
I hope that the publication of this paper will
result in bringing to light other examples of
drawings on archaeological artifacts which
may be buried in obscure private collections
(Wintemberg 1924:34).

This paper presents a description of a unique slate
object fragment from Oxford County in south-
western Ontario. Extensively shaped ground stone,
apparently non-utilitarian items, become common
at around 3,500 B.P. during the Late/Terminal
Archaic. They continue to be used until well into
the Late Woodland (e.g., Converse 1978). Several
forms of these items are known such as pendants,
gorgets and birdstones. Comparisons with other
items described in the literature suggest the object
from Oxford County is most likely a gorget frag-
ment. What makes it unusual is its incised decora-
tion, something that is generally rare. What is even
more unusual is the fact there are simple, yet clear,
line engravings of several animals incised on both
faces. Some of their characteristics suggest they are
images of canids, important animals in the pre-con-
tact and post-contact worldviews and sacred ritual
of Great Lakes native peoples.

The Artifact
Description
The ground slate item reported here is from the
large southwestern Ontario artifact collection of

the late Mr. Croft Garnham, donated to the
University of Western Ontario by his grandchil-
dren in 1996. Mr. Garnham was an informed avo-
cational archaeologist and historian with a deep
passion for the history of Straffordville and the
surrounding area of Elgin and Oxford Counties.
His interest led him to amass a regional artifact
collection over the years from about 1915 to
1985. Among the many sites he discovered is the
Goessens Early Iroquoian village in Elgin County
reported to Thomas Lee of the National Museum
during his surveys of southwestern Ontario in the
1940s (Lee 1951:45; see also Fox 2004: Figure
15.16) and used by the late Dr. James V. Wright
(1966) as one of the keystone sites in his famous
Ontario Iroquois Tradition. The collection donated
to the university included over 1600 artifacts, all
of which had been glued to boards in display cases,
from some 75 locations. The artifacts were either
collected by Mr. Garnham directly or obtained
from local landowners. Distinguishing this collec-
tion from many others, Mr. Garnham numbered
each artifact and kept a written record of where
each object had been found (Garnham n.d.).

The subject of this paper (Figures 1 and 2) is
numbered W1505. In the system used by Mr.
Garnham, each artifact was numbered in order of
his having obtained it, prefaced by a letter indi-
cating the first letter of the last name of the
donor or landowner. It was donated, along with
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This paper reports on a fragment of a slate gorget from Oxford County, southwestern Ontario, that most
likely dates to the Early to Middle Woodland (ca. 2,800 to 1,500 B.P.). Usually stone gorgets are undeco-
rated or have simple incised geometric motifs but this fragment has representational images, on both faces,
in the form of several line engravings of animals that most closely resemble wolves or dogs. The orientation
of the representations also provides information on how gorgets might have been suspended. Marked dif-
ferences in engraving style suggest use by more than one individual, indicating that some of these items were
heirlooms. Gorgets with representational images occur on shell, cannel coal and stone, but their rarity and
the depiction of animals that were particularly important in the ethnographically documented spiritual
beliefs of Great Lakes area Native peoples reinforce the idea that gorgets were important in the sacred and
social life of the makers. Résumé à la fin de l’article.



ten other artifacts, to Mr. Garnham on 19 March
1960 by Mr. Joseph Weil of Tillsonburg. These
artifacts were all found some time before that date
on one of two adjacent lots on Concession 12,
South Norwich Township. Made on banded slate,
it consists of one end of a thin tablet-like object
broken transversely at the point where a small (9
mm diameter) hole was drilled from one face.
The existing segment is 62 mm long by 44 mm
wide by 8 mm thick. Overall, it has a trianguloid
shape with lateral edges that expand 35 to 40

degrees from the narrow end. The end is rounded
and so these edges are slightly convex in plan view.
The lateral edges would have continued to expand
beyond the transversely broken edge. Evidence of
this continued expansion is important because,
assuming the overall item was symmetrical in out-
line, it indicates that the preserved hole was not at
the centre of the complete object, or co-extensive
with the point of maximum width. In addition to
the snap across the widest end, there are two small
chips off the intact rounded end. 
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Figure 1. Obverse and reverse
views of gorget, showing repre-
sentations. Length of fragment is
62 mm.



One face had been glued to a board and the
glue, since removed, has damaged and darkened
slightly the colour of this face. The unglued,
obverse face ranges in colour from 5YR6/1 to
5YR4/1 (light grey/grey/dark grey) in the
Munsell colour system. The reverse (formerly
glued) face ranges from N5 to N4 (grey to dark
grey). Regardless, on both faces, there are several
marked surface scrapes and scratches, which are
usually linear and run at random angles, some-
times associated with surface flaking along their
margins. These linear scratches range in width
from 0.7 to 3.9 mm and are of a much lighter

colour than the rest of the artifact (N8, N7,
5YR8/1 [white to light grey] in the Munsell sys-
tem), so much so that they are easily discerned
even in a black and white photograph (Figures 1
and 2). Such scratches are commonly found on
ground stone items from cultivated fields and
represent plough scars and other damage result-
ing from contact with modern equipment.
Indeed, they are found on several objects of
ground slate in the Garnham collection and
many others I have examined. As these marks are
unweathered, they are easy to distinguish from
any aboriginal modifications of the artifact. 
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Figure 2. Obverse and reverse
views with engravings emphasized
for clarity. Animal engravings are
shown in simplified form as an
aid to understanding their relative
position on the artifact. For a
more detailed rendering of each
individual animal see Figure 3.



In contrast to these scratches, all other modifi-
cations to the artifact consist mainly of much
finer lines (<1mm wide). They also lack the sur-
face flaking along their margins associated with
damage from modern equipment, indicating that
much less force was used to produce them.
Moreover, they are darker. In fact, the colour of
the surface of the stone in these marks is compa-
rable to the colour elsewhere on the stone,
including the surfaces of the drill hole, the bro-
ken transverse edge, and the two small chips at
the rounded end. Importantly, these modifica-
tions include the representational images on both
faces as well as two distinct sets of parallel lines
on the obverse face (Figures 1 to 3). In short, the
marks considered to be cultural modifications are
weathered to the same degree, comparable to the
surface of the stone generally, suggesting they are
of about the same age. Microscopic examination
of the modified surfaces of the images, and other
surfaces, does not reveal any evidence of deliber-
ate staining in order to deceive, nor does repeat-
ed washing change the colours. Also, several
images are overlain and partially obscured by the
marks from recent, implement-induced damage
(Figure 2). In other words, the engravings pre-
date the recovery of the artifact from a ploughed
field and leave no doubt that they were produced
in pre-European times.

Gorget or Pendant?
The thin, tablet-like nature of the artifact and
the presence of at least one drill hole indicate that
the artifact was originally either a pendant or a
gorget. Pendants generally have only a single drill
hole, which tends to be located near one end.
The end nearest the hole is usually narrower and
shaped differently in plan view than the opposite
or distal end. Gorgets, in contrast, have at least two
or more holes that tend to be centred on the object.
These objects are usually symmetrical with identi-
cally shaped ends. There are exceptions in which
the gorget holes are closer to the ends (e.g.,
Converse 1978: Figure 33, 53a; Cunningham
1948: Plate 10-2, 10-3; Ritchie 1969: Plate 64-17)
but, importantly, gorgets tend to have the holes a
considerable distance in (more than 40 mm) from
the end much more often than pendants.

