
 

ABSTRACT 
 

OSBORNE, JESSICA LYNN. Deciphering Patterns of Burial Distribution: A Mortuary 

Analysis of a Precontact Sample Population from the Island of Carriacou. (Under the 

direction of Dr. Scott Fitzpatrick and Dr. D. Troy Case).  

 

 This thesis presents a comprehensive mortuary analysis of several burials found at the 

sites of Grand Bay and Point Bay on the island of Carriacou. Focusing on material that was 

originally excavated during the summer 2011 field season by Dr. Scott Fitzpatrick and team, 

research began with the conduction of a skeletal inventory. The skeletal inventory revealed 

minimal preservation from skeletons collected at both Point Bay and Grand Bay. On average, 

burials were represented by only ~50% of skeletal remains, of which specific sex and age 

categories could not be accurately assessed. Overall, the majority of burials resulted in a 

classification of adult with an unknown sex.  

Once skeletal inventory was complete, this was then incorporated with information 

obtained from four prior field seasons contained with the archaeological database 

ArcheoLINK, as well as GIS maps and radiocarbon dates. The goal was to analyze spatial 

orientation and distribution throughout the site in order to identify any preliminary patterns. 

 An analysis of special distribution of burials revealed major deposition along the 

northern coastline and central plateau. This is believed to be due to a combination of 

temporal differences and excavation procedure. Further analysis revealed the preponderance 

of graves having been placed alongside posthole and midden deposits. This is indicative of 

household burial treatment. However, further research is necessary; including an increase in 

radiocarbon dating of the burials, continued excavation of the sites, and potential DNA 

testing.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2013 by Jessica Osborne 

All Rights Reserved 
  



 

 

 

Deciphering Patterns of Burial Distribution: A Mortuary Analysis of a Precontact Sample 

Population from the Island of Carriacou 

 

 

by 

Jessica Lynn Osborne 

 

 

A thesis submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 

North Carolina State University 

in partial fulfillment of the  

requirements for the degree of 

Master of Arts 

 

Anthropology 

 

 

Raleigh, North Carolina 

2013 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

_______________________________  ______________________________ 

Dr. Scott M. Fitzpatrick    Dr. D. Troy Case 

Committee Co-Chair     Committee Co-Chair 

 

 

________________________________  _______________________________ 

Dr. Scott Burnett     Dr. Nora Haenn



 

ii 

DEDICATION 

 This thesis is dedicated to my mother and father. They have always been a source of 

unflinching support and encouragement. I love both of you.  

 
  



 

iii 

BIOGRAPHY 

 Jessica Osborne was born in El Paso, Texas. Daughter to a military father and very 

supportive mother, she was introduced to the concept of traveling at young age. From the 

time she was nine till fifteen she was fortunate enough to experience life overseas.  

 It was this early introduction to new cultures that established a love for Anthropology 

early on. However, this love would not be solidified until a chance encounter with an 

introductory class at Michigan State University, where Jessica was originally trying to earn 

her BA in Social Work. Come the Spring semester, however, this changed to a Bachelor of 

Science in Anthropology with a Minor in Women Studies. This was successfully completed 

at the end of the spring semester in 2011, at which point Jessica chose to advance to her 

academic potential by applying (and was accepted into) the Sociology & Anthropology 

Department at NC State University. 

 There she was granted a fantastic opportunity by Dr. Scott Fitzpatrick to work on a 

relatively new skeletal collection, excavated from the sites of Grand Bay and Point Bay, from 

the island of Carriacou. This research would form the foundation of her master thesis.  

  



 

iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank Dr. Fitzpatrick, for without whom this thesis would have never 

gotten off the ground. I would especially like to thank him for the opportunity to work on this 

unique skeletal collection and for his assistance throughout this process. 

I would also like to thank the South East Climate Study Center, who funded me 

throughout most of my graduate stay at NC State University, and for helping me find a new 

and interesting way of looking at mortuary analysis through the inclusion of landscape and 

climatology impacts. 

A special note of gratitude goes out to the following people. Dr. Scott Burnett, for his 

assistance and his unflinching agreement to participate as a committee member, despite the 

lack of prior face-to-face contact.  

Dr. D. Troy Case and Dr. Nora Haenn, for their support and unflinching willingness 

to participate as a committee member. Especially to Dr. Case, who during a very hectic 

second year was more than willing to take on the role of co-chair for my thesis committee. 

Michiel Kappers, who graciously provided the GIS Maps used, as well as access to 

the database ArcheoLINK. Without his assistance I would have been at a loss.  

My wonderful cohort, who put up with my continuous stress and who made this an 

enjoyable experience. I shall miss you, and I love each and every one of you.  

 

 

  



 

v 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................ viii 

LIST OF FIGURES .............................................................................................................  ix 

 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION .........................................................................................  1 

 

CHAPTER 2: LANDSCAPE AND MORTUARY ANALYSIS ...........................................  4 

Paradigms of Mortuary Analysis ...............................................................................  4 

Theories of Landscape Archaeology .........................................................................  7 

Application of Landscape Archaeology to Mortuary Analysis ...................................  9 

 

CHAPTER 3: ARCHAEOLOGY OF CARRIACOU .......................................................... 11 

Environment and Site Descriptions .........................................................................  11 

Saladoid, Troumassan Troumassoid, and Suazoid Troumassoid ..............................  13 

Excavation History of Grand Bay and Point Bay .....................................................  14 

PRIOR RESEARCH ...............................................................................................  17 

Radiocarbon Dating.....................................................................................  17 

Preliminary Analysis of Ceramics ...............................................................  18 

Zooarchaeological Analysis .........................................................................  18 

Prior Burial Research ..............................................................................................  19 

 

CHAPTER 4: MATERIALS AND METHODS .................................................................  21 

MATERIALS .........................................................................................................  21 

Standards for Skeletal Data Collection ........................................................  21 

Osteological Collection ...............................................................................  21 

GIS Maps and Site Photographs ..................................................................  22 

METHODS.............................................................................................................  23 

Age estimation ............................................................................................  23 

Sex estimation .............................................................................................  24 

 

CHAPTER 5: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ...................................................................  26 

RESULTS ..............................................................................................................  26 

SKELETAL ANALYSIS ............................................................................  26 

General Overview ............................................................................  26 

Grand Bay Burial F0184 ..................................................................  27 

Grand Bay Burial L0002 ..................................................................  27 

Grand Bay Burial F0009 ..................................................................  27 

Grand Bay Burial F0181 ..................................................................  31 

Grand Bay Burial F0190 ..................................................................  33 

Grand Bay Burial F0180 ..................................................................  37 

Grand Bay Burial F0177 ..................................................................  39 

Point Bay Burial F0001 ...................................................................  44 



 

vi 

Point Bay Burial F0002 ...................................................................  47 

Point Bay Burial F0003 ...................................................................  48 

Mortuary Analysis .......................................................................................  49 

Burial Distribution ......................................................................................  52 

Discussion ..............................................................................................................  56 

 

CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................  59 

Conclusion ..............................................................................................................  59 

Future Research ......................................................................................................  60 

 

REFERENCES...................................................................................................................  62 

 

APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................  68 

Appendix A: Maps ..................................................................................................  69 

Appendix B: Tables ................................................................................................  74 

Appendix C: Skeletal Inventory Forms ...................................................................  77 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vii 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

Table 3: Population Demographic Age ................................................................................ 49 

Table 4: Population Demographic Sex ................................................................................. 50 

Table 5: Cardinal Orientation (Burial) ................................................................................. 51 

Table 6: Burial Location ...................................................................................................... 52 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

viii 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

Figure 1: Grand Bay Burials F0190, F0009, and F0180 ....................................................... 28 

Figure 2: Grand Bay Burial F0009 ....................................................................................... 29 

Figure 3: Grand Bay Burial F0181 ....................................................................................... 31 

Figure 4: Grand Bay Burial F0190 ....................................................................................... 33 

Figure 5: Grand Bay Burial F0190 notched incisor .............................................................. 35 

Figure 6: Grand Bay Burial F0190 suspected child jaw........................................................ 36 

Figure 7: Grand Bay Burial F0180 ....................................................................................... 37 

Figure 8: Grand Bay Burial F0180 ceramic bowls ............................................................... 39 

Figure 9: Interpretation of Grand Bay Burial F0177............................................................. 40 

Figure 10: Original Site Photograph of Grand Bay Burial F0177 ......................................... 41 

Figure 11: Posterior view Point Bay Burial F0001 ............................................................... 44 

Figure 12: Anterior view Point Bay Burial F0001 ................................................................ 44 

Figure 13: Right os coxa from Point Bay Burial F0001 ........................................................ 46 

Figure 14: Point Bay Burial F0002 ...................................................................................... 47 

Figure 15: Point Bay Burial F0003 ...................................................................................... 48 

Figure 16: Grand Bay Burial F0180 adjacent to postholes ................................................... 55 

 

 

 



 

1 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Mortuary analysis hinges upon the central notion that mortuary practices are a direct 

reflection of cultural ideas, norms and behaviors (Binford, 1971;Carr, 1995). Essentially, 

through the analysis of burials across time and space, information about social status, 

religious ideology (and to a limited extent perception of the human body) can be inferred. 

Studies of mortuary behavior have also resulted in the extrapolation of ancestral relationships 

between the deceased and the living, in addition to institutionalized beliefs of economic, 

political, and ecological relationships (Carr, 1995; Saxe, 1971; Chesson, 2001a). Initially, 

these relationships were considered visible only through the presence and classification of 

associated burial goods (Carr, 1995; Charles and Buikstra, 2002). Recently, however, there 

has been increasing indication that the physical locale of the individual, including body 

orientation and geographic location of final deposition, has cultural and possible 

environmental determinants (see Binford, 1971; Chesson, 2001b; Charles and Buikstra, 

2002; Chénier 2009; Adams and King, 2011). 

The primary objective of this study is to provide a general comprehensive mortuary 

analysis of an archaeological population obtained from the Caribbean island of Carriacou. 

Overall, the study will focus on material obtained from the site of Grand Bay, and to a lesser 

extent, material collected from the site of Point Bay. For both Grand Bay and Point Bay the 

range of dates spans a 1000 year time period, from approximately AD 400 – AD 1400 that 

falls within the timeframe commonly referred to as the Ceramic Age.  The occupation on 

Carriacou corresponds with the terminal end of the Early Ceramic, also known as the 

Saladoid period (ca. 500 BC – AD 600) and Post Saladoid,or Late Ceramic (ca. AD 600-
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1492) period (Petersen, 1997). However, three burials from the associated site of Point Bay 

will also be briefly discussed. The site of Point Bay, despite its recent discovery, has shown 

to be of interest in understanding mortuary practices on the island of Carriacou. Three burials 

of varying condition were uncovered during a brief survey in 2011, one of which presents a 

mortuary behavior unique throughout the island. Furthermore, radiocarbon dating indicates 

occupation of Point Bay (AD 1400-1450) having occurred around the same time as terminal 

occupation for the site of Grand Bay (AD 1410-1450).  

