holding the mother and her young for
a few days after birth. For example an 1&s%ays on Sheegtates, “In addition to the general
fold, | have four partitions under the shed, laeg@ugh each to contain a couple of ewes. When
a lamb drops, it is put, with its mother, into arfehese enclosures, which is well littered. Here
they are kept for two days, and the ewe [motheig@dswith bran and succulent food. When more
lambs come, and these cells are wanted, the oigerpiace to the younger, the lamb being
generally sufficiently strong the third day to tatare of itself, and to find its dam when turned
into the flock.” (Livingston 1813, 82) An 1824 al@ that appeared in th&merican Farmer
journal stated that, “The principal requisites thoe stall or shelter for sheep are dryness, asines
and sufficient room. They are very little liableitgury from cold. Lambs, however, should be
protected from extreme cold for a few weeks aftehlj (Grove 1824, 131)

In general, according to the literature, sheep dblike small enclosed spaceBhe Home &
Farm Manualpublished 1884 notes, “It is well known that shagipnot bear close and constant
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confinement like cattle.” (p.419) At an 1883 agliatal conference, Mr. S. Bradford of Virginia
stated that, “Open shelters are of very little ealdor the reason that, unless sheep are
accustomed to them from their birth, they will igat into them in any degree of weather-rain or
cold. The sheep is naturally a timid animal. Iisisspicious of danger all the time, and it is a
difficult matter to get sheep into thicket to prdt¢hemselves from the cold or storms of winter.
Consequently, they will not frequent an open shahebad weather unless they have been
educated to it from lambhood. It is therefore neagsto have a closed shelter into which you
drive them.” (Anon 1883, 179)

The stone chambers do not come close to beindldhstais dry, airy and with sufficient room.
They are cold dark confined spaces. Being a pranpansheep have a natural fear of being in
enclosed spaces. They need to be trained to evémaan open shed for shelter in inclement
weather. The small size and low height of chamBewd&uld make it too small for the farmer to
be able to assist the sheep if they had birthiffgcdity. The small dimensions would also make
it difficult to clean out the manure to maintaire@hliness. Finally, there is no evidence to
support the existence of a “sheep birthing charber.

Ice House Theory

The ice house theory seems to have originated Raillette Buchanan. Buchanan argues that
chamber #2 was used as an ice house. The evidemaeig the coolness of the chamber, close
proximity to Lapham Pond, the quartz stone of thancber would have reflected sunlight
keeping the chamber cool, and quotation from thekbDorothy Bennett, A Memoithat
mentions the presence of ice houses on some féBushanan 2007). In the same discussion of
the chamber as a possible ice house, Buchanan thetehiamber “easily floods throughout the
winter and early spring months.” Standing watearnice house will increase the rate of melting
and is a serious threat to the long term storageeofAll ice houses were equipped with floor
drains to remove melt water for this very reasoon& of the chambers have any evidence of
floor drains.

How were 18' century farm ice houses constructed? Detail intitns for constructing a farm
ice house can be found in various period farm miandavo examples are quoted below and are
typical for the 1800’s.

The Farm Ice House [1884]

Every farm homestead should have an ice house@asgfae out-buildings. The
construction is exceedingly simple, merely two wdflurteen inches apart filled
with sawdust, drainage underneath, and a floowtégfilled in and covered with
sawdust for the ice to lie on. There must a dodblg on one side, for putting in
ice and for ventilation, as shown, under the ealvesno ventilation — all must be
tight — at the bottom and sides. A cube of iceighefeet, that is, eight feet on
every side, will keep perfectly and supply a moteefamily for a year. Lay the
ice in square blocks to the eaves, the height@hibuse to be determined by the
width, and cover the top with a foot of sawdust, ebqghteen inches of hay,
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allowing a free circulation of air above the iceshewn in the cut.” (Periam 1884,
412)

5 i A - i
. - =

FARM ICE-HOUSE.

Fig. 16 - 1884 ice house illustration that acconipeaithe above description.

ICE-HOUSE AND PRESERVATORY.

Fig.17 — Another 1884 ice-house illustrated inshene book. It shows the double
wall construction, sawdust insulation, and doathia garret for loading the ice
into the house from the top of the structure. Alicmproom was built below the

ice house.
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How to Build an Ice-House [1870]

An ice-house is not the complicated, costly striectinat some people appear to
think it is. ... it is not necessary to build an iedse under ground, although in
dry, gravelly soil it may be built so at less expenhan on the surface and it is
easier to fill. A hill-side is the most convenidotation, with the gable of one end
above the surface, in which having an opening toirpice — the other end, to a
level with the floor, being exposed — through whieé would have the ordinary
entrance by double doors. In such a situation weldvase broken stone, making
a hollow grouted wall; and the same kind of walghtibe built on level ground;
and a very good, cheap, durable wall it is. Briclstone may also by used for the
walls, according to the fancy of the builder, alwagaking them hollow, and the
outer and inner part of the wall absolutely agtigint as could be made with brick
and mortar. (Robinson 1870, vol. 1 p.293)

Whether built from wood, stone or brick, ice-houskdlowed the same basic design
characteristics. They had a double wall system witbpace between the walls, double entry
doors, floor drains and airtight walls around tbe. iThe four chambers do rfeve any of these
requirement construction features. The chambers netice-houses.

Root Cellar Theory

The four Gungywamp chambers along with numerougrogitone chambers throughout New
England are routinely interpreted as historical i@lars. Root cellars were used to provide long
term storage of root crops (potatoes, carrots,igarrparsnips, etc) through the winter months
and into the spring. These crops were used to gupplfarm household’s winter vegetables and
as livestock feed for diary cows and sheep. On¢hefauthors of this article completed an
indepth study of historical root crops storage téghes from 1600’s through 1920. This study
was published in the bodRoot Cellars in Americ§Gage 2009). This study will serve as the
basis for this analysis.

There are many different types of root cellars freellars in house foundations, barn
foundations, root pits, etc). The theory that tharobers are root cellar specifically refers to root
cellars built as separate free-standing structiouds into a hillside or under an artificial earthe
mound. This type of root cellar had two broad desigquirements. First, they needed to
successfully preserve the root crops stored in tHeecond, they need to be designed for the
practical needs of the farmer who accessed thetsteion a daily or weekly basis. These
practical needs included ease of access, easenuivieg stored roots, and economical &
efficient organization of the crops within the eell According to the period agricultural
literature and documented examples of a8d 28' century root cellars, farmers met these two
broad requirements in a similar manner when coastig their root cellar.

Root cellars were consistently built with walk-ieight doorways similar in height and width to

dimensions to a house door. A few large root ceNeere built with doors large enough to admit
a cart or wagon inside the cellar. The walk-in heigoor size allowed for easy access to bring
crops both into and out of the cellar. (A smaligegloor, less than walk-in height, would require
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the farmer to crawl into the structure through sremwd mud, getting his cloths wet. Farmers
avoided this problem by using full height entrancé&se interior of the cellar was walk-in height
as well to make it easy to work within.

Root cellars were designed with a single squameaangular shaped interior room. The square
or rectangular shaped room worked efficiently ftacking rectangular wooden storage boxes,
subdividing the room into permanent large storaigs,lor accommodating rows of barrels and
baskets. All of the storage containers needed tsebieack at least 6 inches from the interior
walls to allow for air flow and to protect the caimers from coming into contact with the
condensation on the walls. The walls were verticatn floor to ceiling except when the roof
was built with an arch in which case only the lowalf of the wall was vertical.