Some researchers have used the term gorget to
refer to single-holed items. In a few cases, with
their asymmetrically-shaped ends and hole much
closer to one end, the single-holed “gorgets” are
identical to what others call pendants (see, for
example, Ford 1976:Figures 25a-e, 27a-p). In
other cases, the single-holed items seem to be
called gorgets because the drill hole is at or near
the centre of the item, or because both ends of
the item have the same general shape, or both
(e.g., Donaldson and Wortner 1995:Figure 47b;
Ford 1976:Figures 25g, 26j, 26k; Fox
1990:Figure 6.8e; Pearce 2003:Figure 4b;
Wintemberg 1924:Plate 2, Figure 1, 1928a:121).

Gorgets with two or more holes seem to occur
first in the Late Archaic and certainly continue to
be common well into the Middle Woodland
(Cunningham 1948; Ritchie 1944:Plate 165).
Gorgets become rarer by end of the Middle
Woodland, during what Ritchie (1969:249) in
New York State called the Kipp Island Phase (at
about 1,500 B.P.). They continue, however, to be
reported from even Late Woodland sites (e.g.,
Pearce 2003:17-19). Using the simple criterion
of two or more holes, there is no doubt that Late
Woodland peoples produced gorgets on shell (W.
Kenyon 1982:Figure 12, Plate 25) and bone
(Pearce 2003) but it is not always clear whether
these Late Woodland finds, particularly gorgets
made of stone, are real associations. The sites
could be multi-component or the objects heir-
looms collected from earlier sites. Moreover, for
some of the objects, it is not specified why the
items are called gorgets since there is no evidence
they had more than one hole (or even any holes)
or symmetrical ends (e.g., Robertson 1997:Figure
8.19; Wintemberg 1924: Plate 3, Figure 2;
Wintemberg 1939: Plate 13-5, 13-6). In New
York State, Ritchie (1969:249) is adamant that
the presence of two-hole stone gorgets distin-
guishes Middle Woodland assemblages from
those of the subsequent earliest Late Woodland,
specifically Owasco, where they are absent.

Large, refined stone pendants with single holes
and asymmetrically shaped ends do not really
appear until the later Early Woodland or the early
Middle Woodland as in, for example the
“Middlesex Phase” in Ontario and New York and
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Adena in adjacent areas to the south and south-
west (Parker 1997; Ritchie 1969:201-205;
Spence et al. 1990:138-142; Webb and Baby
1957; Webb and Snow 1974). They continue
into the late Middle Woodland and early Late
Woodland when, after 1500 B.P., there is a fluo-
rescence of diverse forms (Ritchie 1969:Plate 84).

As is the case with modern forms, pendants are
assumed to be decorative items suspended from
the neck or wrist by the single hole near one end.
Gorgets are so-named because of their formal or
morphological resemblance to certain historical-
ly known items. Initially, the term gorget was
applied to a piece of mediaeval armour that
encased and protected the neck. By the eigh-
teenth century, gorgets had become a stylized
crescent or semi-lunar metal object used as a
symbol of rank among European army officers.
This object was worn at the neck suspended by
two holes near each end rather than by the more
centred holes often seen on the pre-contact
items. These items were sometimes given to
native leaders by the British as symbols of rank.
Over time, various native peoples began to make

their own gorgets of these particular forms that
they wore for more decorative and symbolic pur-
poses (Sturtevant 1967:170). However, this his-
torical association does not mean that other
forms of gorgets worn at the neck are not of pre-
European origin. Shell gorgets occur, for exam-
ple, even in some of the earliest post-contact
cemeteries (e.g., W. Kenyon 1982:Figure 12). 

In archaeological terms “gorget” may be a func-
tional misnomer since we do not know if all the
gorgets found on pre-European sites were worn
and used in a similar manner to the later, post-
contact ones. There is, in fact, archaeological evi-
dence that gorgets were not worn or used in exact-
ly the same way as the historic gorgets but rather
in a myriad of ways. For example, placement in
pre-contact burials suggests many, perhaps most,
of the items were not worn at the neck
(Donaldson and Wortner 1995:79-80; Ritchie
1944:126,128; Ritchie 1949:32; Webb and Snow
1974:84-85; Wintemberg 1928a:182) although
there are some exceptions (e.g., Morse and Morse
1964:Photo 12A,12B). Moreover, some
researchers have suggested they were utilitarian
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Figure 3. Individual representations. Not all drawings are shown at the same scale (see Table 1 for dimensions). These drawings were
made by tracing the drawings on a high quality and enlarged scan of the gorget’s surfaces, augmented by microscopic examination to
ensure accuracy.



items, such as atlatl weights, forearm bow guards
or artifacts used to shape ceramics (Curren
1977:97), although the evidence for such uses is
tenuous and inconsistent. Of course, some gor-
gets were definitely not used in these manners.
Terminal Archaic Glacial Kame sandle-sole and
circular marine shell forms, for example, have
wear patterns that indicate a non-utilitarian use
(Donaldson and Wortner 1995:79-80).

Since the Garnham item is not complete, we
need to consider the specific kind of object rep-
resented—pendant or gorget? Two characteristics
are useful in resolving this question: 1) the dis-
tance of the drill hole from the preserved end of
the artifact; and 2) the shape of the end in plan
and profile views. The drill hole of the Garnham
object is 62 mm from the preserved end. In pro-
file, the end is thin and pointed and in plan it has
a rounded margin with no abrupt juncture
between the end and lateral margins. 

Few measurements have been published for
comparison but existing photographs of pendants
show holes that are located at comparable distances
from the end of the artifact. For example, photo-
graphs of late Middle Woodland to early Late
Woodland trapezoid and pentagonoid pendant
forms, attributed by William Ritchie (1969:249-
550 and Plate 84) to his Kipp Island Phase (ca.
1,500-1,300 B.P.), have drill holes 60-65 mm from
the closest, often narrower end. At a Surma site
burial in Ontario (Emerson and Noble 1966), a
site which most researchers regard as belonging to
the Transitional Woodland Princess Point
Complex, a pendant was found with a single drill
hole located about 69 mm from one end (Fox
1990: Figure 6.8e). However, none of these pen-
dant forms, or for that matter, the remainder of the
forms that have the holes much closer to (less than
30 mm from) the end, have the rounded apex and
thin profile of the Garnham object. Rather, all have
somewhat flattened ends in profile and abrupt
junctures in plan view where end and lateral mar-
gins meet. Also, excepting the Surma example, all
have a thick profile at the suspension end with
squared-off junctures between end and faces.
Unlike the Garnham item, several of the Kipp
Island examples also have deeply notched edges at
top (e.g., Ritchie 1944:Plate 38-31, 38-32). 