In addition to providing a general description of the individual skeletal remains, this 

study will attempt to create an overall reconstruction of the burials, including their location, 

orientation, and description of associated material. The grave or burial is classified as the 

‘home’ or receptacle of the deceased individual(s). This is separate from the definition of 

inherited content, which includes the burial in its entirety (Tiesler et al. 2010). Essentially, 

inherited content is the consolidation of human remains, geographic location, spatial 

positioning, and, when present, the inclusion of associated burial goods (Tiesler et al. 2010). 

A study of inherited content allows for a more detailed focus on the spatial definition and 

relationship between burials, during which incorporation of individual analyses of 

interments, including description of grave shape, notation of burial practice, directional 

orientation and spatial orientation of the body can be conducted. Furthermore, by focusing on 

inherited content across a site, it becomes possible to discern a pattern between depositional 

units across time and space. This is reflected in the scholarly literature, where an increasing 

number of studies are focused not just on the analysis of the grave, but in the examination of 

inherited content (Adams and King 2011; Charles and Buikstra 2002; Chénier 2009; Chesson 
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2001b; Tiesler et al. 2010). For instance, studies involving the reporting of spatial definition 

include, but is not limited to, description of burial locations, overall organization, and their 

inferred context; in addition to the notation of settlement locations and spatial patterns 

(Chénier 2009; Adams and King 2011; Sulliven and Rodning, 2011). Essentially, it is the 

application of landscape archaeology to the analysis of mortuary remains. Overall, this 

relates back to the theoretical concept that the funerary act of burying an individual is in itself 

a socially constructed event (Adams and King 2011; Charles and Buikstra 2002; Carr 1995). 

Therefore, the physical location of grave sites, orientation of skeletal material, and placement 

of the deceased near residential areas (as identified through the presence of postholes and 

midden sites) all have an attached social meaning.  

The purpose of this study in the analysis of collected skeletal material and their 

subsequent burial locations throughout the sites of Grand Bay and Point Bay is to provide an 

initial attempt at identifying this inherited social meaning. In Chapter Two, I provide the 

theoretical basis for this study. It will focus primarily on the usage and extrapolations that 

can be achieved through mortuary analysis, in addition to the definition of landscape 

archaeology and its application to mortuary behaviors. Chapter Three provides the general 

background necessary to understand the island of Carriacou and its associated archaeological 

sites. This includes information about the local environment and geographic location, 

excavation history on the island, and general descriptions of the sites of Grand Bay and Point 

Bay. Chapter 4 will discuss the materials and methods that were used to extrapolate the 

results that are then discussed in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 is the general conclusion and summary 

of results. In addition, I will introduce topics of future research.   
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CHAPTER 2: LANDSCAPE AND MORTUARY ANALYSIS 

An analysis of mortuary behaviors that incorporates theoretical perspectives from 

landscape archaeology requires a careful revision of each field’s theoretical framework. 

Mortuary analysis is the study of burials as a physical representation of social ideologies; 

primarily through the analysis of artifact inclusion, burial placement, orientation, and energy 

expenditure. Landscape archaeology, in its broadest sense, is the study of how humankind 

has impacted and interpreted their local ecological surroundings. As this chapter shall 

illustrate, these two fields are not always mutually exclusive.  

Paradigms of Mortuary Analysis 

Mortuary analysis is a complex undertaking that has its origins within the very 

creation of archaeology. It has long been recognized that the human body, and in particular, 

excavated burials, are an important aspect of understanding past cultures, societies, and their 

ways of life (Tainter, 1975; Tainter, 1978; Trinkaus, 1984; Carr, 1995; Righter, 1997; Curet 

and Oliver, 1998; Tiesler et al., 2010). According to Binford (1971), human remains 

constitute one of the more common forms of archaeological and cultural features encountered 

by archaeologists. Their expression is highly variable and open to interpretation, both within 

and throughout archaeological sites. For instance, previous studies have linked variation in 

burials to the construction of political structure, kinship organization, ancestral worship, and 

religious ideology within past cultures (Tainter, 1975; Tainter, 1978; Carr, 1995; Righter, 

1997; Curet and Oliver, 1998; Tiesler et al., 2010; Adams and King, 2011).  

Traditionally, the study of mortuary behavior has focused on the expression of ritual 

through the inclusion of associated burials goods (Charles and Buikstra, 2002; Adams and 
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King, 2011). Mortuary artifacts were considered ideal representations of social ideologies, 

including the identification of personhood, indicators of social status, and physical 

representations of religious doctrine (Tainter, 1975; Carr, 1995; Curet and Oliver, 1998; 

Tiesler et al., 2010). They were considered to be particularly valuable in the recreation of 

social organization of past societies (Tainter, 1978; Trinkaus, 1984; Carr, 1995). Relying on 

the central tenet that associated mortuary artifacts were intentionally included within a burial, 

a change in burial goods throughout a site was considered representative of an intentional 

differentiation in mortuary treatments (Binford, 1971; Carr, 1995). These differential 

treatments could then be considered as reflective of diverse societal classifications (Carr, 

1995).  

The desire to understand and reconstruct past behaviors continues to be a central tenet 

within mortuary analysis (Tainter, 1978). However, rather than base interpretations solely on 

the inclusion of burial artifacts, archaeologists have begun to comprehend the importance of 

the burial itself. This arose as a direct result of an increase in research amongst past societies 

that contain only a minimal quantity of associated grave goods, or none at all. Without 

mortuary artifacts guiding their research, archaeologists began to notice that the essential act 

of burial or body disposition could still be useful in the determination of social ideologies 

(Curet and Oliver, 1998; Adams and King, 2011). This is based on the theoretical tenet that 

the act of burial can be correlated with a sense of history, agency, and social importance of 

the deceased within a community (Binford, 1971; Charles and Buikstra, 2002). In other 

words, similar to how mortuary artifacts are considered physical representations of social 

ideologies, the physical components of a burial (location, spatial orientation, and placement 
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of the body) are considered to be illustrative of cultural and social distinctions (Binford, 

1971; Carr, 1995; Curet and Oliver, 1998; Adams and King, 2011; Sullivan and Rodning, 

2011).   

This is perhaps most apparent in mortuary studies that have been conducted on 

burials located within archaeological residential communities. Classified as residential 

burials, these remains are characterized by their close presence within or around a house 

(Adams and King, 2011). Due to their physiological location, residential burials are 

considered to have a higher rate of association with the living population, and have been 

strongly linked to conceptualization of inheritance, familial formation, and group 

membership (Spain, 1992; Carr, 1995; Gillespie, 2001; Adams and King, 2011; Sullivan and 

Rodning, 2011). For instance, associated human remains that have been buried underneath a 

single household floor are often considered to belong to a familial grouping, and are more 

likely to express genetic similarities (Adams and King, 2011). Further studies have indicated 

that in the occurrence of deviations in mortuary treatment based on age groupings, where 

disproportionate placement of infants is either in a central location or outside of the primary 

residential area, the deviation may be related to cultural definitions of personhood or 

adulthood (Gillespie, 2001; Adams and King, 2011; Sullivan and Rodning, 2011). In 

residential burials, social distinctions and categorizations are often determined by the 

archaeologists based on where the individual was buried within the community. The primary 

determinant is location. 
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Theories of Landscape Archaeology 

All archaeological work involves some dimension of landscape analysis, particularly 

in the establishment of context (Chesson, 2001; Rodning 2010). This extends from the direct 

interaction of the archaeologist and the landscape during excavation, to the identification of 

stratigraphic layers, deposits, and notation of artifact locations through the definition of site 

borders and GIS (geographic information system) mapping. However, landscape archaeology 

involves more than just the physical interaction between the archaeologist and the natural 

environment. 

Developed in the 1990s, landscape archaeology approaches a geographically defined 

space from a humanistic perspective. Rather than view nature or ecology as part of a 

dichotomous relationship, separate from the influence of human interaction, landscape 

archaeology approaches an area as a place that is directly acted upon and defined by humans 

(Naveh, 1995; Crumley, 1999; Knapp and Ashmore, 1999; Charles and Buikstra, 2002; 

Oliver, 2007). In other words, the landscape is a defined region that is created, formatted, and 

inhabited by those who live within and around it (Naveh, 1995; Charles and Buikstra, 2002). 

Essentially, landscape archaeologists analyze how the land was utilized by past populations, 

how this has changed over time, and how it has influenced modern perceptions about the land 

(Knapp and Ashmore, 1999; Rodning, 2010). 

According to the guidelines established by UNESCO (United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization), the landscape can be divided into three cultural 

categories: defined, organic, and associative (Cleere, 1995). A fourth category, ideational, is 

introduced by Knapp and Ashmore (1999). A defined landscape is one that was created with 
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clear intent and purpose by the inhabitants of a region; it is synonymous with structured 

gardens or federal parklands (Cleere, 1995; Knapp and Ashmore, 1999). An organic 

landscape is an area that began as a natural/environmental deposit and was then incorporated 

into administrative, socio-economic, or other political systems; mines, quarries, and 

archaeological sites are classified under this subheading (Cleere, 1995). Both defined and 

organic landscapes are considered as a type of intentionally constructed region (Knapp and 

Ashmore, 1999). An associative landscape, on the other hand, is classified as a region of land 

distinguished by religious or social practices. Better known as conceptualized landscapes, 

these areas are defined by the religious, artistic, or other cultural meanings that are enforced 

upon the land by local cultures or societies (Knapp and Ashmore, 1999). Examples include 

temples, church grounds, graveyards, or any other physical locale that has social and 

religious significance (Knapp and Ashmore, 1999). This is considered distinct from 

ideational landscapes, in that an associative landscape (similar to defined and organic) 

encompasses a defined geographical area with a clear, immediate, and localized visual 

presence (Cleere, 1995; Knapp and Ashmore, 1999). An ideational landscape, however, can 

encompass an entire forest or field. It is a physical manifestation of moral messages, mythic 

histories, and other cultural traditions of the people who inhabit the land (Knapp and 

Ashmore, 1999). An ideational landscape can be considered synonymous to the creation of a 

‘home-land’ through origin myths (Knapp and Ashmore, 1999). 

It is important to note that these definitions are not absolute, and it is possible for a 

landscape to fall across several classifications. This is due to the fact that landscapes can also 

exist on different levels of scale (Naveh, 1994). For instance, in the field of archaeology, the 
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landscape is primarily limited to the site of excavation. Traditionally, an archaeological site 

is classified as an organic landscape. However, as an archaeological site is broken down into 

distinct components, whether through analytical (excavation units, stratigraphic layers, etc.) 

or conceptual (architectural classification, artifact dispersal, burial dispersal, etc.) 

benchmarks, conceptual and ideational landscapes can be identified.  