Farmers showed an overwhelming preference for the af wooden roofs in root cellar
construction. Wooden roofs only had a 10-20 ydar dpan, but, remained extremely popular
despite the limited life span. Wealthier farms anidate estates would sometimes build a stone
or brick arched roof instead. This was an expenarehitectural feature which limited its usage
to those who could afford it. At present, thereidy a single documented stone slab roof root
cellar. It was built under unique circumstancese Toot cellar was owned by a blacksmith
whose neighbor was a stone quarrier. The blacksmatintained the quarrier’s tools in exchange
the quarrier built him an elaborate root cellarefiéghare no other documented examples of stone
roof root cellars except for stone arches.

Root crops required a high humidity in the cellat tvater was detrimental to proper storage.
Root cellars were always constructed in well drdiseils and a location with good drainage. If
there was any risk of water entering the cellag,déllar was equipped with a floor drain.

THE ACOT CELLAR WAS CONSTRUCTED
BY THE HAVAJO TRIBE ON THE FORMER
NAVAJO DAY SCHOOL TRACT FOR STOR=
ADE USE. WOTEWORTHY FEATURES
ARE THE RETAINING WALLS INTEGRAL
WITH THE BUILDING

T

,| —

az

Fig. 18 - Hubbell Trading Post Root cellar (Arizpra typical example of a
wooden roofed root cellar. (Courtesy of the LibrafyCongress)
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Fig. 19 & 20 - Stone Arch Root Cellar (Thompsonn@ecticut)

Discussion

Do the four chambers meet the walk-in height desgguirement? Only chamber #1 has a walk-
in height interior room. However, the smaller inderoom of #1 is only 3.9 feet in height. The
other four chambers have maximum interior heiglitiess than 5 feet. The chambers fail the
walk-in height test.

Do the chambers meet the single square or rectangobm with vertical walls design

requirement? The large room of #1 is rectangul2iis#ectangular with three straight walls (the
4" peing convex), and #3 has a square room. The emalbm of #1 has an irregular shape.
Chambers #1 and #2 have walls that start off ascaéhbut quickly lean inward due to their

corbel construction. Only #3 & #4 have vertical iwdtom bottom top. Overall, the chambers
lack the rigid square or rectangular rooms withasgucorners and flat vertical walls so typical of
European-American architecture.

All four chambers have or once had stone slab rafth one exception there is no historical or
archaeological evidence documenting the use oftypis of roof system. Wooden roofs and to a
less extend stone or brick arch roofs were the dantiarchitectural style used.

According to Paulette Buchanan chamber #2, “edbilgds throughout the winter and early
spring months.” (Buchanan 2007) Flooding would agsany crops stored in the chamber. This
would conclusively rule out the use of this chamder root cellar.

None of the four Gungywamp chambers meets all efekpected design requirements for an
effective root cellar.

Native American Theory
The theory, the chambers are of Native Americagitsiwas explored on several levels.

One was a comparison with other chambers in thal lgeographical area looking for patterns.
Second was a search of archaeological recordsetdaf $¢ative Americans had the capacity to

29



work with large stones. Third to see if Native Amans used natural caves which are
conceptually similar to stone chambers. Fourth avasarch of anthropological records to see if
any accounts had information relevant to the sthr@nbers.

List of Chambers in Study

(1) C6-24 Chamber in Montville, Connecticut (Bart®84, 5-6)

(2) C6-25 Chamber in Montville, Connecticut (Bart®84a, 3-4)

(3) Hunt's Brook Chamber in Montville, ConnectigM¥hittall 1984, 7-11)

(4) Large Chamber #1 in Groton, Connecticut at Gwamp (Guide Book 1994)

(5) Smaller chamber #2 in Groton, Connecticut angywamp (Barron & Mason 1994)

(6) Small chamber #3 near Adams foundation in Gro@onnecticut at Gungywamp (Barron &
Mason 1994)

(7) Chamber #4 in ruins in Groton, Connecticut ah@wamp (Barron & Mason 1994)

(8) Small chamber attached to house foundationutskots of Gungywamp site (found by Jack
Rajotte and shown to the author on 2004 tour)

Patterns

When a feature showed up two or more times, iteoasidered a pattern. The following features
were found to have been repeatedly used:

Anchor Stone7 Chambers

An anchor stone is a large boulder or outcrop matkegl into a chamber as a wall or part of a
wall.

Pairs of Chambers&sungywamp and Montville

Pairs of chambers are two chambers in close préxitoi each other with similar attributes.
Gungywamp and Montville each had a pair of chambbtentville’s two chambers were
approximately 100 feet apart. Gungywamp’s two charslf#1 & #2) were approximately 100
feet apart.

Shaft:2 Chambers - Gungywamp and Montville

The shafts in this study are horizontal, small giike openings. The shafts extend through the
wall from the exterior to the interior. The two abdf chambers in Gungywamp and Montville
each had a single chamber with a shatft.

Slot: 2 Chambers at Gungywamp

A slot is a small short groove in a stone. Chamiér®: #2 at Gungywamp (i.e. the pair) each
has a small short groove on one side of the ergranthe base on the left hand side.

Closing 3 Chambers at Gungywamp
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Closing refers to blocking or closing up a cham@dree chambers (#1, #2, & the one found by
Jack Rojotte) on the Gungywamp site exhibiteddulbartial closing up of chambers.

Discussion

The chambers at the Gungywamp site had attribbtgsate similar to chambers on the west side
of the Thames River in Montville. This led to compan of chambers on both sides of the river
which are in the same general geographical areah©feight chambers in the study seven
chambers had an anchor stone or outcrop as panvatfl.

In both the Gungywamp site and the Montville arbaré was a pair of chambers. At
Gungywamp the pair of chambers was 100 feet apacty chamber had a small slot at the base
of the entrance and each chamber faced east. AtWlerthe pair of chambers was 100 feet
apart, each chamber had an exposed retaining wittlidbound its exterior, and both have a long
anchor stone forming the north wall. The two Moiitexchambers were located in a remote area
“3/4 of a mile from the nearest habitation ...” (Barr 1984, 5) In each pair of chambers there is
an attribute unique to that pair, indicating theo tehambers form a pair. Root cellars do not
come in pairs. Within each pair there are diffeeendOf the two chambers in each pair, one
chamber has a shaft. In the Montville pair, onlyeohas an attached enclosure. In the
Gungywamp pair, only one has an attached small beamoom. These differences indicate the
two chambers in each pair had different uses. T pairs of chambers place a pair of
chambers at two different sites locally indicatantpcal regional practice.

At Gungywamp three chambers had evidence of beangndlly closed. One was the small
chamber that was seen through the collapsed houseldtion wall on the outskirts of the site.
The chamber was closed by walling up the entrarittie stones similar to that used in the house
foundation. The second was the smaller chamberdi#)e pair which had a large slab of quartz
quarried a ¥ mile away, brought over and placedoimt of the entrance. The third was the small
interior chamber room of the larger chamber (#1)hef pair which had its entrance walled up.
The main entrance to the large chamber was lefh.opdhen a habitation site is abandoned the
only structure that is closed is the well. The mtmd well shaft is filled with stones or the t@p |
covered. Root cellar entrances were never closedvbpn abandoned. Furthermore, there are
differences in the way the chambers were close@. difamber in the side wall of the house
foundation may well have been closed up by the lgeepo built the house. The large slab used
to close the smaller chamber was quartz rather haommon stone material. It was brought
from a long distance indicating the quartz matdned significance to the people using it. In the
third closing, only the small interior chamber rowras closed. The shaft in the upper part of the
wall in the main room is aligned so that it focuseeam of sunlight inside on the equinox
which travels across the interior wall of the lag@mber down to the entry of the small interior
room. The sunlight beam highlights the entrancthéosmall interior chamber room. The small
interior room appears to have had significance éenwas closed rather than the main entrance
to the large chamber.