Earlier forms identified as “pendants” by
researchers are less well known but most of these
early examples have drill holes located 40 mm or
less from the presumed suspension end (e.g.,
Ritchie 1944:Plate 89-20; Ritchie 1969:Plates
72, 74-3; Snow 1980:Figures 7.19-2, 7.19-3)
whereas drill holes on items identified as gorgets
are often 45-50 mm or more from the end of the
item (e.g., Cunningham 1948:Plate 10-2, 10-3;
Donaldson and Wortner 1995:Figure 40b;
Ritchie 1944:Plate 56-24, 34, 42, Plate 71-14,
15, Plate 86-24, Plate 89-24; Ritchie 1955:Plate
15-3, Plate 23-13, Plate 23-15; Ritchie
1969:Plate 56; Snow 1980:Figure 7.3 upper).
The only exceptions are items with centrally
located single holes and identically shaped
opposing ends, which, as discussed above, some
people call gorgets (e.g., Donaldson and Wortner
1995:Figure 47b; Ford 1976:Figures 25, 26, 27).
As noted, the lateral edges of the Garnham object
are still expanding at the point where it broke
across the hole, which indicates, if it was sym-
metrically shaped, that it did not have a central-
ly located hole. In addition, with odd exceptions
(e.g., Ritchie 1969: Plate 74-3), the earlier pen-
dants have ends that are very abrupt in plan view
and thick in profile view, quite different from the
Garnham item. In sum, several attributes can be
cited to support an identification of the original
artifact. The combination of a drill hole which is
more than 45-50 mm from the artifact end, the
rounded corners in plan view, the thin apex of
the end in profile, and the fact the hole was not
at the exact mid-point of the item, suggest that
the Garnham fragment is from a gorget with two
or more holes.

Age and Affiliation
Accepting a gorget attribution, one can examine
the exact cultural affiliation. Most of the earliest
known gorget forms, specifically from the better-
known Great Lakes area Terminal Archaic and
Early Woodland developments, do not closely
resemble the Garnham gorget. Glacial Kame
assemblages typically include stone (as well as
shell or copper) rectanguloid bar gorgets that
have abrupt junctures between the sides and flat-
tened ends (e.g., Converse 1980:Figure 66c;
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Donaldson and Wortner 1995:Figures 19a, 22k,
40b; Ritchie 1955:Plate 15-3; Stothers and Abel
1993:Figure 20c). Alternatively, the Glacial
Kame items are constricted-centre gorgets with
wide flaring ends (e.g., Converse 1980:55),
which also are clearly unlike the Garnham find.
The only definitive Terminal Archaic gorgets that
have rounded ends resembling the Garnham gor-
get, are those from outside the Great Lakes, such
as gorgets in the Orient Phase on Long Island,
New York (Ritchie 1944:Plate 107-1, 107-2,
107-3). It is possible that a rounded-end gorget
fragment associated with a flexed red ochre bur-
ial from the Peterkin site in Ontario is Late
Archaic. Yet, the one point recovered with the
same individual is not easily related to any Late
Archaic style (Williamson 1978:Plate 17).

The best known Early Woodland development
in the eastern Great Lakes, Meadowood, includes
forms such as constricted centre or large (wide)
trapezoidal to rectanguloid gorgets. These forms
do not even remotely resemble the Garnham gor-
get (e.g., Ritchie 1944:Plate 54-48 and 71-15;
Ritchie 1955:Plate 23-13 and 23-15; Ritchie
1969:Plate 69-3 and 69-4; Spence et al.
1978:Figure 1e). A wide range of gorget forms
have been reported from somewhat later Early
Woodland “Middlesex Phase” or Adena sites (ca.
2,400 B.P.). Holes drilled from one side only, as
is the case with the Garnham gorget, are said to
be the “typical Adena fashion” (Ritchie and
Dragoo 1959:43; see also Webb and Snow
1974:85) but most of the Adena forms tend to be
broad and rectangular in plan view with squared-
off ends and exhibit special features such as keel-
ing or hollowed-out faces (e.g., Converse 1978;
Ritchie 1969:Plate 72-14; Ritchie and Dragoo
1960:Plate 12-5; Spence 1967:Plate 4-9).
Moreover, even ones with more rounded ends
such as the “elliptical gorget,” which most
researchers seem to regard as characteristically
Adena, often differ from the Garnham find (see
Converse 1978:54-55; Dragoo 1963:260).
Elliptical gorgets tend to have the holes close to
the ends (within 30-35 mm). They also are very
wide (greater than 65 mm), with margins that
expand rapidly (45 degrees or more) from the
ends. Despite the contrasts just outlined, some

Adena-related gorgets resemble the Garnham
find in morphology and placement of holes (e.g.,
Ford 1976:Figures 28e, 29g; Kraft 1976:Figure
2b; Norona 1962:28; Thomas 1976:Figure 4).
But as with the Terminal Archaic Orient Phase
examples noted above, these comparable forms
have been reported only from locations outside
the Great Lakes drainage. Nonetheless, unlike
the Orient Phase, which is not represented at all
in the Great Lakes, Adena or Adena-like (e.g.,
Middlesex Phase) material most certainly does
occur here, so it is distinctly possible that the
Garnham gorget is associated with those Early
Woodland developments.

The Garnham gorget also resembles items
from later Middle Woodland sites such as arti-
facts assigned to Point Peninsula in New York
State and eastern Ontario. For example, Ritchie
(1944:Plate 56-18, 24, 42) illustrates three gor-
gets with more rounded ends, drill holes much
removed from either end, and, in some cases,
only moderate expansion of the side edges from
the end. The items were all recovered from a bur-
ial at the Sea Breeze site in New York State,
which also included typical Middle Woodland
side-notched point forms. Also, at the
Donaldson and Thede sites, which are assigned
to the Middle Woodland Saugeen Complex,
there are several reported gorgets and “gorget
blanks” comparable in outline to the Garnham
find (Finlayson 1977:Plates 13-5, 38-3; Wright
and Anderson 1963:Plate 22-3). 

Stone gorgets, strictly defined here as those
items having symmetrically shaped ends and two
or more holes that are not completely centred,
are also reported from some Late Woodland sites.
However, given the large size of such assemblages
and the large number of sites that have been
studied, they are rare and so their association
with Late Woodland is not convincing. Instead,
they may have been collected as curiosities by
Late Woodland peoples. Alternatively, they indi-
cate earlier occupation of the same sites. Pearce
(2003:22-23) regards both as viable explanations
for the several specimens from the Lawson Neutral
site, which probably has more gorgets than any
Late Woodland site reported, and contains several
other undoubted pre-Iroquoian objects (see also
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Wintemberg 1939:94). All of the stone gorgets
from Late Woodland sites differ from the
Garnham gorget in having quite broad or abruptly
flattened ends (e.g., Pearce 2003:Figure 4b,c;
Wintemberg 1928b:Plate 23-18).

I believe, therefore, that the engraved gorget is
either an Early Woodland “Middlesex” or Adena-
related form, or a Middle Woodland form. We
cannot assume that the six diagnostic points in the
Garnham collection from the same location and
donor relate to the gorget. Nonetheless, most
(four) can be assigned to the Early or Middle
Woodland. They include three stemmed points
that fall within the range of non-Meadowood Early
Woodland points (Ozker 1982:Figure 37; Parker
1997:Figure 5). Two resemble the Kramer type
(Figure 4c,d) and a third heavily reworked exam-
ple, which is more lobate-stemmed, is more
Adena-like (Figure 4e). There is also a point with a
broken base (Figure 4f) that nonetheless resembles
a typical Middle Woodland side-notched point,
often called Saugeen in Ontario (I. Kenyon 1979).
The remaining two points in the Garnham collec-
tion, however, also represent other periods when
gorgets were used. They include a Late Archaic cor-
ner-notched Hind point (Figure 4a; I. Kenyon
1989) and a large Early Woodland Meadowood
point (Figure 4b; Ritchie 1971).