Application of Landscape Archaeology to Mortuary Analysis 

 The incorporation of landscape archaeology into mortuary analysis comes into play 

once one considers interment location, grave position, and orientation of the individual body 

as both part of the cultural process and the natural landscape. Essentially, a burial can be 

classified into two separate components: the grave and the interred content (Chesson, 2001; 

Tiesler et al., 2010). The grave is defined as the physical location and placement of interred 

material (Tiesler et al., 2010). The grave, and all that it encompasses (including the interred 

content), is the direct interaction with the local landscape. Under the definitions provided in 

the previous section, the grave would fall under the category of conceptualized landscape; 

since its creation is defined by cultural regulations as to where a body should be placed and 

what should be included within the burial (Tainter, 1975; Carr, 1995). The interred content is 

defined as the human remains and associated artifacts, if present (Tiesler et al., 2010). As 

was discussed in the earlier sections, interred content has been the primary focus of mortuary 

analysis in the past. Other than the exception of energy expenditure as witnessed in grave 

size or preparation, interred content is considered to be one of the closet links to cultural 

processes of archaeological populations.  
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 The incorporation of select landscape archaeology paradigms into mortuary analysis 

forces the archaeologist to look at burials from a different perspective. As mentioned above, 

mortuary analysis traditionally focuses on the establishment of demographic profiles and 

social ideology through the analysis of individual burials. This always remains a critical 

component of mortuary studies. However, mortuary analysis, utilizing a landscape 

perspective, shifts the focus of examination from individual burials to the identification and 

classification of burial clusters, and how these clusters are positioned in relation to other 

monuments or artifacts within an archaeological site. Rather than analyze the burials in 

isolation, as a unique archaeological feature, it encompasses them in an analysis of the entire 

archaeological site. Essentially, it forces the archaeologist to look at burials from the 

perspective of site formation. It tries to formulate hypotheses about the theological and social 

behavior of past populations by answering questions such as: where and when were the 

burials originally deposited? What are the burials located next to or near to? What some of 

the possible reasons for why they may have been placed in certain locations?  
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CHAPTER 3: ARCHAEOLOGY OF CARRIACOU 

 The Caribbean Sea is a geographical region that consists of hundreds of islands that 

spans a total land area of over 200,000 square kilometers (over 92,000 square miles) (Wilson, 

1997; Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010). It is often diversified into three major groups of islands: 

the Greater Antilles, the Lesser Antilles, and the Bahamas (which includes the Turks and 

Caicos) (Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010), though technically the latter are in the Atlantic. The 

Greater and Lesser Antillean island chains are geologically comprised of young volcanic and 

coral islands, with some limestone deposits (Fitzpatrick and Ross 2010). Archaeological 

research has placed general occupation within the Caribbean as early as ca. 5000 BC 

(Wilson, 1997; Allaire, 1999).  

Environment and Site Descriptions  

 The island of Carriacou is located 250 km north of Venezuela and 30 km north of 

Grenada. Based on geographic location it is labeled as part of the Lesser Antillean Island 

Chain, and is further associated with the Grenadine islands (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; 

Fitzpatrick, Kappers, and Kaye, 2008). Carriacou is the largest in the chain of Grenadine 

islands, measuring 32 km2 in area; 10.4 km from north to south and 8.7 km in width 

(Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). Politically, Carriacou is part of the tri-

island nation of Grenada (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b) along with Petite 

Martinique. Numerous archaeological sites have been identified on Carriacou, as highlighted 

in Figures 1 and 2, under the map Appendix. Figure 1 provides a standard 2D representation, 

with general location and size of archaeological sites noted. Figure 2 is a 3D representation 

of the island, with the westwardly side of the island in focus. This is to highlight that sites 
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have been identified throughout the entire coast of Carriacou. However, of these sites, the 

most notable are Grand Bay and Sabazan located along the southern-eastward portion of the 

island. This thesis shall focus primarily on the site of Grand Bay, with inclusion of materials 

recovered from the smaller archaeological site of Point Bay.  

 Grand Bay is located along the southeast edge of the island and covers a total area of 

approximately 6000 m2 (Kaye et al., 2004). The site itself is comprised primarily of an 

archaeological shell midden, with portions of eroded land and low grassland, in addition to a 

series of eroded gulleys that inter-cut the site (Kaye et al., 2004; Kaye et al., 2005; 

Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). It has a coastal profile which slopes gently towards the sea and is 

partially protected by a coral reef located approximately 1.5 km offshore (Kaye et al., 2004; 

Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). Geologically, the coastal profile at Grand Bay consists of stratified 

layers of a humic topsoil, followed by archaeological midden deposits interspersed with 

faunal material and numerous quantities and varieties of shells, on top of a sterile subsoil 

(consisting mostly of mixed pebble, limestone, and clay) (Kaye et al., 2004; Kaye et al., 

2005; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). The archaeological material recorded, and when possible 

collected from Grand Bay, has been numerous, including vast quantities of postholes, pits, 

and hearth features, presence of two stone cemis, ceramic adornos, undecorated pottery 

sherds, carved turtle shell and animal bone, as well as large numbers of fishbone, turtle bone, 

and mollusk shells (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a) 

 The site of Point Bay is located approximately 2 km north of Grand Bay. It is a 

smaller site that extends along the coastline for approximately 130 m (Kaye et al., 2011). 

Excavation at this site is fairly recent; having only begun in 2011 after a local fisherman 
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noticed the presence of archaeological human remains eroding from the ground (Kaye et al., 

2011). Due to the recent nature of the excavation, research of the geological composition is 

still ongoing. However, it is suspected that Point Bay follows a similar soil composition as 

that witnessed in the site of Grand Bay.   

Saladoid, Troumassan Troumassoid, and Suazoid Troumassoid 

 Saladoid is one of the earliest recognized Ceramic Age groups to have settled within 

the Lesser Antilles Islands. Unfortunately, a limited amount of information is known with 

regard to Saldoid population of the Grenadine islands, and much of it is still subject to 

research. The Saladoid reflects a culture of horticulturalists and known ceramic makers 

(Drew, 2009). Current archaeological theory identifies Saladoid populations having migrated 

from Northern Venezuela into the northern Antillean chain, gradually working their way 

southwards arriving in Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and the majority of the Lesser Antilles 

around 500 BC (Rouse, 1992; Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010; Stone, 2010). They are primarily 

associated with sites that reside on a coastal plain or strand, with access to maritime 

environments, including the use of estuarine, rocky intertidal, beach, reef, and pelagic 

environments (Petersen, 1997; Drew, 2009) Villages have been identified as fairly large, with 

a concentration of extended familial residences around a central plaza (Righter, 1997; 

Keegan, 2000; Wilson, 2007; Stone, 2010).  

 Saladoid occupation is characterized by the presence of distinct ceramic artifacts. 

Further identifying burial characteristics includes deposition of the individual in a flexed or 

sitting position, and the positioning of ceramic bowls around or over the skeleton (Drew, 

2009). Saladoid style ceramics can be divided into two subcategories, Huecan and Cedrosan 
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(Keegan, 2000; Hofman et al., 2007; Hofman et al., 2008). Huecan pottery is characterized 

by its distinct curvilinear shape, lack of painted pottery, and presence of zone incised 

decoration (Keegan, 2000; Hofman et al., 2007). Cedrosan pottery is slightly more variable 

and can be identified either through zone-incised crosshatch and the presence of white on red 

painted ware, particularly along the rims of pottery vessels (Hofman et al., 2007). 

 The Troumassan and Suazan are ceramic subseries of the Troumassoid period, ca AD 

600-1000 (Petersen et al., 2004). Troumassan and Suazan ceramics can be distinguished from 

Saladoid pottery series primarily in the reduction of decoration and presence of cruder 

construction materials (Righter, 1997; Peterson et al., 2004; Fitzpatrick et al., 2009b) 

Troumassan is identified through the presence of red, black and white painting, a decrease in 

the overall quality of the pottery, and the presence of curvilinear incised lines. The Suazan 

represents a simpler style with a decrease in the appearance of paint, an increase in scratched 

markings, and the presence of thicker pottery walls (Petersen et al., 2004). Both the 

Troumassan and Suazan periods remain associated with horticultural communities. 

Excavation History of Grand Bay and Point Bay 

For the island of Carriacou, the majority of archaeological research conducted has 

been fairly recent. The earliest recorded research can be traced back to the scholar Jesse 

Fewkes (Fewkes, 1907; Kaye et al., 2004; Hofman, 2007; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a). His 

research focused on the analysis and extensive description of ceramics as a means to 

document early occupation (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b; Stone, 2010). 

This information served as the foundation for relative dating of sites, based on pottery 

seriation.  
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 Fewke’s (1907) research was proceeded by that of Bullen and Bullen in 1969. Bullen 

and Bullen conducted a brief survey of the island, in addition to several preliminary test 

trenches at the sites of Grand Bay and Sabazan (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 

2008b). Unfortunately, after the Bullen survey, archaeological extensive research ceased on 

the island until July 1999. The only exception was of an additional survey conducted by 

Sutty in 1990 who identified Grand Bay as one of the more important sites on the island due 

to its size and variation in ceramics (Kaye, 2003; Stone, 2010). In July 1999, Kappers toured 

the site of Grand Bay and noted the presence of numerous amounts of cultural material along 

the surface of the site (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). This survey 

provided the background information for five subsequent excavations during the summer 

months of 2004, 2005, 2007, 2008, and 2011. These excavations were a joint effort of Kaye, 

Fitzpatrick, Kappers, and a team of additional volunteers and members from England, the 

Netherlands, and the U.S. (Kaye et al., 2004; Kaye et al., 2011).  

 During initial fieldwork in 2003, an extensive survey of much of the coastline and 

some of the accessible areas inland was conducted. Overall, 12 locations were located that 

contained evidence of prehistoric occupation, six of which had finds that were suggestive of 

long-term settlement activities (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b; Kaye et al., 

2011). During the summer of 1999, and again in the summers of 2003 and 2008, it was noted 

that the sites of Sabazan and Grand Bay had the most extensive shore profiles, an abundance 

of artifacts (including ceramics and worked faunal material), archaeological features, and a 

vast quantity of faunal remains (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b). Thereby leading researchers to 

conclude that of the original six sites, the most notable were that of Grand Bay and Sabazan. 
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Furthermore, in addition to numerous quantities of archaeological material the sites of 

Sabazan and Grand Bay were undergoing extensive erosive processes; primarily due to 

natural events that had been exacerbated by sand mining (Fitzpatrick et al., 2006). Due to the 

amount of material noted and threats from erosion Grand Bay was the first site selected for 

extensive excavation proceedings.  

 All seasons of excavation followed a set methodology. Initially the site was divided 

into a grid system consisting of five trenches each measuring 5 × 5 m; designated Trench 

561, 562, 415, 446, and 592 (Kaye et al., 2004). Trench 561 was excavated in the 2005 

season (Kay et al., 2009). Trenches 415 and 446 were also opened in 2004, and 

archaeological excavation on these trenches continued into the 2011 season (Kaye et al., 

2009). Trench 592, in addition to the completion of Trench 415 and 446, was the focus of the 

2011 excavation season (Kaye et al., 2011).  