The patterns indicate the people who built the diemon the east and west sides of the Thames
River had contact with each other. However, theit lmdependent of the other. One used a
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retaining wall around the exterior of the mound exavg the chamber while the other did not.
Both used a pair of chambers each with a shafhéhnanamber but not the other chamber.

The patterns raise several questions. Why is theyair of chambers at some sites? Within the
pair why does one chamber have a shaft and the citenber does not have a shaft? Who built
the chambers? Did the Native Americans have tHis glad strength? What was the purpose of
a small grooved slot on only one side of the chameb&ance? Why were the chambers closed?
The archaeological and historical records hold sofriee answers.

Native American Quarrying of Large Stone Slabs

At Gungywamp a large stone slab was quarried aadg#d over to the small chamber. There
are no metal tool quarry marks on the stone slab.

During the 1980’s Dr. Gary Hume, at the time Newntpahire’s State Archaeologist, state
historic preservation officer and a specialistiihits (stone tools) was the head archaeologist at
an excavation at America’s Stonehenge in Salem, Nempshire. He was assisted by David
Stewart-Smith who had a doctorate degree in Thgokgl was a Master Stone Mason from
Scotland. David Stewart-Smith at the time was dnglyor a doctorate in archaeology. The
project entailed a stone, 13 feet long by 5 feetenby 1 foot thick that had been moved and
worked. A large flake deliberately removed from faee indicated the large stone had been
worked. The excavation showed the large stone g Imoved horizontally 10 inches, then
lifted vertically 9 inches and propped up with dmtstone underneath. In addition, to the large
flake were numerous smaller flakes confirming tinelarside of the stone was worked using a
stone hammer. “It is apparent that the masons Wisbereate not only a pointed shape to the
stone, but also to sharpen and refine the eddgeedfaice.” David Stewart-Smith who supervised
the on-site excavation work went on to say, “Thagberal stones [standing stones around the
perimeter of the America’s Stonehenge site] arg@atian this manner and several of the roof
slabs and uprights within the central site [Groo\&tdne area] have also been quarried and
shaped in this manner. The technique is consistéht indigenous [Native American] stone
working techniques used on handtools ...”. Dr. GHiyme was interviewed byhe New
Hampshire Timeq4/25/83, pp. 20-21). “The bulk of the stones atshdry Hill were quarried by
hand, using stone tools. ‘The marks are unmistakabdys Gary Hume, archaeologist for the
state historic preservation office.” (Quoted inV&iet-Smith 1989).

Stewart-Smith noted in his report published in 198& a, “A few years later, Dr. Hume was
interviewed on the local PBS program "New Hamps@iressroads,” on which he admitted the
possibility of some great age to the site. He sla¢ed that something akin to an American
Indian ‘vision quest’ site might be one use for gine-colonial portion.”

Both Dr. Gary Hume and David Stewart-Smith agreedivé Americans moved, shaped and

built stone structures at America’s Stonehenge irTdéxecavation demonstrated that the Native
Americans had the masonry skills to move and skapge stones.
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Native American Twenty Man Dugout Canoes

In the Pequot Museum there is a life size replica twenty man dugout canoe. Its size is huge.
Even without weighing it, it is possible to sesvgighs more than some stone slabs. This shows
the Connecticut Indians had the capacity to moyeotd of great weight.

Can any interpretations be made abougage or purpose?
Grooved Slot

This is a narrow, short groove in stone at the bafsthe entrance. It is too small for any
utilitarian purpose, plus the slot is only on ongesof the entrance. In the Native American
culture there are references to small dug holes sanall baskets used to make offerings to
spirits.

In Medicine Trail, Gladys Tantaquidegeon spoke about a visit with Hdae elder Eben
Queppish. He shared with Gladys the art of makmglsbaskets and their folklore. “He [Eben]
explained that Little People lived in the woods ahoihg the beaches and that in early times it
was customary for groups going out to gather fotahts, herbs for medicine, fishing, or
hunting, to put some corn bread and meat in a dmasket and leave it for the Little People. He
added, ‘That was for good luck’.” (Fawcett 2000;8%)

In the Great Lakes Region a Mita’'win Ceremony diégct a similar practice. “The gathering of

roots and herbs for medicinal use is always attéhyeplacing tobacco in the holes from which

they [herbs] were dug, with a song or a prayerdandn of Earth Grandmother, whose hairs they
are.” (Skinner 1921, 66)

The small grooved slots meet the criteria of a simale or small basket. The hole and basket
were used to place an offering to spirit peoples likely the slot which is on only one side of
the entrance was used to place a perishable affesia spirit prior to entering the chamber.

Shaft

In Gungywamp’s large chamber the shaft was alignigd the setting sun on the equinoxes. It
creates a solar alignment inside the chamber.

Within the historical records there is one veryersglling of a vision from a Great Lakes Region

elder. As the elder explained, if an Indian tolgg@me of his or her vision, the benefits revealed
during the vision would be taken away. So nobodg wdling to reveal a vision to anyone else.

However, in this case, the benefit of the visiod baen fulfilled and perhaps that is why Ogauns
was willing to reveal it. Ogauns had asked forragltife, when interviewed he was an old man,
hence his vision had been fulfilled.

Ogauns, an Ojibwa Indian, recounted a vision inclhie traveled into and through portions of

the Underworld. It was a dark place. According @alns, he was joined by “my friend, one of
the suns in our sky who had come to join my exjpadlit..” The Sun Spirit provided light and
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assisted Ogauns when the two fought evil spiritdy ‘tcompanion [the sun] attacked it while |
tugged desperately at the arrows in its mate; puhb time | had recovered them our enemy,
half serpent was dead.” But not all the spirits averil. At the end of his spiritual journey,
Ogauns states, “The child then led us on to whemmam beings dwelt in happiness. My
companion and the child waited behind while | peesorward to the place where | should meet
the blessed [sacredjanido.” (Jenness 1935, 57-59)

In this rare account, Ogauns went into the darkdswdrld where he encountered evil spirits and
good spirits. His companion was the sun spirit fropperworld. In his vision, he meets the
“blessed [sacredimanidd deep inside Underworld who grants him one of teguests. The
account shows that Indians as late as the late’d&i@ough influenced by Christianity did not
give up their Indian beliefs about Underworld. Iis lvision, Ogauns originally went up to
Upperworld seeking his requests but was told by dpiit up there he had to go into the
Underworld. Ogauns respected the Upperworld spind went into Underworld where he
received his request. This shows Native Americaestwnto the Underworld. It also shows the
Sun Spirit went into the Underworld.

The large chamber (#1) is a cool, damp, partiadiskdned room with a small dark interior room.
The sun light lights up the entrance to the smh#neber on the equinoxes. The chamber is
similar to Underworld. It was built with an eartheround which places it semi-underground.
People going inside the chamber appear to go uramerd into to the Underworld. On a specific
day the Sun Spirit enters the chamber and thus idiodliel. This scenerio fits Ogauns vision.

Pairs of Chambers

In the Native American culture preparation cerermasrare as important as the main ceremonies.
The pairs of chambers in Gungywamp and Montvilleheave a plain chamber primarily
lacking features and an elaborate chamber withufeat This suggests the two chambers had
different functions / purposes. The plain chambawy rhave been used for preparation and the
elaborate chamber may have been used for the raeemony.