The Engravings
The Garnham gorget has two kinds of engrav-
ings. The first kind consists of clear animal rep-
resentations that occur on both faces of the
object whereas the second kind consists of lines
occurring on the observe (formerly unglued) side
only. Weathering differences from recent super-
imposed damage contrast with the uniform
appearance of the engravings, suggesting that the
engravings were much older and were produced
in pre-contact times. 

The obverse face exhibits two animal engravings
that I have labelled a and b whereas the reverse
face depicts five animals labelled c through g
(Figures 1 and 2). Measurements of all the images
are given in Table 1. Figure 3 provides detailed
drawings of each image labelled a to g, correspon-
ding to letters in Figure 2. Each representation is a
stick figure that shows an animal in side view with
its head facing right, when the artifact is viewed
with its long axis placed horizontally. This orien-
tation might suggest that gorgets with two centred
holes were suspended horizontally, as were the his-
torically known objects. Each of the animals is
represented by the same conventions: (1) a hori-
zontal to slightly-rising line (from left to right)
representing the body of the animal; (2) a diago-
nal line extending from the right end of the hori-
zontal line upwards representing the neck; (3) two
upright lines at the end of the neck, presumably
representing ears; (4) one or (usually) two lines
leading diagonally downwards from the end of the
neck that seem to represent a snout and face,
which is open at the mouth end; (5) a single
straight to slightly forward-curved and long tail
extending up from the left end of the main body
line; and (6) four relatively straight, vertical lines,
two near each end of the body, representing the
animals’ legs. Often the front legs are slightly
longer than the hind ones. Also, the rearmost leg
in each front or hind pair is slightly shorter than
the foremost leg. This rendering gives the impres-
sion that the top of the rearmost leg in each pair is
hidden behind the body and represents that limb
on the other side of the body from the viewer. In
all cases, the tails are slightly longer than the legs,
with a ratio of tail length to average leg length
greater than 1.0 (Table 1). 
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Figure 4. Stone projectile tips from the same lots and concession
as the gorget. a: Hind Point; b: Meadowood Point; c-d: Kramer-
like Points; e: Reworked Adena Point; f: Fore-section of Middle
Woodland “Saugeen” or “Chesser -Notched” Point.



In addition to these common characteristics,
there are also differences in the orientation and
arrangement of images by face. The two obverse
face figures are arranged beside one another
whereas figures on the opposite (reverse) face are
distributed beside and above or below one anoth-
er. Each set of animals (on opposite faces) is also
oriented to opposite lateral margins of the stone
(the legs on one face are closest to one edge; the
legs on the other face are closest to the opposite
edge). There are also numerous differences in
execution, not only by face but also sometimes
by facial placement. Note that these lines are
incised on stone, not simply free hand sketches.
It requires effort to make such incisions in this
medium, so that even small variations would
require deliberate effort. 

Examining the obverse face first, the two
images are about the same size (Figures 2a-b, 3a-
b; Table 1). They are larger than most of the five
images on the reverse face and also seem to have
thicker, better-executed lines made by single
strokes. Both animals on the obverse face also
have very upright legs that originate at or join the
line representing the body. The tails are also both
located at the very end of the body line and are
perpendicular to the body. The one drawing with
a preserved tail apex has a tail that noticeably
curves forward at that apex. The heads are repre-
sented by two parallel lines that descend slightly
to the right. These two images are so similar that
they suggest execution by a single carver at about
the same time.

On the reverse face, three smaller images are
placed horizontally near the bottom margin
(Figures 2e-g, 3e-g). These three figures are of

about the same size and proportions. They also
share some other features, and contrast with the
obverse face carvings, in several ways: (1) legs are
slightly diagonal, not perpendicular, to the body
line; (2) tails are canted forward and, at least for
two of the animals (Figures 2f-g and 3f-g), are
relatively straight; (3) tails and hind limbs do not
initiate from the very end of the line representing
the body but from a point slightly forward such
that the body line extends beyond the tails and
legs; (4) forelimbs are skewed toward the right,
suggesting the animals are in motion, as opposed
to the more perpendicular limbs on animals on
the opposite face that suggest animals standing
still; (5) the foremost limb originates from a for-
ward position at the base of the line representing
the neck; and (6), the body line appears thicker
and somewhat rough and seems to have been
produced by moving the inscribing tool back and
forth several times resulting in a line of varying
thickness. Also, on the two images with pre-
served faces, the line representing the jaw
diverges from the line representing the top of the
head, face or snout. The lower jaw line is also
slightly longer and curls down a bit at the end. In
one case, the curling seems to be applied as a sep-
arate line. This feature resembles a protruding
tongue. These three representations are so similar
as to suggest a single engraver. The thinness of
the individual lines on these images could simply
indicate the use of a different tool. However, in
terms of overall execution and the conventions
used in the renderings, differences between them
and the two figures on the opposite face (in limb
placement, in extension of the body line beyond
the tail, etc.) raise the distinct possibility that
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Table 1. Measurements (in millimetres) of stick figure engravings and ratio of tail to mean leg length.

Figure Length Height Body Tail Mean Leg Ratio of Tail
Length Length Length to Leg Length

a 16 10 11 5 5.1 1.0
b 17 10+ ? ? 4.9 ?
c ? 13 8 6 4 1.4
d 21 15 11 9 6 1.5
e 11 8 7 4 3.3 1.2
f ? 8 6 4 2.9 1.4
g 12 8 7 5 3.0 1.6



these engravings were made by different people
or at different times, or both.

One of the remaining animals on the reverse face
(Figure 3c) had its head and front forelimb
removed by subsequent damage. The image is
incised just above and in parallel to the central of
the three figures in the row just below it (Figures
3e-g). These four figures are all most similar in size
and were made by a relatively narrow-tipped tool.
Also, where it is not obscured by subsequent dam-
age, this image (Figure 3c) most closely resembles
the three underlying images (Figures 3e-g). Like
the underlying animals, its body line extends
beyond its tail and leg lines and was made by
roughly running the incising tool back and forth
several times. Although obscured by subsequent
damage, it also must have had a foremost limb that
originated near the base of the line representing the
neck. There are slight differences between this fig-
ure and the underlying three figures, the overlying
image being slightly larger (Table 1), having a
much more sloped body line, and exhibiting a tail
which is long and straight and extends backwards
at an obtuse angle from the body. Nonetheless, its
placement and similarities suggest it may have been
done at the same time by the same hand that pro-
duced the figures below it.