These 5 × 5 m trenches were further subdivided into 1m2 units. Each unit was 

designated its own unique computer generated barcode that was to be used during field 

cataloging (Kaye et al., 2004). For each unit excavated, a 5 cm layer of topsoil was removed 

before proceeding at defined levels of 10cm (Kaye et al, 2004). Excavation of a unit ceased 

when sterile soil was encountered. Within each 5 × 5m trench, four 1m2 trenches were 

selected for additional wet sieve screening through a 6 mm mesh, up to a depth of 20 cm 

(Kaye et al., 2004; Kaye et al., 2011). This was to enable further analyses of 

zooarchaeological and paleobotanical material that would have otherwise been missed during 

excavation (Kaye et al., 2011).  
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Prior Archaeological Research 

Radiocarbon Dating 

 A total of 46 radiocarbon dates (Fitzpatrick, 2006; Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a; 

Fitzpatrick et al., 2009b; Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010) have been collected for the island of 

Carriacou. 15 are from the site of Grand Bay, one from the site of Harvey Vale, one from the 

site of Point Bay, and 27 from the site of Sabazan. Table 1 lists all dates that have currently 

been obtained from the sites of Grand Bay and Point Bay. The range of dates spans a 1000 

year time period, from approximately AD 400 – AD 1400, commonly referred to as the 

Ceramic Age.  This corresponds with the terminal end of the Early Ceramic, also known as 

Saladoid, period (ca. 500 BC – AD 600) and Post Saladoid or Late Ceramic (ca. AD 600-

1492) time range (Petersen, 1997).  

 Direct radiocarbon dates on newly recovered human remains (2011) were sent to by 

The Pennsylvania State University for pretreatment and then to the Keck Carbon Cycle 

Accelerator Mass Spectrometry laboratory (Earth System Science Department) at the 

University of California, Irvine for AMS dating. Ideally every burial currently excavated 

would have an associated radiocarbon date. Due to budgetary limitations and time 

constraints, this is not often possible. Instead, the latest radiocarbon dating to be conducted 

was on materials obtained from three burials excavated during the 2011 season on Carriacou. 

Two were obtained from the site of Grand Bay; specifically a portion of the fibula from both 

F0177 and F0180. Analysis of a portion of human skull from burial Grand Bay F0164, is still 

currently under analysis and awaiting results. A singular date was obtained from burial F001 
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at Point Bay of AD 1400-1450. This is the only date for the site of Point Bay as of yet.  All 

currently calculated radiocarbon dates are listed in Table 1.  

 Burial F0177 from Grand Bay was dated to AD 1410-1450.This date falls towards the 

terminal period of occupation for Grand Bay. Burial F0180 was calculated as AD 620-680, 

and represents a consistent period of occupation that has been obtained from dating of other 

archaeological material.  

Preliminary Analysis of Ceramics 

 A large quantity of pottery sherds have been collected from the site of Grand Bay. 

Pottery was primarily constructed from exotic materials, utilizing volcanic sand as a temper 

(Fitzpatrick et al., 2008a). The use of exotic temper suggests active trade and exchange 

relationships in the region. In addition, deposition of pottery throughout the site has served as 

physical correlation for general aging of the site of Grand Bay. Ceramics collected from the 

upper levels of the midden deposit in Trenches 415 and 446 are stylistically consistent with 

pottery from the Troumassan Troumassoid to Suazoid Troumassoid period, circa AD 700-

1500 (Kaye et al., 2004). Troumassoid pottery is characterized by the presence of red, black 

and white, painting and the use of curvilinear incised lines (Stone, 2010). The lower level of 

the archaeological profile contains stylistically distinct pottery, of painted red ceramics and 

painted pottery rims of white on red. This is stylistically identified as Cedorsan Saladoid, ca. 

AD 350-700 (Keegan, 2000; Kaye et al., 2004).    

Zooarchaeological Analysis  

 The Caribbean islands are home to a variety of plant and animal taxa, including 2.9 

percent of the world’s vertebrate species and 2.3 percent of the plant species, in addition to 
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over 1,500 species of fish, 25 species of coral, and over 600 species of mollusk (Fitzpatrick 

and Keegan, 2007; Stone, 2010). It is therefore no surprise that a vast quantity of 

archaeological faunal material has been collected from the site of Grand Bay. Most notable 

are Eustrombus [Strombus] gigas (better known as the Queen conch) which dominates the 

excavated shell species. Further examination of shells reveals the presence of bivalves, 

gastropoda, chitons and a small number of species found on the nearby low rocky/coral 

foreshore (Bullen and Bullen, 1967; Haag, 1967; Sutty, 1977; Kaye et al., 2004). These 

species are considered representative of an early accessible subsistence, primarily focused on 

the exploitation of local marine ecosystems. This subsistence pattern has been corroborated 

within other archaeological sites, in particular faunal assemblages during the Saladoid and 

post-Saladoid tradition. These are characterized by a shift from subsistence based on 

invertebrate assemblages to that of marine mollusks (Newsom and Wing, 2004).   

Of particular interest to the understanding of cultural traditions was the high incident 

rate of turtle bone (Cheloniidae) at the site of Grand Bay. Sea turtles are identified as having 

social and subsistence importance. Other than the inclusion of turtle bones within local 

midden deposits, there are several examples of the turtle bone having been worked. This 

includes pieces that have been shaped into a burnishing tool as well as a single incident of 

turtle bone having been carved into a finely shaped and pointed awl and a vomit spatula 

(Davis, 1973; Kaye et al., 2004; Kaye et al., 2011).  

Prior Burial Research 

 Prior to the 2011 excavation period, over 20 burials had been identified. The majority 

had been initially identified either eroding from the surface of the island or along the coastal 
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profile. As a result, the recovered remains were variable in preservation, only 19 of which 

could be assigned a sex or age. These are listed under Table 2. Of those 19, there appears to 

be an even distribution between male and females. However, there is a clear disparity 

between ages with the majority of individuals having been classified as adults. Three 

skeletons were aged to be in a period of adolescence (defined as between 10-15 years), and a 

fourth was identified based on dentition as a child of 6 years.    

 Of the burials analyzed, five displayed clear indications of trauma and potential 

pathology (Reeves, 2006; Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a; Stone, 2010). Trauma included noted 

fractures of the clavicle, humerus, radius, ulna, femur, and fibula (Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a).   

 Overall, each burial is considered representative of a single individual. There was 

only one distinct occurrence where more than one individual was interred within a single 

burial. This was from F0164, located in Trench 563. F0164 contained an isolated adult 

human skull located directly above a nearly complete crouched skeleton (Kaye et al., 2009). 

Further excavation revealed several disarticulated bones belonging to a late-term fetus from 

within the fill separating the isolated skull and skeleton below (Kaye et al., 2009).  

 As of 2009, there appeared to be no definable pattern of disposition. While the 

remains are consistently placed in a flexed position, an individual may be found upright, 

lying on their back, or on their side. In addition, there appears to be no correlation with burial 

position and the cardinal directions (Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a).  

.  
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CHAPTER 4: MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Materials 

Standards for skeletal data collection 

  Standards for data collection were taken from “Standards for Data Collection from 

Human Skeletal Remains: Proceedings of a Seminar at The Field Museum of Natural 

History” by Jane E. Buikstra and Douglas H. Ubelaker (1994). Additional information was 

obtained from “Data Collection Procedures for Forensic Skeletal Material” by Peer M. 

Moore-Jansen, Stephen D. Ousely, and Richard L. Jantz (1994). All measurement 

categorizations and methods were procured from these texts. 

 Skeletal inventory forms were provided by Dr. Scott Burnett. Dr. Burnett’s form 

follows the coding guidelines established by Buikstra and Ubelaker in “Standards” (1994). 

This form has been utilized for the cataloging of all human remains obtained from the sites of 

Grand Bay and Point Bay. It was chosen to maintain consistency between studies, and to 

facilitate easier comparison of results during future analyses. Hard copies of the inventory 

were kept, and a digital copy was put into an Excel database for electronic storage. Once 

complete, the data will be transferred to the project’s ArcheoLINK system. 

Osteological Collection  

 Over 25 burials have now been excavated and transported from the island of 

Carriacou. Primary analysis of the skeletons collected during earlier excavations (prior 2011) 

has been conducted by bioarchaeologist Dr. Scott Burnett (Eckerd College). These skeletons 

are currently under his care and supervision, while undergoing further analysis. For this 

thesis, skeletal analysis was conducted on seven burials that were excavated from the site of 
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Grand Bay, and three from the site of Point Bay. All burials were excavated during the 

summer of 2011. The skeletal remains were transported and analyzed at the North Carolina 

State University Archaeology Lab. The archaeological material from these 10 burials are 

now undergoing further research and temporary storage at the Coastal Archaeology and 

Human Ecology Laboratory at the University of Oregon under the direction of Dr. Scott 

Fitzpatrick.    

The collected skeletal remains were of variable preservation, ranging from 75% to 

less than 10% complete. All skeletons were missing elements and were in a fragmentary 

condition. The most common elements absent were the vertebrae, portions of the ossa coxae, 

portions of the skull, and the manual and pedal phalanges. The diagenetic conditions of the 

collected skeletal material made sex and age estimation difficult. In the majority of cases, it 

was not possible to create a demographic profile for each burial.  

GIS Maps and Site Photographs 

 GIS (Geographic Information System) Maps were provided by Michiel Kappers, 

creator of ArcheoLINK and primary data collector during field projects. Information was 

obtained using data points that were plotted and obtained during the three excavation seasons 

of 2007, 2008, and 2011. These maps were used in order to determine spatial relationships of 

burials to each other, within the site in general, and to other archaeological features 

(specifically midden deposits and postholes).  
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Methods 

Age estimation 

 Age estimation, when applicable, was conducted using a suite of techniques; 

including, general morphological completeness of bones, presence of epiphyses and 

epiphyseal closure, presence or absence of permanent dentition, and degeneration of the 

pubic symphyseal face on the os coxae (commonly referred to as the Suchey-Brooks 

method). Unfortunately, due to taphonomic wear and general condition of the collected 

skeletal material, in most instances it was not possible to determine a specific age range. 

Instead, only general categories of child, young adult, and adult could be ascertained.  

 In addition, it should be mentioned that aging using dental wear was not conducted. 

While previous work in the field of archaeology has shown that wear patterns on permanent 

dentition (particularly wear on the permanent first, second, and third molars) has had success 

in the categorization of more specific age profiles, such a technique was not conducted for 

the population on Carriacou. This was in part due to the lack of a reference collection, or 

prior studies that have included correlations between dental wear and age assessment for a 

precontact Caribbean archaeological population. Not having a reference collection would be 

less of an issue if aging could be corroborated by other skeletal elements. However, as has 

been previously mentioned, this is not possible with the current collection. Lastly, it was 

chosen not to conduct an age assessment based on dental wear due to the fact that not all 

teeth were located in occlusion. While of minimal concern, this still produces a 

disassociation error that would have to be accounted for. While this method of age estimation 

was discarded, that does not discount its validity and importance within the field. Future 



 

24 

studies may wish to include this in their analysis, especially in the assessment of dental 

pathology.  