Niche

At the entrance to the large chamber (#1) thera ische. The niche is on the exterior of

entrance, not inside the chamber. It is up highvaltbe small short slot at the bottom of the

entrance. The placement of the niche suggestssitusiad for a ritual purpose. It may have held a
sacred object or been used to place an offering.

Rock Shelters With and Without Niches

The term “shelter” implies habitation but Martin Budek and Craig S. Chatrtier in their article
The Tall Pines Rockshelter, Clinton, MA and Rocksh&se During the Late Woodland and
Contact Periods(2004) showed that some rock shelters were used otherigeng a full

excavation of the Tall Pines Rockshelter the extmasaecovered, “quartz shatter with very few
flakes and a concentration of sherds from a calld¥ative American vessel.” The authors
concluded, “... pots occasionally found in rockshslteespecially when no other evidence of

34



occupation is present, may indicate that theseelesgere left as offerings, not because they
were broken and discarded.” The authors reviewhdraockshelter articles where there was
possible ritual activity some with niches used @ddhobjects like pipes. They concluded, “...
from this limited survey, Native people in southéfew England considered rock shelters as
special places as well as habitation sites. Sewdrdhese rockshelters contained burials or
objects of ceremonial significance such as smogipgs.”

The two archaeologists pointed out some rockstseltgre potentially used as special places.
The term special place indicates spiritual, ritual,ceremonial activity took place in them.
Rockshelters are similar to stone chambers inttigt are stone-lined (naturally) and partially
underground. Some rockshelters have niches which wg&ed to hold ceremonial objects. Some
stone chambers have niches. Some rockshelters daitlence of occupation. Most stone
chambers lack evidence of habitation and/or domestge. In some cases, there is a probability
that Native Americans built stone chambers in lgguusing rockshelters. Perhaps the local
rockshelter did not have a niche, or it lackedrtteans to set up a solar alignment, or it lacked an
extra small interior room. There could be any numidfereasons why a stone chamber fit the
needs better than a natural rockshelter.

At America’s Stonehenge the earliest chambers tegiasmall rockshelter on the property. The
small rockshelter has a man-made free-standingendiwnhill a few feet in front of it. This
indicated the small rockshelter was used for aakituceremonial purpose. A second larger
rockshelter in the same ledge was excavated. Stieons two broken pottery vessels and a
single middle section of a projectile point wererd. The artifact assemblage meets the criteria
the archaeologists gave for a rockshelter beirfgeaial place.

The small rockshelter at the America’s Stonehentgeis on the extreme end of a long ledge
wall. The ledge wall extends upward above the roeker. What is called the Mensal stone
chamber is a prime example of the how the NativeeArans imitated the small rockshelter. The
chamber is on the extreme end of a long tall wHfle tall wall extends upward above the
chamber. The man-made chamber matches the smiedhelter.

What the chamber did was allow the Native Americanbuild a man-made rockshelter on the
top of the hill where they had previously built @nclosure, drain and basin. This was done to
consolidate the ceremonial structures. The charhbsra V indentation in the wall complete
with lintel stone indicating it is an intentionadture. In turn, the man-made chamber allowed
the people to incorporate features. As time wentlon features became more and more complex
allowing the people far more flexibility than whaas found in natural rockshelters.
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Fig, 21 - Small cave or rockshelter at America'sréhenge

Fig. 22 - Mensal stone chamber at America’s Stongéevhich imitates the small
cave/rockshelter’s design with the placement ofcteember on the extreme end of a long wall.

Closing

Three chambers were closed up at Gungywamp. Twleese chambers form a pair of chambers
thus they are related. Closing these two chamblesed down whatever activity took place
there. Closing also took place at America’s Stongke

At the America’s Stonehenge site inside the Orallamber the speaking tube, a small
horizontal shaft from the interior to the exteri@md a thin stone covering the interior end. It was
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so well fit that it had to be pried loose. At theposite end of the chamber the interior entrance
to the covered drain had a thin stone closing tAendGoodwin 1946, 60). The Grooved Stone
attached to the exterior of the Oracle Chamber fii@sl with fine sand devoid of artifacts.
William Goodwin was curious about the lack of atifs because the fill inside the Oracle
Chamber, placed there by the town of Salem hadoaspamounts of artifacts (Goodwin 1946,
112). It is the author’s theory the sand fill with@artifacts under the Grooved Stone was part of
the formal closing by the Native Americans thatktgace at the same time the speaking tube
and drain were closed, thus closing the ceremahigstook place at the Oracle Chamber and
Grooved Stone. The Oracle Chamber was replaced witlownsized, downgraded, and
simplified plain chamber called the East-West Chamibhe East-West Chamber has the exact
same number of interior rooms (2 large and 2 snaall}he Oracle Chamber. What occurred at
America’s Stonehenge was a re-organization of énernonies (Gage, 2006, 209-222).

There is evidence of Native American activity a¢ tNorth Complex at Gungywamp where a
sapling covered lodge was built along with seveafns. The large cairn had three standing
stones on top indicating it had ritual / ceremorsignificance. The lodge had a hearth at its
entrance. Artifacts found at the lodge consistedowé woodland quartz projectile point, a
Shoreline railroad (trolley) token, dated 1916 atiter modern artifacts (Barron & Mason 1994,
40). What those artifacts were is not stated inatile. By 1916 Native Americans were not
living in bark or skin covered lodges in Connedticlhe hearth was at the entrance not inside,
so the entrance was not covered. The placemehedidarth suggests the lodge was not used for
habitation. The use of old fashion lodges for cereia purposes persisted in the Great Lakes
region into the early 1900’s. Authors Bruce Triggand husband and wife team, Pat and Robert
Ritzenthaler both have photographs of old fashmigés being used for ritual or ceremonial
purposes. The Ritzenthaler's also, have a photbgodpa grave house made out of modern
lumber boards and shingles. (Trigger 1978, 749-Ftzenthaler & Ritzenthaler 1970, fig. 5 &
fig. 43)

The closing of the two chambers suggests the cergrheld at the chambers was terminated.
The lodge and cairns in the North Complex showta ¢hkate indicating one of the ceremonies
(Moon or Sun) held in the South Complex was re-goméd and re-located. Or a new ceremony
was created that superceded the older two ceremantbe South Complex.

A closing can occur with or without evidence. Inshoases, when an older ceremonial structure
was closed a new ceremonial structure was buile fw ceremonial structure can be an

upgrade as seen in the two rows of standing stahese the newer row has a petroglyph. Or it

can be a downgrade as seen at America’s Stonehdrage the formally closed Oracle Chamber

was replaced with the simple and plain East-Westnitier.

Stone Chamber Conclusion

A review of period agricultural literature and dbgd study of root cellars found that the four
Gungywamp complex stone chambers do not meet thectéed design requirements for sheep
birthing stalls, farm ice-houses, and farm rootlarel Having rejected all of the historical

utilitarian explanations for the chambers, oneei$ 10 consider the controversial idea that the
chambers were Native American ceremonial structufégre are no direct references in the
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anthropological literature to Native American counstion of such structures or their use for
ceremonies. The Native American cultures have stersly been protective of their spiritual
beliefs and reluctant to disclose details of tlsgicred ceremonies to outsiders. The absence of
information can be potentially attributed to th@rdisclosure policy.