The final figure (Figure 3d) is different than the
rest, being not only larger (Table 1) but freer in its
execution, thinner in its lines, and relatively isolat-
ed in its placement some distance from all other
images (Figure 2, lower). It is also unique in sever-
al characteristics: (1) the head or snout is repre-
sented by only a single line; (2) the ears are shown
by diverging lines, not the parallel lines seen on all
other visible examples; (3) the front limbs diverge
from one another and are somewhat splayed; and
(4) the tail is extremely long, only very slightly
curved, and extends diagonally backwards rather
than forwards above the body of the animal. In
other ways, the image most closely resembles the
images on the opposite face. For example, all limb
lines originate on the body line and the origin of
the tail and hindmost limb is at the end of the
body line. These similarities are not enough, how-
ever, to suggest production by the same engraver. 

The second kind of engravings on the Garnham
artifact is simple lines on the obverse face (Figure 2,

upper view). This second kind of engraving
excludes lines near the margins that may be rem-
nants of artifact manufacturing prior to final grind-
ing and polishing. Beneath the figure at left on the
obverse face, there are four horizontal lines (Figure
2, upper view, and Figure 3a). The upper three
lines are thin and faint and extend for about 10
mm under the hind limbs of the animal. The
fourth or bottom line is thicker and longer (18
mm) and extends from a point behind to a point
in front of the animal. These lines could represent
a ground surface on which the animal is standing.
In addition to those lines, there are at least 13 more
(exact number difficult to tell as they are somewhat
faint). They run diagonally from an area in front of
the one stick figure at right down to the artifact
margin just below the hind limbs of the same ani-
mal (Figure 2-B). They are more or less straight
and parallel with one another but a few of the
uppermost lines are slightly bowed downward at
their centres. The uppermost line crosses the snout
and forelimb of the animal (Figure 2-B) and
microscopic examination suggests that the line pre-
dates the animal drawing. These lines could be
remnants of earlier shaping efforts that were not
completely polished away. On the other hand, they
resemble geometric incised decoration found on
some gorgets (see below). Alternatively, they could
represent terrain in which the animals are situated,
similar to the set of lines under engraving “a” on
Figure 2.

In his notes, Garnham refers to all the stick fig-
ures as “deer.” However, I believe there are several
reasons to doubt such an attribution, and I think
that an interpretation as wolves or dogs, or more
broadly canids, is more likely. First, there are no
clear attempts to represent antlers, even though in
the odd case the “ears” seem a little long. Of course,
this attribute does vary seasonally and by the sex of
the animal so this is simply negative evidence. On
the other hand, definitive recorded depictions of
deer, both pre-contact and post-contact, often
show antlers (e.g., Hoffman 1896:252; Schoolcraft
1851:Plates 53-22, 56A, 59-139; Wintemberg
1924:Plate 3, Figures 3 and 4). 

Second, the tails on the animals do not suggest
deer. The tails are very long, exceeding the length
of even the legs and suggesting canids rather than
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ungulates. The shape and orientation of the tails
also suggests canids. The straight-up position of
tails on five of the seven animals is reminiscent of
deer but is also a characteristic of canids. Dogs
often keep their tails erect when excited. An erect
tail in wolves is a general sign of the “self-confi-
dence” and “imposing attitude” of individual ani-
mals and is often used by dominant or alpha pair
wolves in asserting their superordinate position in
the pack (see Mech 1970:83-84). Moreover, erect
tails are particularly characteristic of running deer.
This rendering would be consistent with some of
the images where the animals appear in motion
(Figure 3e-g) but it is not consistent with the
immobile stance seen in other images (notably
Figures 3a-b). A deer interpretation is not consis-
tent with the sloping-back position of the tails seen
in some figures (Figure 3c-d), neither is it consis-
tent with the very curved-forward tips of the tails,
seen in several other images, which are again more
characteristic of canids such as wolves (Mech
1970:83-84). For what it is worth, historic
Algonquian depictions of wolves, as well as some
Iroquoian stone engravings said to represent
wolves, also have long, curving tails (Rajnovich
1994:Figure 141; Schoolcraft 1851:Plates 57A-4,
59-131; Vastokas and Vastokas 1973:Figure
39g,h,k; Wintemberg 1924:Plate 3, Figure 1)
whereas depictions of deer lack such features
(Schoolcraft 1851:Plates 53-22, 56A, 59-135). 

Finally, the engraver(s) chose to represent the
head by two horizontal lines open at the “mouth
end.” This open-mouthed behaviour is characteris-
tic of canids, but not of deer, and open-mouthed
depictions of wolves again occur in rock art
(Rajnovich 1994:Figure 86a). Moreover, as noted
earlier, at least two of the engravings (Figure 3e,g)
have a curving lower jaw line or short curving line
added at the open mouth end. This attribute is
highly reminiscent of a protruding tongue charac-
teristic of panting canids, which sweat through that
organ.

Comparisons

Most stone gorgets are not engraved, though non-
representational engravings, usually geometric
forms, are not unknown (e.g., Converse 1978:104,

1980:Figure 32; Donaldson and Wortner
1995:Figure 60b; Ritchie 1944:Plate 86-24;
1969:Plate 56; Snow 1980:Figure 7.3; Wintemberg
1924:Plate 1-11). Representational images on gor-
gets of any kind are very rare, however. 

Most representational examples are associated
with the Late Archaic Glacial Kame, the majori-
ty on marine shell and (most commonly) “san-
dal-sole” shaped gorgets. The most famous
example is a bear representation from Ohio
(Cunningham 1948:Plate 6-2) but there are also
at least two other shell gorgets from Indiana and
Ohio showing what Converse (1980:36-41,
2003:119) argues are bird representations, prob-
ably raptors. There are also shell gorgets attrib-
uted to Glacial Kame, engraved and shaped such
that they resemble turtle carapaces (Converse
2003:120). Others are engraved with paired, par-
allel, zig-zag lines, sometimes accompanied by a
triangle at one end and thought to represent a
head. These are interpreted as representations of
snakes or serpents (Converse 1980:Figure 16c,d).
Gorgets of cannel coal are even rarer than shell
ones and while often engraved, most lack any
kind of representational decoration. However,
Bill Allen (personal communication 2004) has
reported a constricted centre gorget of probable
Early Woodland affiliation from Essex County,
Ontario that, in addition to geometric designs
and short lines around the margins (“tally
marks”), has several representations of what
might be feathers (e.g., a single centre line with
diagonal branching lines on each side, possibly
representing veins). Alternatively, these engrav-
ings could show the concept of the “World Tree”
or “shamanic tree of life,” which linked humans
with their cosmos and was ubiquitous among
ethnographically known native groups (Vastokas
1973/4; Vastokas and Vastokas 1973:39, 110), or
perhaps a skeletonized “x-ray” of a breastbone
and ribs (Robertson 1997:385).

As with cannel coal forms, stone gorgets with
representational engravings are scarce. Two
examples, both belonging to Glacial Kame from
Ohio, are a stone gorget with a zig-zag motif,
similar to that seen on shell, which may represent
a snake or serpent (Converse 1980:Figure 16a)
and another that shows a clear representation of
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a turtle (Converse 2003:120). Wintemberg
(1924:50, Plate 4, Figure 5) illustrated a “gorget”
(albeit with asymmetrical ends) of unknown
affiliation said to be from near Guelph, Ontario,
which showed a bird head, wings and legs incised
such that they emanated from the holes. 