For the majority of the skeletal remains, only a general age categorization of subadult, 

and adult could be performed. Subadult is defined as any individual below the age of 

puberty, traditionally assessed at 19 years or younger. Adult is defined as an individual 

between the age of 20 and 50 years. Any individual assessed to be 50 years or more is 

traditionally classified as elderly within archaeology. 

Assessment of adulthood is determined through notation of the absence of 

developmental growth plates, in addition to length of the long bones and eruption of 

permanent dentition. Furthermore, the absence of degenerative indicators (such as 

osteoporosis, skeletal lesions, or lipping of articular surfaces particular around the present 

vertebrae) suggest that these individuals have not entered into an elderly state (> 60 years). 

However, this still leaves a wide age range of between 20-50 years for the majority of the 

individuals. 

Sex estimation 

 Sex estimation can be conducted on a skeleton utilizing morphological and metric 

data. Ideally, sex would be based on a detailed analysis of the innominates, with additional 

confirmation being provided from the cranium. When sex assessment was possible, this study 

utilized morphological indicators only. For the os coxae these morphological indicators are 

listed in “Standards” and primarily follow Phenice’s technique for sex determination 

(Phenice, 1969; Buikstra and Ubelaker, 1994). Phenice’s technique includes morphological 

assessment of the ventral arc, subpubic concavity, and ischiopubic ramus ridge. For the 
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cranium, primary assessment was based on cranial scoring of the nuchal crest, mastoid 

process, supra-orbital margin, and supra-orbital ridge/glabella. This corresponds to the 

scoring system created by Ascadi and Nemeskeri, and again can be located in “Standards” 

(Ascadi and Nemeskeri, 1970; Buikstra and Ubelaker, 1994). 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

RESULTS 

Skeletal Analysis 

General Overview 

The skeletons presented for analysis have undergone extensive fragmentation. The 

most intact (F001 from Carriacou, Point Bay) is represented by only ~75% of the skeleton; 

including identifiable portions of the vertebrae, os coxae, scapulae, ribs, and virtually intact 

long bones. However, on average, the majority only contain ~50% of the original skeletal 

material. Most commonly, this includes significant portions of the long bones, cranium, and 

on occasions portions of the os coxae. This has impacted the ability to properly assess age 

and sex from the remains. Sex could only be assessed for a single individual (F001 PB, 

female). This individual was, in addition, the only one that could be assigned to a narrow age 

category.  

 Overall, the individuals within Grand Bay and Point Bay contain very few skeletal 

markers of stress or poor health. Of the recently excavated remains, there are no indicators of 

disease, such as treponemal infection, skeletal lesions, porotic hyperostosis, or cribra 

orbitalia. In addition, there was no evidence of skeletal trauma. Nor is there any indication of 

mandibular or maxillary abscess. However, there was noted presence of calculus formation 

on dentition for all individuals collected. In an independent study conducted by Jessica Stone 

(Stone, n.d.; Stone, 2010), two instances of enamel hypoplasia on individuals F0180 and 

Individual 2 of Burial F0177 collected from the site of Grand Bay were identified. These 

appear to correspond with age of weaning (Stone, n.d.; Stone, 2010). General analysis of 
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dentition has yet to be done for the individuals collected from Point Bay. Nor has analysis of 

dental wear for the 2011 burials excavated from Point Bay and Grand Bay been conducted. 

Grand Bay Burial F0184 

 Remains represented in burial F0184 were highly fragmentary and very few in 

number. Complete skeletal inventory of Burial F0184 consisted of unidentified cranial 

fragments, suprameatal crest of an unsided temporal, unsided styloid process, unsided 

clavicle fragment, unidentifiable fragment of either a humeral or femoral head, unidentified 

phalanx, and additional miscellaneous skeletal fragments.  

Due to the limited number and fragmentary condition of skeletal remains, age 

estimation and sex estimation could not be conducted. Furthermore it is not possible to 

conclude that Burial F0184 contained solely one individual. Part of the problem, besides 

preservation, was that Burial F0184 was located along the western border-edge of Trench 

592. It is unclear if there is associated skeletal material that has yet to be excavated.  

Grand Bay Burial L0002 

 Of the ten burials excavated during the 2011 archaeological season, Burial L0002 

contained the least amount of associated skeletal material. Inventory consisted of unidentified 

cranial fragments, unsided temporal fragment, left parietal, unidentified long bone fragments, 

and miscellaneous skeletal material. Due to the liminal skeletal material present, sex and age 

identification was not possible.  

Grand Bay Burial F0009 

 Burial F0009 is located along the south eastern edge of Trench 592. It is immediately 

adjacent to two other burials, F0181 and F0190. See Figure 1. Site photographs reveal that 
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while buried within close proximity of one another, there is no visible overlapping of skeletal 

material contained within each burial. It is therefore appropriate to treat F0009, F0181, and 

F0190 as separate burial units. Radiocarbon analysis of F0009, F0181, and F0190 has not 

been conducted. It is unknown if these three adjacent burials represent a contemporaneous 

period of deposition, or if there was merely a chance revisitation of this particular area.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: From left to right: Burial F0190, F0009, and F0180 (Photograph by Scott 

Fitzpatrick) 
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Figure 2: Burial F0009 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

Of the three adjacent burials, burial F0009 lies in the center, and is the second most 

well-preserved. Large portions of the cranium were found including a significant portion of 

the occipital, a section of the frontal bone, both left and right zygomatics, unsided parietal 

fragments, and unsided temporal fragments. The post-cranial skeleton was not as complete. 

Highly fragmented os coxae were identified, as well as intact left and right femoral shafts, 

left and right radial shafts, ulnar fragments, tibial and fibular fragments, right pisiform, left 

capitate, left and right talus, unsided cuboid, left and right middle cuneiform, and 

unidentified phalangeal fragments. Due to the quantity of skeletal material recovered, and 



 

30 

lack of duplication of key skeletal sections it was determined that the skeletal material 

recovered from F0009 is representative of a single individual. 

While a potential sex estimation of female could be assessed this is based off a single 

skeletal marker; specifically the absence of a nuchal crest on the occipital. The skull and os 

coxae were too fragmented to confirm the initial diagnosis, thus the burial was classified as 

unknown. Due to the fragmentary condition of the bones, and absence of the distal and 

proximal ends of the long bones, a specific age assessment could not be done. However, 

based on the general size and length of the central shafts of the recovered long bones, size of 

the cranial fragments, and absence of subadult distinguishing factors the individual was 

determined as having reached a stage of adulthood. 

No grave goods were noted alongside the skeletal material. If grave gods had been 

included at the initial time of burial, they would have been of a perishable nature. Common 

examples of this include deposits of organic textiles, plant material, or other sources of food.  
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Grand Bay Burial F0181 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3: Burial F0181 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

Burial F0181 is situated along the south eastern edge, slightly towards the center of 

Trench 592. It is one of the three immediately adjacent burials and of the three it has the 

greatest degree preservation.  

Skeletal inventory of Burial F0181 revealed the presence of a highly fragmented 

cranium. This included identifiable portions of the frontal, left and right temporal, left and 

right parietal, occipital, as well as associated cranial fragments that were too small to 

specifically identify. Post cranial elements included vertebral fragments, os coxae fragments, 

left and right humeri, left and right radii, a portion of the left ulnar shaft, distal shaft and end 
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of the right ulna, left femur, unsided tibia fragments, miscellaneous long bone fragments, and 

miscellaneous skeletal fragments. Based on the amount of material present, and lack of 

duplication of skeletal elements, it was determined that Burial F0181 represents skeletal 

material from a single individual.  

Despite the better of preservation, sex estimation still could not be conducted for 

Burial F0181. While fragments of the os coxae were present, no features used in sex 

estimation could be identified. A similar problem occurred with the cranium, for while 

numerous pieces of the cranium were identified, the primary features used in determining sex 

could not be accurately determined. Thus, the sex of Burial F0181 was classified as 

unknown. 

Due to the absence of identifiable rib ends, intact portions of the vertebrae, and the 

minimal preservation of the os coxae, a specific age range could not be determined. 

However, based on size and potential length of the long bones, in addition to the presence of 

full epiphyseal closure at the distal ends of the long bones, it was determined that Burial 

F0181 represented the remains of an adult individual.  

No associated grave goods were identified. However, faunal material was found 

commingled amongst the human remains. This included small fish vertebrae and small 

fragments of shell. It should be noted that the largest piece of collected faunal material was 

no larger than a nickel. Due to the size of the collected faunal material, it is highly unlikely 

that its inclusion was intentional. Instead, it is suspected that its appearance was the result of 

unintentional disturbances; most likely due to tidal impacts and soil erosion. 
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Grand Bay Burial F0190 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4: Burial F0190 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

Burial F0190 is located along the south eastern edge of Trench 592. It is one of the 

three immediately adjacent burials. Remains from burial F0190 consist primarily of 

indistinguishable bone fragments and teeth. Several of the fragments could be identified as 

potential long bone or cranial pieces. However, due to size and condition of the fragments 

further identification was not possible. 

 The excavation of F0190 resulted in the recovery of both adult and deciduous 

dentition. Of the permanent teeth recovered, there were no indications that suggested the 
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presence of multiple adults. General identification resulted in the classification of eight 

maxillary teeth (including the right third and first molar, right and left canine, left third and 

first molar, an unsided central incisor, and an unsided second molar), and seven mandibular 

teeth (left first and second molar, right and left central incisor, right second premolar, and 

right first and second molar). Both the mandibular and maxillary incisors present with 

notching along the cusp; see Figure 5 for detail. Notched incisors tend to be conflated as 

Hutchinson’s incisors and are therefore commonly linked to diseases such as congenital 

syphilis, William’s disease, or ectodermal dysplasia (Eversole, 2002; Ghom and Maske, 

2008). However, notched incisors can also be caused through environmental wear and tear, 

or developmental deficiencies (Eversole, 2002). It is suspected that in this instance, the 

notching is nonpathological in origin. Instead it is suspected to be caused by incomplete root 

formation; thereby, resulting in breakage of the cusp where the root is thinnest. However, 

more research is needed. 
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Figure 5: Burial F0190 Notched Incisor (Photograph by Jessica Osborne) 

 

 

 

 Despite the lack of identifiable skeletal components, preliminary analysis of 

recovered dentition indicates that Burial F0190 contained a minimum of two individuals; 

potentially one adult, and one child. Additional analyses are required.  

In addition to the collected adult teeth, archaeological investigations uncovered 

deciduous dentition (primarily developing molar crowns), as well as what appeared to be a 

child’s mandible; see Figure 6. Due to complications during the post excavation period 

damage was sustained to the child’s jaw. In order to avoid continued damage and 

complications further analysis was not conducted.  
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Figure 6: Burial F0190 Suspected Child Jaw (Photograph by Jessica Osborne) 

 

 

 

 There were no grave goods noted for Burial F0190. If grave goods had been included 

during the initial burial they were of a non-preservative material that could not be identified 

within the archaeological record.  
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Grand Bay Burial F0180 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7: Burial F0180 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

Burial F0180 can be classified as a unique burial. Excavated from the eastern edge of 

trench 592, with no other identifiable burials in the immediate vicinity, F0180 is partially 

isolated.  