Although direct references to stone chambers doexdat, there are references to cultural
practices similar to some of the concepts and featfiound in the chambers. For example,
chamber #1 brings a beam of sunlight into the ioteof the underground room on the
equinoxes. Ogauns vision describes a similar cdnaeégituation in which the spirit of the sun
enters the Underworld. Archaeological excavatiorts rackshelters have demonstrated
ceremonial use of these natural features by Naivericans. Chambers can be conceived as
man-made versions of natural caves and rock skelf@rough the use of this and other types of
examples from the anthropological literature anchaeological record, a cohesive conceptual
model emerges that can explain the many physictufes found at the Gungywamp and
Montville chambers. The pattern analysis found ena® of intentional and purposeful cultural
traits like 7 of the 8 chambers having anchor sotige pairing of an elaborate chamber with a
plain chamber, and so forth. Combining the pati@nalysis with the evidence from linking
anthropology records to physical and conceptu#istif the chambers, and the archaeology of
rockshelters used for ceremonies creates the basis compelling argument to give serious
consideration to the Native American theory.

This analysis has demonstrated that sometimesédessary to develop innovative and “out-of-

box” research strategies to address the reseagdiigns like those surrounding the Gungywamp
stone chambers.
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V. Double Stone Circle

The double stone circle structure at the Gungywasitgp was the subject of two confirmed
archaeological excavations and several non-exaavativestigations based upon the surface
remains of the structure. Frank Glynn excavatedctdreger of the double circle in the 1960’s in
search of a central pivot hole. Glynn never issaedxcavation report and the whereabouts of
his field notes is currently unknown. AccordingXames Whittall, Glynn’s excavation did not
find a pivot hole and the excavation produced mmificant findings. David Barron informed
Whittall that “a husband and wife team of archagwts from Yale trenched through the
feature” during the 1960’s. Some disturbance in bethwest quadrant of the structure was
noted by Whittall in 1990, and attributed to thdereeam. James Whittall (Early Sites Research
Society) and David Barron (Gungywamp Society) digreliminary excavation of the channel
between the two stone circles in 1987. In 1990 teyavated the surrounding area outside of
the double stone circle. Some preliminary rematiksué the excavation were reported in the
Gungywamp Society’'Stonewatchpublication. Whittall and Barron issued a complegport in
1991 in theEarly Sites Research Society Bulletin

Whittall and Barron’s 1991 report lacks the disiciptl scholarly format used by modern

professional archaeologists. Pertinent informafabout the excavation is scattered throughout
the report in the text, illustration captions, ahe illustrations themselves. A few additional

pieces of information are found in 19%@onewatcharticle. To address this issue, the findings
section (below) gathers all of pertinent detailgetiher in a more organized format.

There are a few documentation issues. The unit eumihere some of the artifacts were

recovered is not recorded in the report. The degtlthe artifacts was rarely mentioned.

Whittall’'s excavation plan (fig.23) does not shomyaf the “backing stones” around the outer
stone circle. The plan shows a tree in unit NOWZ2ctvlis not present in any of the excavation

photographs. (It should be noted that all unitneriees are to upper right corner of the unit.) The
outer circle of stones is reported to have 12 stowhittall’s hypothetical reconstruction of the

structure shows 13 stones in the outer circle. ¥hiadded another stone to the southwest
guadrant. Notwithstanding these issues, there i® ii@n sufficient details from the excavation

reports to proceed with an analysis.

Findings

1987 Excavation Findings

Whittall and Barron summarized the findings of #8887 excavation in their 1991 report. The
1987 excavation focused on the trough betweennbestone circles:

[It is located] on an elevated ledge outcrop, thatdre is composed of two
concentric circles of quarried stone slabs laid-tndnd, one within the bounds
of the other. The outer circle of twelve slabs las inside diameter of
approximately 3.30 meters (10.82 feet). The inneclec of nine slabs has an
outside diameter of approximately 2.70 meters (8c8%). The stones have been
carefully chosen by quarrying or worked to createoatinuous curve, either
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convex or concave, in the opposing faces which fovenrunnel. Theses sides are
approximately 30 centimeters (11 inches) apart. r@liminary excavation by
Early Sites and the Gungywamp Society in 1987 rdedethat the runnel had a
stone slab flooring. This extending under the stomeles and was dressed in
some area to level the surface. There were no sigmetal wedge or drill marks
on the slabs. Extensive fire burning on some slads apparent. This suggested
probable quarrying, shaping by fire and water, #reh by hammering activities.
It was apparent also that some of the slabs weteg@ibecause of their naturally
curved shape in ledge outcrops. About 30 metens fiiois feature is a semi-
curved section of worked ledge which might havenbéeessed for the inner ring
but was rejected before it was utilized. (Whit&lBarron 1991: 7)

Figure 23 — 1990 Excavation Plan (Whittall & Barrb®91)
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1990 Excavation Findings

The 1990 excavation excavated 54 one meter square autside of the double stone circle
(fig.23) All of the units were excavated down te thnderlying ledge. The soil stratigraphy was
described as follows: “The soil profiles were clgagdentified into three levels of recent topsoil,
roots and compost, then a level of orange browill,iahd finally an ancient level of whitish tan

infill.” (Anon 1990)

Figure 24 — Cross section view of double stondeif@/hittall & Barron 1991, 13)

Circle Construction

A slab flooring was laid out in the trough area gmdbably chinked with spall
waste (the flooring was not disturbed by us anccawdd not satisfactorily answer
the question from the destruction in the disturbezh.) The quarried and dressed
slabs (some fireburned) of the two rings were thstalled. Shingle slabs of
stone were laid up where necessary against the onte Large backing stones
were placed over the shingle slabs and rested stgdie large ring slabs as
supports ... In the southeast quadrant there wersupport slabs, but the outer
ring slabs are of such size and weight, perhapse theas no need for further
buffering though they might have been removed stdhic times. Uneven areas in
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the floor of the trough were hammered level. Tmalficonstruction step was to
infill with dirt and other waste materials (hamnterses, spalls) around the outer
area of the structure. (Whittall & Barron 1991, 12)

Whittall’'s explanation of the stone shingles regaisome clarification. As shown in figure 24,
there is a dip or drop in elevation of the ledgenglthe outside edge of the circle. The stone
“shingles” which are flat and wedge shaped stonesevgtacked horizontally in the dip of the
ledge to create a level platform to support both gslones in the outer circle and the backing
stones. These leveling stones were laid againsltpeng ledge and underneath the outer circle
stones and backing stones. The use of levelingesteeems to only occur in the southwest
guadrant.

Wear Evidence

“... close inspection of the floor slabs and innellsvaf the feature geologist Jelle De Boer of
Wesleyn University noted some indications of rulgbor wear which could result from the
operation of a circling heavy stone wheel.” (WHit€&aBarron 1991, 12)

Artifacts

Glazed Redware — “The small glazed sherds of reslware recovered in N2W2 just below the
humus and date to the latter half of thd 8 early 18' century.” Whitall noted that the shards
represent two different types of redware. Basedypgwto | in the report, a total six shards were
recovered. (Whittall & Barron 1991, 8 & 16)

Red Slip Shard — “The sherd with the red slip reced from N1WO in the B horizon might be
of an earlier date [earlier than the redware].” (iféll & Barron 1991, 12)

Iron Button — “The 19 century iron button was recovered in the humulsi1E2.” (Whittall &
Barron 1991, 12)

Lithic Artifacts — “... a quartz scraper, and two keo quartz biface projectiles. Numerous
quartz flakes were recovered in the immediate af@he projectile point ...” It was noted that,
“All the lithic material was recovered in the B mn; the quartz scraper (?) B with biface
projectile A from N1W1, and projectile C from S1W&ssociated with the flakes scattered about
the general area.” (Whittall & Barron 1991, 8, 16)

Hammer Stones — Photo G of the report shows eightniierstones described as having been
recovered from the area north of the double starméec The location is also noted on Whittall's
map (fig. 23) An article in Gungywamp Society nesttdr Stonewatchreported “Numerous
stone cobbles, showing scarred and chipped engeaegd throughout the area and strongly
suggest their roles as hammer stones in the workitige dressed stones.” (Anon, 1990)

Sandstone Artifact — Photo H of the report showsidifiact described as a “chipped sandstone
digging artifact” p.18
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Scraper Tool — Photo H of the report shows anaattiflescribed as a “Scrapper tool with worn
garnets” P.18

Features

Hearth — “To the east of the feature #5 [doublele]f a careful constructed “hearth’ was
uncovered in a depression in the ledge in squaZE® &nd S2E6. It was noted that at some time
in the recent past, person unknown had excavasadadl square into the central hearth area, but
this disturbance had missed the laided up matefiatone spalls and clay.” (Whittall & Barron
1991, 16) An original excavation slide printedStonewatci{Summer 2003) indicates the hearth
was built directly on the ledge.