Beyond these examples, definitive stone gorget
images are unknown. There are, however, stone
fragments that might be from gorgets. One of
these fragments, from the Peace Bridge site on
the Niagara River in Ontario, lacks evidence of
holes but has a rounded end similar to several
gorget forms. This item shows two bird symbols
that closely approximate historic period render-
ings of “thunderbirds,” upperworld raptors that
were the source of thunder and lightening
(Robertson 1997:376-380). It was recovered
from a feature yielding a Late Woodland date.
Based on the likelihood that stone gorgets were
Late Archaic to Middle Woodland phenomena
(see above), one might question whether this
item is, in fact, part of a gorget. It is also possi-
ble, however, that it represents the recovery of an
earlier object by Late Woodland period occu-
pants of this site, perhaps as a curiosity, or that
this already old item became incorporated into a
Late Woodland feature during its construction,
an apparently common occurrence at this dense-
ly occupied, multi-component site. 

Another possible fragmentary gorget, having
only one retained drill hole, is reported from a
nearby burial at the probable Princess Point
(Middle to Late Woodland Transitional) age
Surma site by Emerson and Noble (1966). This
item has a clear “feather” or “tree of life” engraving
similar to that seen on the cannel coal gorget men-
tioned above (Robertson 1997:Figure 8.23a). On
the other hand, the fragment widens towards one
end, away from the broken edge closest to the
drill hole, indicating that the item was asymmet-
rical and suggesting it is not from a gorget.

A third possible engraved fragment, reported
and illustrated by Wintemberg (1924:Plate 3,
Figure 2) is said to be also from a Late Woodland
site, in this case a Neutral site, in Lobo Township,
Middlesex County, just north of London, Ontario.
His illustration is not very detailed (Figure 5). The
item appears to have several zig-zag lines that

could represent snakes or lightening, and possi-
ble “tree of life” motifs. Two clear animal repre-
sentations “probably represent deer,” according
to Wintemberg (1924:41). The apparent pres-
ence of antlers and ears and a very short, or
absent, tail on one of the animals supports this
attribution (Figure 5b). The other drawing is,
however, more difficult to interpret (Figure 5a).
On the one hand, it may be headless, overlying a
double zig-zag line, or have had its head removed
by subsequent incising of the zig-zag line.
Alternatively, two parallel lines that extend down
from the end of the neck could represent a muz-
zle, suggesting an “open-mouthed” portrayal very
much like that of the Garnham find. In addition,
these two lines fail to line up with the apparent
zig-zag line above the figure, making it more like-
ly that these lines do represent a snout. In this
interpretation, the pair of lines extending up
from the top of the end of the neck would form
the ears. This image also has a long, forward-
curving tail (Figure 5a) and so appears to be the
image most similar to the Garnham gorget, any-
where. A unique feature of this image, distin-
guishing it from the Garnham gorget images, is a
small line that extends down from the back of
the foreleg, just above the foot. This feature
mimics the form and placement of the “dew-
claw,” thus supporting the interpretation of this
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image as a canid. The dimensions of the overall
fragment suggest that the artifact was originally
very wide. Two relatively straight margins con-
verge at slightly less than a right angle and the
hole is placed close to this corner. If not
reworked in outline or re-drilled, the artifact was
likely a pendant, based on the position of the
hole. If a gorget, it was a very broad one, perhaps
approximating the larger trapezoid forms known
from Meadowood contexts (e.g., Ritchie
1955:Plate 23-15).

To sum up, the Garnham gorget, with its rep-
resentations, is a very rare form and in that it also
shows canids, may be relatively unique.

Discussion

While canid representations on gorgets, or on
any other slate forms, are rare, there is abundant
evidence, both pre-contact and post-contact, for
the role of canids in the worldview and ritual
activities of Great Lakes area native peoples.

Among the Iroquois, the wolf was the symbol
of the most widespread clan. Even today it is one
of the largest clans, whose members are often
attributed behavioural characteristics of that
species (Morgan 1975:81; Porter 1993:8-10).
Also, one of the two tribes making up the
Tobacco or Petun of Ontario was the “Nation of
the Wolf” (Tooker 1991:12). Whereas wolves
appear in Iroquoian stories (e.g., Parker
1989:312-313; Tooker 1991:147), they are not
prominent in those contexts. 

Among Algonquian groups, the Mahicans
were known as the Nation of the Wolf (Thwaites
1896-1910:26:35). The wolf clan per se was not,
however, found among many reported
Algonquian groups (Chamberlain 1888:152;
Speck 1915:17-18). When a wolf clan existed, as
among the Fox (W. Jones 1939:74), it was seen
to be of lesser importance. Wolves figured more
prominently in Algonquian cosmic view and leg-
ends, although perhaps less than other animals,
such as the bear, during post-contact times. The
wolf, along with the bear, was one of the good
manitous or good spirits of the earthly realm for
Algonquians (Rajnovich 1994:36). Among the
Ojibway and Menominee, Nanabojou, trickster

and messenger of the Great Spirit, who created
the earth and placed the animals on it, often
assumed the form of the wolf. Depending upon
which version one reads, Nanabojou had either a
twin brother, who often assumed wolf form, or
an adopted brother who had originally been a
young wolf and was murdered, becoming ruler of
the land of the dead (Hoffman 1896:113-115;
Kohl 1985:432-34; Young 1903:75-77). For the
Menominee, it was an attempt to relieve the sor-
row of Nanabojou over the death of the wolf-
brother that led to the creation of the Medicine
Society, known since the time of contact (Hall
1997:61-62).

Dogs were also significant animals among
Great Lakes area native groups. The Iroquois saw
dogs as protectors from evil, noted for their self-
sacrificing assistance to humans (Curtin and
Hewitt 1918:159, 193-194, 232). Dogs were fre-
quently sacrificed. They were either eaten or
buried, apparently exclusively in ritual contexts,
to serve as messengers to the spirits announcing
the pending arrival of their ill masters, or
requesting help to combat diseases and ward off
evil (Kerber 1997:89-90; Morgan 1975:215-
216; Oberholtzer 2002; Tooker 1991:90, 93).
Among northern Algonquians, the dog was given
by Nanabojou to human beings as a companion
and, as among Iroquoians, dogs were often ritu-
ally sacrificed to ward off evil, or to serve as a
substitute-messenger for human beings in voy-
ages to the afterlife (Hofmann 1896:185; Jenness
1935:106; W. Jones 1939:68; P. Jones 1973:96;
Kohl 1985:38-39, 60; Morriseau 1978:40-43).
The association of dogs with death, their use in
sacrifices and as messengers to or guardians of a
next world, is widespread among North
American native peoples (Schwartz 1997:93-
124).