Skeletal inventory revealed several distinguishable cranial fragments, including 

portions of the parietals, frontal, occipital, and temporals. The left and right zygomatics were 

recovered, in addition to a portion of the maxillae. There was also a preponderance of adult 

teeth collected from the burial, including ten mandibular, ten maxillary, and nine 
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unidentifiable. The unidentifiable teeth were all molars; however, due to deterioration of the 

root and crowns further classification was not possible. For the post-cranial skeletal elements 

fragmentary portions of the illium and pubis of an os coxa were identified; in addition to 

segments of the humeral, ulnar, left and right femoral, tibial, and fibular shafts, fragments of 

an unsided humeral head, the left and right capitate, and right hamate.  

Despite the presence of os coxae fragments, the quality of preservation was too poor 

to allow for of an accurate estimate of sex. Sex of the individual is therefore labeled as 

unknown. The length of long bones, absence of epiphyseal plates, and presence of permanent 

dentition indicates that individual within Burial F0180 had reached a state of adulthood. 

There was no indication of trauma or pathology. However, an independent study of 

the dentition, conducted by Jessica Stone (2010), noted the presence of LEH (Linear Enamel 

Hypoplasia) along several of the teeth. The LEH is correlated with a single instance of stress, 

specifically the period of weaning (Stone, u.d; Stone, 2010).  

It should be noted that a portion of the fibular midshaft was utilized for radiocarbon 

analysis. A calculated date of AD 620-680 was obtained. This time frame is representative of 

the midpoint of the site occupation within Grand Bay.  

Deviating from the pattern witnessed in prior burials, Burial F0180 has the clear 

inclusion of intentional burial goods. Placed carefully around the flexed skeleton are four 

large ceramic bowls. The picture included above shows the orientation of the bowls around 

the skeleton, with one placed by the head, one by the folded arms, a fragment of another 

between the lower limbs, and a fourth located posteriorly to the flexed lower limbs. Figure 8 

provides a more detailed appearance of the upper three bowls. It is unsure if anything was 
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contained within the ceramic bowls. It is recommended that future research would explore 

the possibility that the bowls were used as a decorative inclusion, or as containers for organic 

material.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 8: Burial F0180, highlighting inclusion of ceramic bowls (Photograph by Scott 

Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

Grand Bay Burial F0177 

Burial F0177 was initially discovered eroding from the coastal profile during the 

summer of 2010.These bones were collected for preservation, and transported to Eckerd 

College. Complete excavation of the burial occurred in 2011. Initially it was suspected that 

Burial F0177 was representative of a single adult, positioned crouched on its back. Kaye et 
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al. (2011) published an initial interpretive sketch, drawn by the archaeological illustrator 

John Swogger. Laboratory analysis of the skeletal material collected during the 2010 and 

2011 excavation season revealed that F0177 contained a repeat of skeletal elements, 

indicating that more than one individual may have been present. This was further 

complicated by the commingling of a partial turtle skeleton and human skeletal material 

within the lower layer of the burial deposit. To avoid further confusion and complication 

during the lab analysis, the skeletal material from Burial F0177 was divided into 3 distinct 

groupings; labeled “Individual 1,” “Individual 2,” and “Individual 3.” This was a tentative 

classification and may not reflect the actual number of individuals present within the burial. 

Instead it provides a tentative MNI (minimum number of individuals) for the burial deposit. 

 

 

 

    
Figure 9: Original Interpretation of Burial F0177 (photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick, additional 

illustration provided by John Swogger) 
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Figure 10: Original Site Photograph of Burial F0177 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick)  

 

 

 

“Individual 1” (labeled within the ArcheoLINK database as 001702) consisted of the 

skeletal material that was collected during the 2010 excavation season. Skeletal inventory of 

the remains revealed no cranial elements. For the postcranial material, right radial and right 

ulnar shafts were identified, as well as portions of the left and right femur, a left and right 

tibia, left and right fibula, left and right calcaneus, left lateral cuneiform, as well as manual 

and pedal phalanges. In addition, several permanent teeth were collected, including maxillary 

incisors, maxillary molars, mandibular molars, mandibular premolars, mandibular canines, 

and mandibular incisors. All teeth were consistent with the individual having reached 

adulthood. The presence of calculus was noted on the majority of mandibular teeth, but 

analysis of dentition did not advance beyond that point. Furthermore, “Individual 1” did not 

present any indications of trauma or pathology. Sex identification was not conducted. A 
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general classification of adult was determined based on presence of permanent dentition, 

physiological length of long bones, and presence of full epiphyseal closure. 

“Individual 2” represented the majority of skeletal material collected during the 2011 

excavation season, and as a result was slightly more extensive. Cranial elements were 

identified including frontal, left and right parietal, a portion of the occipital, portions of the 

left and right temporal bones, left zygomatic, and an intact mandible. For postcranial 

elements, fragments of the left and right clavicle were observed, as well as unsided portions 

of the scapulas, the right patella, vertebral fragments, distal and proximal end of the left 

humerus, a portion of the right humerus, left and right radial shafts, left and right ulnar shafts, 

left and right femoral shafts, left tibia, unsided fibular shaft fragments, right pisiform, right 

trapezoid, right capitate, left hamate, left talus, left cuboid, left medial cuneiform, as well as 

manual and pedal phalanges. Permanent teeth were also collected, including a total of 5 

maxillary and 15 mandibular. All collected teeth were consistent with the individual having 

reached adulthood. Similar to “Individual 1”, “Individual 2” showed not indications of 

trauma or pathology. However, in an independent analysis of the dentition, an instance of 

LEH was noted (Stone, n.d.). LEH expression is hypothesized to correspond with the period 

of weaning. Sex was classified as unknown. Age was classified as an adult. It should be 

mentioned that a portion of the left fibula from “Individual 2” was collected for radiocarbon 

analysis. A calculated date of AD 1410-1450 was obtained. This places the burial near the 

end of occupation within the site.  

“Individual 3” was skeletal material that had also been excavated during the 2011 

archaeological season. These skeletal elements were treated separate from those labeled 
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within “Individual 2,” as this material was part of the commingled human and faunal 

material. During excavation turtle bones were discovered at the lower stratum of Burial 

F0177. Based on the location within the burial and cultural significance of turtle within 

Caribbean cultures, the turtle was identified as an intentional inclusion and treated as an 

associated grave good. As a result, it was collected and bagged separately from the 

identifiable human skeletal material. During laboratory analysis of the turtle bones, several 

human skeletal elements were identified. This included unidentified metacarpal fragments, 

left talus, shaft of an unidentified metatarsal, and several pedal proximal phalanges. Age and 

sex were not assigned for “Individual 3,” as it is still unclear if the remains are representative 

of a third individual. It is suspected that skeletal material labeled “Individual 3” are merely a 

continuation of the material currently labeled “Individual 2.”  

Based on the duplication of skeletal elements within F0177, most notably the 

presence of two left tali and two left tibiae, MNI has been assessed as that of two individuals. 

It is unclear if the inclusion of multiple individuals was intentional. Burial F0177 is located 

north of the central plateau, along the sloping coastal edge. As was mentioned earlier, Burial 

F0177 was initially identified by the presence of skeletal material eroding from the surface. 

This indicates that even before initial excavation, Burial F0177 had begun to undergo 

environmental disturbance. Therefore, it is argued that Burial F0177, at the time of 

excavation, no longer accurately reflected the position of the bodies as they would have been 

positioned during the initial and intentional deposit. Despite the inclusion of a grave good 

within the lower stratum, it is being classified as a disturbed burial. 
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Point Bay Burial F0001 

 

 

 

   
 Figure 11: Site Photograph of Burial F0001 posterior view (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

   
Figure 12: Site Photograph of Burial F0001 anterior view (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 
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 During the 2011 archaeological field season, several human remains were found 

eroding from the surface at a new site, called Point Bay. Excavation revealed the presence of 

three adjacent burials; subsequently labeled F0001, F0002, and F0003. Of the three, F0001 

proved to be a pleasant surprise. Preservation was excellent, with approximately 80% of the 

skeleton having been identified. Inventory of the skeletal remains revealed a well preserved 

frontal bone, significant portions of the left and right parietals, as well as the occipital bone, 

and the left zygomatic. For the post cranial skeleton, fragments of the left and right scapulae 

were identified, as were intact portions of the left and right os coxae, identifiable cervical, 

thoracic, and lumbar vertebrae, fragmentary ribs; portions of the left and right humeri, right 

ulna, left and right femurs, left and right tibiae, and left fibula; in addition to an unsided 

intact radii, left ulna, and right fibula. Furthermore, there was excellent preservation of the 

carpals, metacarpals, tarsals, metatarsals, and both manual and pedal phalanges; all carpals 

and tarsals were represented.  

Due to the excellent preservation of the os coxae, sex classification was possible for 

Burial F0001. The individual was determined to be female, based on the phenotypic 

expression of pubic body shape, subpubic concavity, ischiopubic ramus ridge, and the 

composite arch. The os coxae were also used in age determination. The iliac crest is one of 

the last skeletal elements to undergo fusion, and therefore growth completion. On average, 

the iliac crest begins fusion at the onset of puberty (14-16 in females) and has undergone 

obliteration within the early 20’s.  As illustrated in Figure 13, the iliac crest has begun fusion, 

but has yet to undergo obliteration. Age was corroborated by the use of Todd Scoring system 
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and sternal rib ends. Both resulted in an age range of 18-25 years. The final age 

determination for Burial F0001 was a range of 18-23 years.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 13: Right Os Coxa from Burial F0001; note the absence of fusion along the iliac crest 

(Photograph by Jessica Osborne) 

 

 

 

 In addition to the high rate of preservation, Burial F0001 was surprising given its 

arrangement and association with other materials. Burial deposition differed significantly 

from what has been previously witnessed throughout the island of Carriacou, as it is the only 

burial as of yet to include intentional placement of stone. As illustrated in the site 

photographs above, stones were placed carefully around the body and excavation revealed 

two large stones, one of which was placed on the lap and the other clutched in the arms of the 

individual. As of yet, it is currently unknown why stones were chosen for inclusion within 
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the burial. Radiocarbon analysis of the distal right ulna was conducted. A date of AD 1400-

1450 was obtained. Due to the position of the face towards the surface of the ground, and the 

placement of the stones suggesting they were designed to hold the individual in place, it is 

possible that Burial F0001 represents a deviant burial. This time period corresponds to the 

terminal period of occupation at the site of Grand Bay. It is possible that Point Bay represents 

a new burial tradition, or there was some cultural significance to this individual. Until further 

excavation is conducted at Point Bay, mortuary interpretation is minimal and highly difficult.  