Quarried Quartz Vein — “An area of the ledge nbarhearthlike feature showed evidence of fire
guarrying on a fractured vein of white quartz.” (Ml & Barron 1991, 16)

C-14 Dating

“Scattered about in the lower course of the indifldirt and shingle slabs placed against the
support stones of the mill were sorfie-burned spalls and some small amounts of charcoal
(S1W1-S1W2). Some fire-burned earth (Munsell 10YR) Bvas found. This charcoal material
did not appear in the outlying squares excavated, N6W1-N6W2. A sample of charcoal
recovered was submitted to Geochron Labatoriea fadio carbon date. The results yield a date
of 1495 +/- 175 C-14 years BP(C-13 corrected) (&R86). This gives a dating range from 280
AD to 630 AD with a mean of 455 AD.” (Whittall & Beon 1991, 13)

“Charcoal was taken from 23cm in the deep secovel,levell below forest fire and burning root
sources.” (Anon 1990)

Edge-Runner Mill Hypothesis

Various researchers have hypothesized that thelelstdme circle is the remains of a crushing or
pulverizing mill. This hypothesis states that thmulle stone circle once had a runner stone
similar to a mill stone which rolled around theugh or channel between the stone circles. The
edge of the runner stone could be smooth or hasth.tdhe runner stone was attached to a
horizontal shaft which in turn was attached to dival shaft in the center of the circle. Materials
placed inside the channel were crushed under tightvef the roller stone.

This type of mill is sometimes referred to asealge-runner mill Edge runner mills date from
ancient times and saw widespread usage in EurapéarBritish Isles from the medieval period
through the 1800’s. They were used for a wide rafggplications including pulverizing apples
for cider making, crushing seeds in preparatiorofbextraction, crushing tan bark, and crushing
various minerals for different industries. By th800's edge runner mills were becoming
technologically obsolete as more efficient mechashizyrinding machinery was developed.
However, the cheapness of construction and easgaoftenance favored the continued use of

2 Whittall had assigned feature #'s to all of thganatructures in Gungywamp complex. The Doubleleiwas
designated #5.
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this older technology well into the 1800'’s. In 1802 travels in the midwestern and southern
states, Andre Michaux noted, “In all the towns thatvelled through every tanner has his tan
mill, which does not cost him above ten dollarsetect. The bark is put into a wooden arch,
twelve or fourteen feet in diameter, the edges bictv are about fifteen inches high, and it is
crushed under the weight of a wheel, about onetfdok, which is turned by a horse, and fixed
similar to a cyder-press. For this purpose theyegdly make use of an old mill-stone, or a
wooden wheel, formed by several pieces joined tagetand furnished in its circumference with
three rows of teeth, also made of wood, about tmahes long and twelve or fifteen wide.”

(Michaux 1805, 270)

Researchers have proposed a long list of potem@érials which may have been processed by
the double stone circle “mill.” These include taarlofor the leather industry, apples for cider
pressing, seashells for lime, iron ore for smeltingd quartz. The double circle lacks any
evidence of having a sealed (i.e. water tight) gfrouThis effectively eliminates any liquid
materials like apples and extracting oils from seddthe absence of fragments of shell, iron ore,
and quartz rules out the idea it was used for ®ing minerals. The processing of tan bark
remains the only plausible variant of this hypotbesd is the most often cited.

The general similarity of the double stone circeetige runner mill designs, the presence &f 18
century pottery shards, availability of trees sulgafor tan bark (i.e. oaks), the wear along the
inside of the trough (possibly from a rolling stpnand the remains of a nearby colonial
homestead are usually offered as evidence in faivthris hypothesis.

Edge Runner Mill Design and Construction

In order to analyze whether the double stone ciscln edge-runner mill, it is necessary to learn
more about their construction. The 1890 editionThé Century Dictionary: an Encyclopedic
Lexicon of the English Languagéfers this concise description of an edge rummidr

“Edge-runner mill a mill in which the millstones grind by their pg#reral
surfaces instead of by their flat surfaces. Thaedcare generally two in number
(though a single one is sometimes used), and rum dgircular trough provided
with a botto m of stone or of iron. The trough etble material to be ground. The
stones are pivoted to the ends of an axle likewhdels, and the axle is attached
in the middle to a vertical shaft which rolls therges around in the trough, thus
effecting both a rolling and a rubbing action upbe material to be ground. Such
mills are used for grinding flaxseed preparatoryeigressing the oil, in iron
foundries for grinding sand and clay, and for onatposes.” p.3764

J. de Fontenelle and F. Malepeyre offer the follmywobservations on edge-runner mills in their
bookThe Arts of Tanning, Currying, and Leather-Dresgh852):

“Bark is ground in mills varying in construction different countries, and driven

or propelled by horse, water, or steam power. Igl&md, it is crushed between
chasers, or stones. ...
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In the south of France they use a vertical mill

of hard stone, similar to that employed for

crushing oil seeds. It consists of two vertical

stones (Fig. 2), of about 7 1/2 feet in diameter,
and 18 inches in thickness. The axle of these
stones is fixed in a frame which incloses an
upright shaft turning upon a pivot, and fixed in

the centre of a strong stone bed. Rotary
motion being communicated, imparts to each
stone a double movement; that upon the other,
and that which it undergoes in describing a
circle upon the stone bed upon which it rolls.

The axle of each stone should be so adjusted

as to allow it to be raised or lowered according

to circumstances. One of the stones is placed

nearer to the vertical shaft than the other, so as

to give a greater extent of crushing surface

beneath. Two followers press the ba _ : .
forward under the stones,pand a cloth Figure 25_—The |Ilustrm|r|1 that
attached to the outer one, for the purpose ﬁl/lcclompar;edd Fontgne ef ?
rubbing off any pieces of bark that m3 taﬁbeapr?(yr;ill escription of
adhere to the edges of the stones.” pp.113-] '

Figure 26 — 1764 illustration of a tan bark mi$ogiety of Gentlemen 1764, vol. 4 pp.3155)
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Figure 27 — 1805 water color of a tan bark milldzhapon patent drawing
(reprinted in Welsh 1963)

Figure 28 — A multi-segment stone trough held tbgeby mortar from EIms, NJ. This mill was
used to crush apples for cider making. (Courtesyidimedia Commons website)
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Figure 29 - A multi-segment stone trough held tbgeby iron fasteners. The fasteners are
currently sitting near the vertical post (A), bwere original install at (B) to hold the quarter
sections of the trough together. (Leominster Reation & Architectural Salvage C3.)