Turning to the archaeological record, dog
interments provide the best evidence for their rel-
ative importance in sacred ritual. Although the
frequency varies in time and space, they are rela-
tively common and extend back well into the
Archaic period, to about 4,500 B.P. in southern
Ontario and immediately adjacent areas (Burns
1973; Cunningham 1948:14; Finlayson
1977:280; I. Kenyon 1980:19; MacDonald and
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Williamson 1997:243-246; Pearce 1989; Potter
and Baby 1964; Ritchie 1936:2, 1940:52,
1944:67,154, 1969:112; Wright and Anderson
1969:13). They are even earlier (8,000-8,500
B.P.) in the Illinois River Valley (Morey and
Wiant 1992). Some dog burials, particularly
those accompanying human burials, may be
associated with their role as companions or hunt-
ing assistants. But beginning in the Middle
Woodland, singular dog burials accompanied by
clay figurines, quartz crystals, intact skeletons of
other animals, and red ochre, indicate their
importance in sacred ritual as well (Brizinski and
Savage 1983; Cantwell 1980; Prahl 1967). The
sacred significance of dogs is reinforced by other
archaeological evidence in the Great Lakes
region. Dog skeletal elements accompany a
human burial at the Late Woodland Juntunen
site, Michigan (Prahl 1967:18), constituting
what seems to be a sacred bundle that is equiva-
lent to the medicine or sacred bundles docu-
mented for the post-contact period (e.g.,
Harrington 1914). Cut dog jaws are also associat-
ed with human burials at certain Early to Middle
Woodland sites (Griffin et al. 1970:Plate 20a; W.
Kenyon 1986:Plate 34e; Ritchie 1944:156).

Wolves also played some role in pre-contact
sacred ritual and spiritual beliefs, as indicated by
archaeological evidence. They seem to have been
particularly important during the Late Archaic to
Early Woodland, when dog burials were less
elaborate or lacked associated evidence of ritual
treatment such as grave goods. Two limb bones
of wolves were included with Burial 22 at the
Late Archaic Glacial Kame Hind Site in Ontario
(Donaldson and Wortner 1995:29) and cut and
ground wolf jaws and drilled canine pendants
accompany Middle to Late Archaic burials at
Frontenac Island in New York (Ritchie
1969:117). Ritual treatment of animal bone was
not confined to the wolf, as there is abundant
evidence for similar use of the bones of fox,
marten, bear, and raptorial birds (Converse
1980; Donaldson and Wortner 1995; Fox and
Molto 1994). Nonetheless, the importance of
wolf in sacred ritual is underscored by some spe-
cial treatments of wolf remains. Most notable for
the Late Archaic are the Glacial Kame wolf skull

masks reported from the Clifford Williams site in
Ohio (Baby 1961). These are the only definitive
animal masks reported in Glacial Kame aside
from bear skull masks reported from other relat-
ed sites in Ontario and Ohio (Donaldson and
Wortner 1995:Figures 17a, 54d; Stothers and
Abel 1993:Figure 19d). These masks (both wolf
and bear) are rare. Where precise provenience
data are available, they are associated with indi-
viduals accompanied by other items that appear
to be ritually significant (e.g., Donaldson and
Wortner 1995:15-16). 

During the subsequent Early Woodland Adena,
certain rare burials occur in which the individuals
had their upper central teeth removed, apparently
to allow the wearing of a specially shaped and cut
wolf jaw (Webb and Baby 1957:61-71). Webb
and Baby (1957:19) even suggest that other cut
animal jaws found in Adena, which include pan-
ther as well as wolf, are all parts of masks. Given
their rare occurrence and association with other
ceremonial items, the usual interpretation is that
these masks were used in ritual impersonations by
semi-specialized religious practitioners, healers
and seers, often generally called “shamans,” despite
problems with use of this term in some contexts
(cf. Kehoe 2000). Items interpreted as containers
made from wolf paws and associated with Adena
burials have often been compared to the ritually
significant medicine bags or bundles known from
the time of European contact (Webb and Baby
1957:73-76). 

Sculptures and headdresses suggest that the
impersonation of animals, such as bears or deer,
by the use of masks was a practice that continued
into the Middle Woodland (Converse 2003:290;
Greber and Ruhl 1989:Figure 4.15). However, I
can find no definitive evidence of wolf masks
during that time. Certainly cut wolf jaws occur,
as do preserved claws, which suggest the exis-
tence of medicine bags or bundles made from
wolf pelts (as well as many other species) (Griffin
et al. 1970:Plate 134a; Webb and Baby
1957:75). In Ontario, Johnston (1968) found
wolf mandibles and maxillae in Mound C at
Serpent Mounds, Finlayson (1977:447) reported
a cut wolf maxilla and mandible associated with
a Middle Woodland burial at the Donaldson site,
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and Spence and Harper (1968:25) reported claws
of either “timber wolf or a large dog” lying beside
the pelvis of a male burial (#37) at Cameron’s Point
Mound C. Following Webb and Baby’s (1957:19)
lead, Finlayson (1977:447) suggested the
Donaldson jaws might have been part of a mask
and one might also follow their lead to suggest the
claws at Cameron’s Point were part of a medicine
bag. There was, however, nothing in the position-
ing of the wolf jaws in the Donaldson grave to
indicate a mask. In fact, even after the arrival of
Europeans, there is evidence for wolf jaws, or at
least teeth, being used for something other than for
masks. Tooker (1991:97-99) recounts a Huron
curing ceremony in which a dance was performed
to cure the illness of a man who aspired to be a
arendiwane or “medicine man.” Part of the dance
involved the participants ritually killing each other
with “bear’s claws, wolves’ teeth, eagle talons, cer-
tain stones and dog sinews.”

This evidence suggests that the significance of
canids, in general, varies in time and space for a
number of reasons. For sacred ritual, the wolf seems
to have been particularly important from the Late
Archaic through to at least the beginning of the
Middle Woodland, based on the presence of masks
of these animals used by religious practitioners. If
some or all of the Middle Woodland jaws are from
similar masks, as some have argued, this tradition
may have continued. There is little evidence for the
use of other animals in this way during earlier peri-
ods, except for the bear in Glacial Kame and the
cougar in Adena. The religious importance of dogs,
as measured most definitively in archaeological
terms by elaborate separate burials with ritual grave
goods, seems to have begun in places such as Illinois
as early as the Middle Woodland (Cantwell 1980).
It became more elaborated in the Late Woodland
with substantial evidence of dog sacrifice and burial
approximating that seen historically among
Algonquian speakers extending back to 1,000 B.P.
or earlier (see particularly Brizinski and Savage
1983). In sum, throughout the time gorgets were
used, canids seem to have been of considerable sig-
nificance in sacred ritual and perhaps, in the case of
the wolf, even more than they were in later times. 

Gorgets themselves have been seen simply as
personal adornments, implying their function is

largely aesthetic (e.g., Ritchie 1955:40-42). It is
doubtful, however, that any decorated object
served solely an aesthetic function. Several lines
of evidence indicate their importance as objects
of social status and the sacred. In fact, over forty
years ago Binford (1963:143-144) used some of
this evidence to argue for an expanded view of
gorget significance. Since then, evidence in each
of these categories has accumulated, reinforcing
some of his arguments, and to them may be
added another line of evidence: the representa-
tions seen on gorgets, including the Garnham
find.