Point Bay Burial F0002 

 

 

 

 
Figure 14: Burial F0002 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

 Burial F0002 is represented by minimal skeletal material. No cranial elements were 

identified. Several fragments of long bones were identified, including portions of 

unidentified humeri, ulnae, radii, tibiae, and fibulas. In addition the left and right femoral 
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shafts were located. It is suspected that the collected skeletal material belongs to a single 

individual, but this is only a tentative conclusion. The remains are too fragmentary and 

poorly preserved for a conclusive statement to be made. Furthermore, due to the severe 

degradation of the collected skeletal material, sex and age estimation was not possible.  

Point Bay Burial F0003 

 

 

 

 
Figure 15: Burial F0003 (Photograph by Scott Fitzpatrick) 

 

 

 

 Burial F003 consists of surface deposits that were identified during the 2011 summer 

excavation period. The remains are few in number and highly fragmentary. During laboratory 

analysis several cranial elements were identified, including portions of the occipital, an intact 

left temporal and left zygomatic. Post cranial elements included a right patella, fragments of 

the distal end of an unsided femur, miscellaneous long bone fragments, and unidentified 
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skeletal remains. Due to the limited number of collected skeletal elements, sex and age 

estimation was not conducted. While it could be argued that the remains from Burial F0003 

represent skeletal elements absent from burial F0002, both Burial F0002 and Burial F0003 

would still be missing an extensive amount of skeletal material. Furthermore, excavation 

notes, as well as data compiled from the GIS maps, indicate these two burials to be distinct. 

As a result, Burial F0003 has been classified as a separate individual.  

Mortuary Analysis 

 Based on limited information that can be obtained from derived population dynamics, 

it is suspected that the site of Grand Bay was inclusive for all age groupings, as well as sex 

divisions. Due to the small sample size of burials collected from the site of Point Bay, no 

inferences with regard to population dynamics can be made at this time. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Population Age Profile 

 n Population % 

Subadult (18 <) 4 17 

Adult (18>) 18 75 

Unknown 1 8 

Total 23 100 

 

 

 

Tentative demographic analysis of the archaeological population collected from 

Grand Bay may be attempted, but only under the assumption that the sample does not 

represent a standard population. Within archaeological demographic studies, the standard 

which has developed consists of a higher number of subadults and elderly individuals, than 

young and middle aged adults (Sattenspiel and Harpending, 1983; Horowitz et al., 1988). 
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However, within the site of Grand Bay there is a reverse of this trend. There is a higher 

preponderance of adults (75% of the identified skeletal population), with no indication of the 

elderly, and only a limited identification of subadults. This is due to several factors, the most 

notable being the small sample size of the archaeological collection. Furthermore, as has 

been previously mentioned, there is a low rate of skeletal preservation within the sample, 

with the majority of individuals being represented by only 50% of skeletal material. 

An additional hypothesis that should be taken into consideration is social factors 

regarding selective deposition. When a demographic profile deviates from an expected 

archaeological population (i.e., high numbers of infants and old adults aged 45 or older), this 

indicates that there may be a selective bias against said individuals. Depending on the 

associated condition of burial deposition this could indicate the occurrence of a unique event, 

such as disease or genocide, or it could be due to social selection; usually where children of a 

certain age are buried in a separate location from the rest of the community (Wood et al., 

1992; Baxter, 2008; Komar, 2008).  

 

 

 

Table 4: Population Profile Sex 

 n Population % 

Female 6 26 

Male 6 26 

Unknown 11 48 

Total 23 100 

 

 

 

For Table 4 questionable classifications of sex were included under the primary 

category. To clarify, a questionable male was counted under male. This was due, in part, to 
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the small number of questionable sex classifications; as there was only one questionable male 

identified and only two questionable females. Therefore, the inclusion of questionable 

individuals does not significantly impact initial interpretations. 

 As Table 4 illustrates, for those individuals where sex could be determined, there is 

an even dispersal of males and females throughout the site. The presence of both males and 

females corroborates with the statement made earlier, that there does not appear to be an 

intended mortuary bias against one particular social group. However, it should be noted that 

almost half of the archaeological population, a calculated 48 %, sex could not be determined. 

As Table 3 illustrates, this is due less to the inclusion of subadults, but more to the minimal 

preservation of the os coxae and skulls of the recovered individuals.  

 

 

 

Table 5: Cardinal Orientation (Burial) 

 N % 

N – S 4 25 

NE – SW 3 18 

S – N 3 18 

W – E 2 13 

SE – NW 2 13 

SW – NE  2 13 

Total 16 100 

 

 

 

It should be noted that for seven of the identified Grand Bay burials, cardinal 

orientation is unknown. Direction of orientation was previously defined as the direction a 

person would be facing if a line was drawn from cranial to caudal if on their back/side, or 

ventral to dorsal if lying in a sitting position (Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a). Of those for which 
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cardinal orientation could be identified, there is a slight increase in the number of those 

buried from a north to south position. However, this is probably more a reflection of small 

sample sizes than burial preference. 

Referring back to Table 2a and Table 2b, in combination with Table 5, it becomes 

apparent that there is a notable lack of consistency within depositional position and cardinal 

orientation within the site of Grand Bay. Other than the high rate of flexed burials there are 

no further consistencies within the burials. This lack of commonality between the burials 

suggests that how a body was initially handled and disposed was not controlled by 

overarching religious or cultural doctrine within the community. Instead, there is indication 

that it may have been based more on local level, specifically that of individual households. 

There are further echoes of this the within burial distribution across the site. 

It should be noted that this is an initial interpretation. Radiocarbon dates place site 

occupation over roughly a thousand year time span, during which temporal variation or inter-

household flexibility in mortuary treatment may have occurred. Continued research is 

required.  

Burial Distribution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6: Burial Location 

 N % 

Central Plateau 7 33 

Coastline: Northern edge 10 48 

Coastline: Southern edge 4 19 

Total 21 100 
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Due to a variety of complications several of the burials had to be excluded from the 

final count. This included Burial 03CAR0000097, an identified surface deposit that (due to 

error during excavation and collection) was not assigned a particular feature number. As a 

result, its location could not be verified from the field notes and collected GIS Maps, and was 

therefore not included in Table 6. Furthermore, due to recording and computer error Burial 

F0129 plot was absent from the created maps. As a result its position could not be verified, 

and it too was excluded from the table. 

It should also be noted that excavation revealed the presence 4 additional burial plots 

within the central plateau, as is displayed in the associated GIS maps. This includes Burials 

F0184, F0195, F0182, and F0164. However, no further data has yet to be collected for burials 

F0184, F0195, and F0182. The most recent research on Burial F0164 has suggested that it is 

a commingled burial consisting primarily of an adult male, with an additional skull and 

several fetal bones (Kaye et al., 2009; Burnett, per. comm). Burial F0164 was buried in a 

flexed upright position oriented NW-SE, before slumping occurred (Kaye et al., 2009; 

Burnett, pers. comm). Without subsequent support that these are indeed human burial 

deposits and not just surface material that includes faunal and/or human material, it was 

considered best to exclude them from analyses. This further maintains consistency within the 

study. 

Overall there was no indication of centralization of the burials. Instead the presence 

of human skeletal material was noted throughout the site of Grand Bay. Currently, there is a 

higher number of burials having been identified along the coastline (n = 14). In particular 
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there is a higher occurrence of excavated burials along the coastline north of the central site 

plateau.  

While specific number indicates a preference for coastal burials, this may not be due 

to cultural preferences of the Pre-Contact population. Relying on GIS Maps 3 and 4, there is 

a notable difference in the spacing between burials. Along the coastlines the burials are more 

intermittent, covering a wider range of space. However, along the central plateau, burials are 

more condensed, with the majority being located within a 10 ×10 m2 area. Specifically within 

Trenches 592 and 563, with an additional three burials located approximately 5m east of 592. 

It is suspected that if excavation were to continue extending from Trench 592 onward there 

would be a further concentration of burials.  

Currently, the higher percentage of burials along the coastline is considered to be due 

to a combination of factors mainly related to excavation procedures and sample size. 

Beginning in 2007, a portion of the excavation proceedings at the site of Grand Bay included 

salvaging material eroding from the coastal surface. Heavy erosion had been occurring along 

the coastline as the result of natural processes being exacerbated by sand mining (Kaye et al., 

2005; Fitzpatrick et al., 2008b), thereby resulting in the archaeological remains located along 

the current coastline being most at risk of damage or destruction. It was not until local 

legislation was enacted, thereby resulting in the reduction in sand mining and as erosion 

levels approached a natural rate of occurrence that archaeological research began to focus 

almost entirely on the expansion of the inland trenches (Kaye et al., 2005; Fitzpatrick et al., 

2008b; Kaye et al., 2009). As a result, the greatest amount of material to be collected from 

Grand Bay comes from coastal points, some of which are no longer in existence. 
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Continued analysis of the provided GIS maps revealed an interesting trend. While 

there appears to be no defined pattern based on treatment or geographic location within the 

site, the majority of burials are located adjacent (within 1 m) to an identified posthole. Figure 

16 provides a visual example of this occurrence. Within the archaeological literature 

postholes are often indicative of household structures. Based on this information, it would 

appear that burials within Grand Bay are household specific. However, this only conjecture 

based on placement; radiocarbon dating of the postholes and associated material is needed in 

order to ensure they are contemporaneous. Unfortunately, as of yet, the archaeological 

material collected from Point Bay is too few to allow for any general interpretations. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 16: Burial F0180 adjacent to postholes—identified by orange flags (Photograph by 

Scott Fitzpatrick) 
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Discussion 

 The confinement of burials within Grand Bay to household residences provides an 

adequate explanation to an otherwise confusing mortuary pattern. Household, otherwise 

known as residential burials, are highly individualistic and can vary dramatically within 

communities (Binford, 1971; Adams and King, 2011). Burial treatment tends to be based 

more on familial interpretations of cultural guidelines, rather than a rigorous following of 

certain rules (Binford, 1971; Tainter, 1978; Curet and Oliver, 1998). 

 This is what appears to be occurring within the site of Grand Bay. There are very 

broad similarities throughout the site, in terms of body position, the number of individuals 

included within each burial, and the presence of grave goods (or rather lack thereof). 

Generally the inhumed, around the time of death, were placed individually within a burial in 

either a flexed position sitting upright or lying on their side, with no indication that burial 

goods were included. However, as has been noted, there are clear deviations across the site. 

There several burials where the presence of more than one individual has been noted, 

including the appearance of two adults within a single burial, and one adult and one child 

within another. Furthermore, as Burial F0180 and F0177 indicate, some select individuals 

were provided burial goods. Since there is no indication of stratification of individuals 

throughout Grand Bay, it is suspected that the inclusion of burial goods may be rank related. 

However, further studies are required. 