Figure 30 - Bethany CT tan bark mill circa 1935uitesy of Connecticut State Library)

? http://www.leorec.co.uk/cidermills_mill_stones.htm
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Discussion - Tan bark Hypothesis

There are two basic types of edge-runner mills. flilsé as shown in fig 26 & 27 consists of a
flat circular area with an exterior wall around tbiecumference. The flat surface would be
composed of paving stones. Although not explicsigted, the paving stones would need to be
laid in mortar or packed in clay to hold them iage and fill the gaps between the stones. With
this type of mill the runner stone was set backiftbe outside wall and did not come in contact
with it. The second type as shown in fig 28 & 2% laacircular trough or channel in which the
runner stones revolves in. The trough could beethout a single piece of stone or formed by
multiple sections of stone. When composed of diffiersections of stone, the sections were
either mortared together or bound with iron fasten®Vith this type of mill the runner wheel
rubbed against the outer edge of the mill. Theatibn and contact between the runner and
trough sections could potentially cause the trosggttions to shift out of place. This may account
for the consistent use of mortar and/or iron fastenThe Bethany Connecticut tan bark mill (fig.
30) did not use either mortar or iron fastenerse ©hter circle of stones seems to have been
prevented from shifting out of position by the wdig@f the long stone bars and earth banked
against the outside of the trough.

These few examples established that edge-runnés wmére many times built using multiple
curved segments of stone to form the trough ontile With this type of construction there was
a strong preference for mortar or iron fastenersdiol the outer circle in place and preventing
shifting of the stones. However, the Bethany tark lmaill demonstrates that other methods for
holding the outer circle of stones in position datur. Whittall and Barron noted the presence of
“backing stones” around the outside perimeter efdbuble circle. These backing stones most
likely served the purpose of holding the circleethgpr.

Tan bark mills consisted of one or two wood or stoanner stones mounted on a horizontal
axle. The horizontal axle which was generally sqdaoff at one edge fit into a corresponding
square socket in the stone. The opposite end aixleewas rounded and passed through a drilled
hole in the vertical axle. This allowed the horitadnaxle with its attached stone to revolve
around. The vertical axle rotated as well. It cooddmounted using two different methods. The
first and most common method was to set the botbitine vertical axle into a hole or pivot
point drilled into a stone or stone base in thaereof the mill. The top of the axle was placed in
a drill hole or socket in a heavy wooden cross beamcth was part of the building super-
structure. The second and less common method wses the vertical axle in a deep drilled shaft
hole in the center of the mill. The shaft hole rexktb be deep enough to prevent the horse from
inadvertently pulling out the center axle and daimgghe mill. The depth of such a shaft hole is
not given in the literature thus must be inferrezhf illustrations and photographs of surviving
examples of cider mills. A minimum depth of 8 to itZhes is suggested by the cider mill
examples.

The lack of a pivot hole or shaft socket drilletbithe bedrock in the center of the double circle
remains one of the fundamental flaws with the tarkbmill hypothesis. It has been suggested
that a pivot could have been drilled into a moveatbck of stone which has been removed
from the site. As evidence in favor of this argutnem example of pivot hole stone block found
in the University of Connecticut Archaeological (&gtion is cited (Hallas 2003). This is a
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reasonable argument. A pivot hole in a moveablekolould require the vertical axle to have a
corresponding pivot hole at the top in a heavy beambuilding super-structure. Most tan bark
mills were housed in a shed or other type of stimecto keep the mill dry. Tan bark pulverized
using an edge-runner mill could only be milled aftevas thoroughly dried in the sun or kiln. A
dry mill was critical to milling operations. Theciraeological excavation of the double circle did
not find nalils, iron building hardware, sill walls, other evidence of a wooden structure. The
building super-structure could have been constdudieectly on the bedrock using only wooden
pins to for the mortise joints. Shingling the readuld have required nails. The lack of evidence
for a building is not sufficient evidence to prayat none was constructed at this location, but, it
does raise an important issue.

The runner stones used in these mills ranged frodntd 800 pounds each. Due to their weight,
the runner stones would wear away the edges affthenel as well as the bottom of the channel.
Wear was noted on the sides of the channel stomgedipgist Jelle De Boer.

In 1802, Andre Michaux noted in his travels througk United States that every tannery was
equipped with its own tanbark mill. The reason tlus was simple. Tanbark could be ground
from very coarseness to a very fine consistencghEanner had his own preferences as to how
course or fine he wanted the bark ground. Thergfarbark mill at the tannery allowed the
tanner to maintain control over the grinding praecésiven that each tannery was equipped with
its own mill, there was no reason for mills to éxstside of the tannery like at the location the
bark was collected. If the double circle is a takbaill then the expectation would be to find
evidence of a tannery nearby. Currently, theredshistorical or archaeological evidence to
suggest the presence of a tannery at the site.

Native American Hypothesis

The lithic artifacts (quartz scraper, two quartojectile points, quartz flakes, a chipped
sandstone tool, scraper, & hammer stones), he&ghdature and fire quarried quartz vein all
attested to a Native American presence at the lotos fundamental question is whether this
activity was related to the construction of the lalewstone circle?

The stones forming the double circle were moditieareate a curvilinear surface to match the
curvature of the circle. There was no evidence efaitools being used to dress these stones. In
fact, the evidence indicates that stones were shap®g a technique of heating the stones and
chipping away at the fire heated surface with hamstenes until the desired shape was
achieved. The Native Americans are known to hawal ukis technique for mining copper and
quarrying quartz.

George Quimby, a Professor of Anthropology and expe Great Lakes Native Americdns
stated that “The method of mining was as followse Tndian miners followed the veins of pure
copper from surface outcrops by digging pits arehking the copper from its rock matrix with
the aid of fire and water and large beach bouldeedd as hammers.” (Quimby 1971, 52) Fire
and hammer stone quarrying and shaping of stonesilba been documented at the America’s

* George Quimby (1913-2003) chair of the Anthropglofjthe field Museum of Natural History, Professér
Anthropology at University of Washington, DirectafrThomas Burke Memorial Washington State Museum, e
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Stonehenge site in North Salem, New Hampshire. &tivity has been dated to 2995 BP +/-
180 (Gage 2006, 23).

Charcoal found intermixed with fire burnt spallsthe lowest course of fill in and around the
leveling stones of the double stone circle wasdl&el495 +/- 175 BP (C-13 corrected) (GX-
15986) and had a mean date of 455 A.D. The asswrtiat the charcoal with the fire burnt spalls
and leveling stones (i.e. “shingles”) along witle #bsence of charcoal in the surrounding units
indicates the charcoal is most likely from the staimessing activities rather than from a forest
fire.

The double stone circle was built directly on thxpased bedrock. Was the rest of the ledge
exposed as well at the time of construction? Thestmatigraphy was described as having a
clearly defined soil profile of humus level, oranigeel, and tan level. Whittall and Barron do
not mention the presence of a builder’s trenchb(fder’s trench would indicate the masons
dug through the soil to expose the bedrock.) In, fe¢hittall and Barron noted that fill was
packed against the outside circle after completibthe structure. This fill was placed directly
on the bedrock. Although circumstantial, the evidesuggests the ledge surface was partially if
not completely exposed at the time of constructidre soil profile with its clearly distinguished
levels suggests the accumulated soil was natudalbpsited. If the soil on top of the ledge was
infill dumped there, the soil would be mottled framermixing and would not exhibit such a
clear stratigraphy.