The first line of evidence is the rarity of stone
gorgets. Among burial sites, they occur only in a
small percentage of graves. For example, at the
Late Archaic Hind cemetery, they occurred only in
two of the 21 burial features, some of which had
more than one individual (Donaldson and
Wortner 1995). In New York during the Early
Woodland, they were found with only one of 13
individuals at the Wray site, and in only four of 22
graves (several of which contain the commingled
remains of more than one individual) at the
Oberlander No. 2 site (Ritchie 1944:125-126,
152-160). Similarly, during the Middle Woodland
at the Sea Breeze site in New York, four of the five
gorgets were associated with only one of the nine
burial features (Ritchie 1944:128-129). Of ten
individuals interred in three pits at Donaldson in
Ontario, only one individual, labelled GF, had a
gorget, in this case a blank (Finlayson 1977:276).
This evidence supports the idea that gorgets were
not simple everyday decorative items.

Second, most associations of gorgets with indi-
viduals are with males and many of these associa-
tions are part of a large suite of grave goods, many
of which are probably ritually significant items.
Using the same site examples employed above, of
the two burials containing a stone gorget at the
Hind site, one (15A) had two birdstones, the only
examples of birdstones at the site, as well as red
ochre, iron pyrites and one of only two circular
marine shell gorgets found at the site. The other
burial (18A) was associated with a large number of
grave goods, most seemingly utilitarian but also
including cut animal jaws. At the Oberlander No.
2 site, over a third of the burials had one grave
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good or lacked goods altogether. Individuals asso-
ciated with gorgets included one with more than
12 items, among which were a cut dog jaw, and
another with four objects including the only tubu-
lar pipe from the site (Ritchie 1944:158-160). At
the Wray site, only five of 13 individuals had two
or more objects and only one individual had more
than five. That same individual was associated with
19 objects including the only gorget and, again, the
only tubular pottery pipe recovered from the site
(Ritchie 1944:125-126). The Sea Breeze burials
run counter to the trend observed at the Hind,
Oberlander 2, and Wray sites: burials with gorgets
at the Sea Breeze site had fewer than six grave
goods whereas other burials with no gorgets had
between six and 33 objects. One grave with only
six objects actually had four of the five gorgets
reported from the site. The general trend observed
earlier does hold, however, for the Donaldson site.
At this site, we again see that many burials (eight
out of ten) had two grave goods or fewer, whereas
the gorget blank was part of a cache of about forty
objects that was located directly under the bundle
burial (GF) of a 15-18 year old male (Finlayson
1977:268-276). The remaining grave goods
included what could be interpreted as simple
everyday items such as toggling harpoons. Of note,
however, were several items of probable ritual and
or social significance, including a copper pan-pipe,
mica sheets, and a stone ear spool. (For additional
examples from other sites, see Binford [1963:144]).

Third, the importance of gorgets is suggested by
the exotic materials on which they are often made.
These materials included not only marine shell and
copper that had to be procured from sources hun-
dreds of kilometres away but also exceedingly rare
materials such as cannel coal, and also imported
stones (Ritchie 1944:128, 1955:40). The impor-
tance of this association with exotic, rare or import-
ed material is emphasized by, and is consistent with,
reworking of these items and the inclusion of frag-
ments or damaged items in graves, indicating the
items were often highly valued and curated (e.g.,
Binford 1963:135-137; Converse 1980:119,126,
2003:125-127; Ritchie 1944:158, Plates 56-18,
56-24, 70-45, 70-48, 71-27, 71-28; Ritchie
1949:Figure 11i, 1955:32; Williamson
1978:106,119; Wintemberg 1928a). The variation

in execution of images on the Garnham gorget,
noted above, especially the differences between the
two faces of the artifact, suggests they were done
over some period of time and perhaps by different
individuals. This variation also suggests curation
and may even indicate that some gorgets were heir-
looms. Binford (1963:144) even went so far as to
suggest that gorgets “were probably known individ-
ually in terms of their ownership history and were
probably valued accordingly.”

Finally, and not noted by Binford (1963), the
very rare occurrence of gorgets with engraved or
shaped representations include what are clearly the
most sacred animals in both archaeological and
ethnographic (see Fox 2004; Rajnovich 1994:102-
113) contexts. These include bears, turtles, raptori-
al birds and snakes/serpents and to them we may
add, with the Garnham find, canids. These associa-
tions reinforce the sacred dimension of these
groundstone items.

Multiple lines of evidence indicate, therefore, the
significance of gorgets as more than aesthetic
objects. The rarity of gorgets, as well as their associ-
ation with the most well-provided individuals in
graves, and their manufacture on exotic “valuable”
materials indicates their relevance to social position
and status. At the same time, their association or use
with other ritual and ceremonial goods such as
pipes and birdstones as well as with those animals
that possessed the greatest ritual significance during
post-contact times indicates their sacred signifi-
cance. The intertwining of social phenomena with,
and their validation and manipulation by, spiritual
associations has been recognized as far back as
Durkheim (1961, originally 1912) and beyond. It
is plausible, therefore, that at least some gorgets
were part of the equipment of religious practition-
ers or individuals that had some other, presumably
largely achieved, social status. These individuals
could have used these items as channels to beings
and forces benefiting human existence, or they may
have symbolically conceived of these items as repre-
sentations of those beings and forces. Thus, the link
between gorgets and canids would be natural and
especially plausible in light of the tendency among
ethnographically known hunter-gatherers to con-
ceive of the universe as being structured in exactly
those terms (Guenther 1999).
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Summary and Conclusions

The Garnham artifact is most likely a gorget and
clearly has images of canids. It probably dates to
the Early or Middle Woodland period. Definitive
evidence for the use of canids in sacred ritual, seen
archaeologically in masks and special dog burials,
suggests that the Garnham gorget itself had sub-
stantial meaning in the intertwined social and spir-
itual lives of its user(s). This interpretation is sup-
ported by an association of the most sacred animals
during post-contact time with gorgets (e.g., bear,
turtle, serpents, raptorial birds), for the small num-
ber of examples of gorgets with representations that
have been reported. It is also reinforced by their
overall rarity. The sample of such decorated objects
is, however, small. We need more detailed docu-
mentation and reporting to confirm these observa-
tions, to determine basic temporal and cultural
associations, and to achieve more than a superficial
understanding. Like Wintemberg (1924:34), I
hope that this report stimulates this effort.
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Ce compte rendu fait état d’un pendentif inusité et fragmentaire provenant de « Oxford County »,
sud-ouest de l’Ontario, qui remonte vraisemblablement au Sylvicole inférieur ou moyen (environ de
2800 à 1550 A.A.). Les pendentifs en pierre ne sont habituellement pas décorés ou portent de sim-
ples motifs géométriques incisés. Par contre, les deux faces de cette pièce fragmentaire exhibent des
figures formées de plusieurs lignes gravées représentant des animaux qui ressemblent étroitement à des
loups ou à des chiens. L’orientation des figures indiquent aussi comment les pendentifs ont pu avoir
été suspendus. De nettes différences  quant au style des gravures laissent croire que plus d’un individu
l’a utilisé, témoignant que certains de ces objets faisaient partie du patrimoine familial. On rencontre
des pendentifs en coquillage et en pierre portant des figures mais leur rareté et l’évocation d’animaux
qui étaient particulièrement importants dans les croyances spirituelles dont font mention les docu-
ments historiques qui describaient les Autochtones vivant dans la région des Grands-Lacs, renforcent
l’idée que les pendentifs étaient importants dans la vie sacrée et sociale de leurs auteurs.