 What is of interest is that the burial traditions witnessed within the site of Grand Bay 

are similar to what has been previously identified in other Terminal Saladoid archaeological 

deposits within the Greater Antilles, specifically on the island of Puerto Rico. Curet and 
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Oliver (1998) focused on several sites located throughout the island of Puerto Rico. There 

have been other instances of similar burial patterns at the sites of Malmok and Tanki Flip, on 

the island of Aruba; as well as the site of Salt River, on the island St. Croix (Boerstra, 1974; 

Winter and Figueredo, 1991; Healy et al., 2001; Versteeg, 2001). In analyses done by Curet 

and Oliver (1998), they noted a transition in mortuary treatment during the transitional phase 

between Saladoid and Ostionoid. During this transitional phase there was a notable increase 

of variation in mortuary deposits. Burials concentrated within the central region of the site 

were identified primarily as Saladoid (Curet and Oliver, 1998; Keegan, 2009). However, 

during the transitional phase, burials became less concentrated and were found dispersed 

throughout the site, primarily alongside postholes and midden deposits; thereby, indicating a 

household based pattern of burial deposition (Curet and Oliver, 1998). In addition, during 

this transitional phase there was a notable increase in the variation of body position (with 

preference being flexed-on-side or flexed-on-back) decrease in the absence of grave goods; 

the most common addition consisted of Saladoid ceramic bowls placed around the body 

(Boerstra, 1974; Winter and Figueredo, 1991; Curet and Oliver, 1998).  

 The similarities in burial traditions is of interest, because, as of yet, very little 

indication of Saladoid occupation within the Lesser Antilles has been identified. It is 

suspected that in this instance, what is occurring within the site of Grand Bay is not so much 

the actual occupation of Saladoid societies, but rather transference of cultural ideas from the 

Greater Antilles that developed primarily during the early colonization period of the island. 

There is other archaeological evidence, primarily the presence of a ceramic pipe and some 

pottery elements that is suggestive of inheritance and ancestral worship occurring within the 



 

58 

prehistoric community (Fitzpatrick et al., 2009a; Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010). Furthermore, 

through the inclusion of pottery made from unique temper materials non-native to the island 

of Carriacou there is evidence of trade between the islands, and possibly the transmission of 

cultural ideas (Fitzpatrick et al., 2008; Fitzpatrick and Ross, 2010).  
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 

Conclusion 

Since its initial identification in the Bullen survey of 1969, Grand Bay has been noted 

as one of the most important and extensive sites within the island of Carriacou. Lesser 

known, but equally notable is the site of Point Bay located 2 km north. Both sites have 

associated radiocarbon dates indicating occupation within the Terminal Saladoid. Both are 

distinguished by the presence of human burials of variable preservation. Unfortunately only 

three burials have currently been identified within Point Bay thereby, preventing the 

formation of any general conclusions. Excavations at the site of Grand Bay, however, have 

resulted in the collected information from approximately 24 burials. 

From these burials, data have been collected with regard to individual sex and age, as 

well as burial position and cardinal orientation of the skeleton. However, due to preservation 

bias, a significant number of the burials resulted in an unknown classification. What was 

noted is that there appears to be an equal representation of males and females within the site. 

However, there does appear to be a selection bias based on age. The majority of the burials 

consist primarily of adults, there have been minimal instances of several sub adults, but no 

infants or neonates have yet to be located. Cardinal orientation revealed no distinct pattern 

and other than the reoccurrence of flexed position neither did burial position.  

Analysis of burial location, utilizing GIS Maps, revealed the presence of burials 

throughout the site, primarily along the coastline north of the central plateau. However, this 

appears to be the result of early excavation bias. If one were to focus on the dispersal of 

burials in clusters, there is a concentration within the central plateau, primarily within 
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Trenches 592 and 593. Furthermore, the majority of burials were identified as being located 

adjacent to one or more postholes. This is consistent with a residential, otherwise known as 

household burial tradition. It is suspected that in the instance of commingling and clear 

adjacency the burials represent familial groupings.  

Future Research 

This study merely represents one portion of a much larger and ongoing project. As a 

result, there is still considerable research that needs to be done. Perhaps the most notable is 

continued excavation at both the sites of Grand Bay and Point Bay. As of yet, archaeological 

research at Point Bay is still in the very beginning stages. A more detailed site survey is 

required, and specific plots need to be outlined. Perhaps the first place to start would be a 

construction of a plot where burials have already been identified, followed by one closer to 

the coastline. If a trend consistent with Grand Bay is noted, either the survey or additional 

excavation should reveal residential burials throughout the site, even along the coastline. As 

for Grand Bay, expansion of Trench 592 is under consideration. 

With regard to the excavated burials at Grand Bay, several additional studies are 

being planned. One includes the conduction of stable isotope analysis on several of the better 

preserved individuals. This will primarily include analysis of carbon and nitrogen, 

specifically within the teeth and a few of the long bones. This will help corroborate studies 

on diet and nutrition. Furthermore, it has the potential of identifying migration of members 

within the community. In addition to the conduction of stable isotopes analysis, the idea is to 

continue in collection of radiocarbon dates. Of particular interest are the three adjacent 

burials excavated during 2011; this consists of Grand Bay burials F0009, F0181, and F0190. 
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Currently it is unknown if these burials represent a single period of deposition, or if they are 

merely separate deposits over a period of time. Lastly, a current idea has been proposed of 

isolating aDNA from select individuals. As of yet, it is unclear how successful such an 

endeavor would be due to contamination and degradation that has occurred within the 

skeletons. Hopefully, such an analysis would be possible, in which instance there is potential 

for verification that what is being witnessed within Grand Bay are household (or in other 

words familial) burial deposits. 
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APPENDIX A: MAPS 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Listing of Archaeological Sites on Carriacou (Provided by Dr. Scott Fitzpatrick) 
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Figure 2: 3D Representation of Carriacou with sites identified  
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Figure 3: Grand Bay Burial and Coastal outlines from 2004 and 2011 excavations (Provided 

by Michiel Kappers) 
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Figure 4: Grand Bay Coastline and Burials 2011 (Provided by Michiel Kappers) 
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APPENDIX B: TABLES 

 

 

 

        

      Table 1 : Radiocarbon Dates        

Site Lab No. Type Species Unit measured 14C age cal. (2 sigma)  

Grand Bay UCIAMS-94044 bone Tayassu/Pecari mandible 415:23:00 990±20 AD 990-1150  

Grand Bay UCIAMS-94045 bone Cavia maxilla 446:09:00 1020±20 AD 935-1030  

Grand Bay AA-62278 shell C. pica 447 1917±37 AD 390-590  

Grand Bay AA-62279 charcoal --- 447 1243±36 AD 680-880  

Grand Bay AA-62280 shell Venus sp. 447 1789±38 AD 530-690  

Grand Bay AA-62280 shell Venus sp. 447 1822±41 AD 470-670  

Grand Bay AA-62281 charcoal --- 447 1339±36 AD 640-770  

Grand Bay AA-62282 charcoal --- F016 1227±36 AD 690-890  

Grand Bay AA-62283 bone human (child - rt. fibula) F006 1062±44 AD 1050-1250  

Grand Bay Beta-206685 shell E. gigas (juvenile) N. profile 1870±70 AD 380-670  

Grand Bay Beta-257793 bone human (adult - rib frag.) 563; F0164 870±40 AD 1040-1260  

Grand Bay UCIAMS bone human (adult skull - inner table) 563; F0164   In progress  

Grand Bay UCIAMS-111934 bone human (midshaft, L. fibula) F177 690±15 AD 1410-1450  

Grand Bay UCIAMS-111935 bone human (midshaft, fibula) F180 1565±15 AD 620-680  

Grand Bay Beta-233647 shell C. pica 415 1310±40 AD 1020-1190  

Point Bay UCIAMS-111933 bone human (distal end, R. ulna) F001 715±15 AD 1400-1450  

- all samples calibrated using CALIB 6.0.1 

- human bone caclibrated as 50% marine/50% terrestrial - all calibrations rounded up/down to nearest 10th 

 - no DeltaR incorporated for marine samples 

Provided by Dr. Scott Fitzpatrick
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Table 2a:Orientation of Burials Found at Grand Bay 

Find no. Feature no. Age Sex Orientation 

(burial) 

Orientation 

(face) 

Posture 

03CAR000095 0001 Adult Unknown N-S Unknown On back, 

flexed 

03CAR000096 0010 Adult Unknown NE-SW Unknown On back, 

flexed 

03CAR000097 ? Adult Unknown S-N NE On back, 

flexed 

04CGB000025 0001 Adult Female N-S Unknown On back, 

flexed 

04CBG000022 0003 10-14 years Male? W-E Unknown Sitting 

upright, 
flexed 

04CBG000113 0006 6 years Child SE-NW Unknown On back, 

flexed 

04CGB000388 0083 Adult Male S-N Unknown Sitting 

upright, 

flexed 

04CGB000390 0084 20-25 years Female S-N W On back, 

flexed 

05CGB001024 0088 25-35 years Male W-E E Sitting 

upright, 

flexed 

06CGB001121 0123 Adult  Male Unknown ? ? 

06CGB001145 0124 Adult  Female Unknown ? ? 

07CGB001230 0131 10-15 years ? Unknown Unknown On back 

07CGB001249 0125 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown On left 

side? 

Flexed? 

07CGB001307 0130 Mid adult Female NE-SW NE Sitting 

upright, 

flexed 

07CGB001342 0126 Adult Male N-S? N Sitting 
upright? 

07CGB001375 0093 14-15 years Male SW-NE SW? Sitting 

upright, 

flexed 

07CGB001379 0129 ? ? Limited 

excavation 

Limited 

excavation 

On side? 

Flexed?  

07CGB001419 0128 Adult? Female? Unknown  Unknown ? 

07CGB001444 0132 Adult  Female NE-SW SW On back, 

flexed 

Originally published in Fitzpatrick et al. (2009).  
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Table 2b: Orientation of Burials Found at Grand Bay, 2011 burials 

Find number Feature 

number 

Age Sex Orientation 

(burial) 

Orientation 

(face) 

Posture 

11CGB001736 0177 Adult Unknown 

 

Unknown Unknown On back? 

11CGB001917 0180 Adult Unknown SE-NW W On left side, 

flexed 

11CGB001922 0181 Adult Unknown SW-NE Unknown On right 

side, flexed 

11CGB001787 0009 Adult 

 

Unknown N-S Unknown On side ?, 

flexed 

11CGB001931 0190 Adult 

 

Unknown Unknown ? ? 

07CGB00? 0164 Adult Male NW-SE NW Upright, 
flexed 
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APPENDIX C: SKELETAL INVENTORY FORMS 

 

Grand Bay Burial F0009 
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Grand Bay Burial F0181 
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Grand Bay Burial F0190 
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Grand Bay Burial F0180 
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Grand Bay Burial F0177 
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Point Bay Burial F0001 

 

 

 

 
 

 



 

95 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

96 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

97 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

98 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

99 

 

 
 

 

 

 



 

100 

 

 

Point Bay Burial F0002 
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Point Bay Burial F0003 
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