This is an important point. If the ledge was cortgdieexposed at the time of construction and
the soil was naturally accumulated, it would mdaat tithic artifacts found in the soil post-date
the construction of the double circle. The quantajgrtile points, quartz scraper, and quartz
flakes are prehistoric artifacts. This would date structure prior to the arrival of European
colonists to New England. It could be argued tlhat lithic artifacts were part of earthen fill

transport to the site from elsewhere. However, sbé stratigraphy does not support the
argument that the soil is dumped fill (with the eption of fill packed against the outside circle.)

A 19" century button was found in the humus level. Thgyeld" /late 18" century red glazed
shards were found just below the humus level winohld be the junction between the humus
and orange soil. The red slip shard was foundenotlange level. The lithic artifacts were found
in the “B horizon” which in this case would be tbeange and tan levels. The artifacts are
arranged chronologically from youngest to oldesthimi the stratigraphy. This is exactly what
would be anticipated for naturally deposited sils.

The overall design and wear evidence along thelénsf the trough are consistent with an edge-
runner mill but the use of fire and hammer stormedress the stones is consistent with a Native
American origins. Is there a possible solution lits tapparent paradox? There is one other
documented example of a stone structure that wailyssimilar to an historic technology but the
evidence demonstrates that it is a Native Amerasaemonial feature.

® The position of the red slip shard within thisamwlogy is not perfectly clear due to the lackaxfdtion details
(i.e. top, middle, bottom) within the orange lev@imilar information is lacking for the lithic afdicts. Overall, the
chronology seems to be sound.

50



The large grooved stone at America’s Stonehengeahg®ove around the perimeter of stone
which is connected to a carved spout. Visualligaks like the base to an apple cider press. The
groove was carved with hammer stones. There isvidemrce of iron or steel tools used in its
construction. A careful review of historical littwee about apple presses found a number of
problems with the apple cider press hypothesigHisr stone. The grooved stone was raised too
far off the ground for a person to operate the logad bars that turn the press screw. It is located
on moderately sloping bedrock and a more suitdbteafea was available nearby. It was located
in a very tightly confined area which would be diffit to maneuver in to bring pulverized
apples to the press and remove the cider. Agaimpan area far more suitable for this type of
operation was available close-byThe grooved stone is an integral part of a lafgative
American ceremonial site. The large grooved stoskabdishes a precedent for the Native
Americans constructing a stone structure that Ididesan historic technology but was created
for a different purpose.

There is sufficient evidence to advance a hyposhésat this structure was built by Native
Americans. There is no obvious utilitarian purpésesuch a structure within Native American
culture. This would suggest it was a ceremoniaicstire.

Conclusion

The edge-runner mill hypothesis has establishetkhiegadouble stone circle is visually similar to
historically documented examples of this type ofl.mMiihe use of an un-mortared segmented
kerb stones (with_naron fasteners) to form the channel of the milleigremely rare but the
Bethany CT tanbark mill example proves that thchieque was used to construct at least one
edge-runner mill. Edge-runner mills required eithdixed or rotating center shaft mounted in a
drilled shaft hole or the use of two pivot holeseat the top and one at the bottom. No evidence
of either a shaft hole or pivot hole was found. ld@er, a reasonable argument has been
advanced that the pivot hole could have been dot anmoveable stone block similar to an
example currently in the Connecticut State Museumtiwwas found at a different site. Such a
moveable block could have been re-purposed forhanamill or removed from the site by
collectors. The absence of a tanbark runner stanelikewise be accounted for a by a similar
line of argument. The presence of these featuresldvstrengthen this hypothesis but their
absence cannot be used to disprove it.

The channel of the double stone circle was newvaedeand therefore could only have been used
for crushing dry materials like tanbark, shellsada, clay, etc. There is no evidence of clay
processing at the Gungywamp site and the absenceusiied quartz and sea shells around the
structure leaves tanbark as the only logical mateReriod documents and historical research
indicates that each tannery had its own on tsitdark mill. The reason for this was that each
tanner had his own preferences as to how coarsétfiiem bark should be ground and therefore
onsite control over the processing was necessangrelis no historical precedent for the

presence of tanbark mills offsite or at the loaattbhat bark was collected. Proponents of this
hypothesis have failed to find any archaeologigahistorical evidence to suggest a tannery
operation at this site.

® “Cider Press Theonyittp://www.mysteryhillnh.info/html/cider-press-theohtml
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European-American culture, since the Medieval pkrizas had a deeply embedded cultural
preference or bias towards the use of iron tooksviery aspect of stone quarrying, shaping, and
construction of structures. Extensive research byeAcan, British, and European researchers
has failed to find examples of stone tools like hamn stones being used in the quarries or by
stone masons in the historical period. There astohcal references to the use of fire to split
field boulders by heating them and then dashing eater on them, dropping cannon balls on
them, or hitting them with sledge hammers. WithéRkeeption of the first fire method, the other
two involved iron “tools.” This is the extent ofdlusage of crude stone working methods. There
is no evidence for the use of fire Bhapestones. The use of metal hammer, metal hammer and
chisel, or metal mill pick to shape a stone wasefaand also the standard dry stone masonry
techniques used by Europeans for centuries prioolnization of the Americas. There is a high
probability (>99%) that a stone edge-runner milldobe constructed using common iron tools
like hammer, chisel, or pick. The absence of hammpiek, chisel or other iron tool marks on the
stones and evidence for the use fire and hammeestto shape the stones is a significant
problem. This line of evidence is sufficient toaddish reasonable doubt about the edge-runner
mill hypothesis.

The kerbs stones of the double circle were shapedydire and hammer stones. This technique
of working stone is well documented at Native Aroan copper mines in the Great Lakes
region. Native American use of this technique hs® deen documented at the America’s
Stonehenge site in Salem, NH. Native American steming activity at the double stone circle
is further attested to by charcoal found intermixath fire burnt spalls in the lowest course of
fill in and around the leveling stones. This chalosas dated to 1495 +/- 175 BP.

The double stone circle was built directly on tedde. The absence of a builder’s trench and the
presence of fill deposit on the bedrock around diquo of the perimeter of structure suggests
that a portion, if not all, of the ledge was expmbagthe time of construction. With the exception
of the fill around a portion of the structure, th@rrounding soil stratigraphy was most likely
naturally accumulated (rather than fill broughtnfr@lsewhere). This would mean that the soil
was deposited after construction. The Native Anaeriartifacts found within the soil would
likewise be deposited after construction givinghier evidence of a pre-contact date. A detailed
review of the original excavation records wouldrieeded to clarify the exact location where
some of the artifacts were found and other detditsut the stratigraphy. The available evidence
suggests this is a plausible argument.

The obvious objection to the Native American hypsik is the lack of other documented
examples of double circle construction by Native ekivans and the structures visual similarity
to historic edge-runner mills. There is at lease artase in which the Native Americans
constructed a unique structure which was concdgtuamilar to a well known historic
technology. The large grooved stone at the Amesi€&ibnehenge looks like the base of a cider
press stone but was carved using hammer stonestilactly Native American stone carving
technique. Both the large grooved stone and théldaione circle are found in association with
stone chambers, stone cairns, standing stonessammh@mical alignment(s). There is a growing
body of evidence that these other types of strestare related to Native American ceremonial
activities.
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Based upon the evidence and different lines ofragqi neither the edge-runner mil hypothesis
nor the Native American structure hypothesis careitleer conclusively proven or disproven.
With each hypothesis there is evidence that isisterg with the hypothesis and also evidence
which is contrary to the hypothesis. In weightirigttze evidence, the absence of iron tool marks
and the evidence for fire and hammer stone teclenigudressing the stones of the double circle
along with the C-14 date tips the balance in fanfdhe Native American hypothesis.
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