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Abstract

The burials at Ipiutak, Point Hope, Alaska, are best known for their spectacular grave 

goods and burial practices, considered by the excavators to be suggestive of a “ghost 

cult”, and more recently to be evidence of social complexity. Collections from the 

National Museum of Denmark, the American Museum of Natural History, and the 

University of Alaska Museum are studied and re-inventoried, and burial features on the 

Ipiutak peninsula are re-mapped. Examination of burial practices reveals four burial types, 

defined in terms of the structure and organization of associated wood. Differences 

between burial types and variation in artifact inventories are ascribed to taphonomic 

processes, and to variation in mortuary behavior over time. Accelerator Mass 

Spectronomy dates support the view that the cemetery was formed over at least 500 years, 

and reflects long term site use rather than differences in gender and social status.
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Chapter One

1.1 Introduction

When originally “discovered” by Helge Larsen, Froelich Rainey and J. Louis Giddings in 

1939, the site of Ipiutak at Point Hope caused a sensation (Rainey, 1941, 1942). Until the 

discovery of the Denbigh Flint Complex at Iyatayet on Cape Denbigh, it was the oldest 

evidence of coastal dwellers in Alaska (Giddings, 1964). Since then the discovery of 

further Ipiutak: Anaktuvuk (Campbell, 1962), Point Spencer, (Larsen 1979/80), Cape 

Krusenstem, (Giddings and Anderson, 1984), Croxton, (Gerlach, 1989), Bateman, 

(Reanier, 1992), Deering, (Bowers et al., 2000; Larsen, 2001, Reanier et al., 1998), and 

Near Ipiutak and/or Norton sites: Cape Denbigh (Giddings, 1964), Hahanudan Lake, 

(Clark, 1977), Tulaagiaq (Anderson, 1978), Battle Rock, (Giddings and Anderson, 1984), 

Onion Portage (Anderson, 1988), seem to have complicated rather than clarified the 

question of exactly what Ipiutak, as a site, represented (Dumond, 1987, Gerlach and 

Mason, 1992; Larsen, 1968, 1982; Mason, 2000; Shaw and Holmes, 1982). The place of 

Ipiutak in the general scheme of Alaskan prehistory, and its relationships to other cultural 

entities such as Near Ipiutak, Norton and the Arctic Small Tool tradition remains unclear.

The Ipiutak type site at Point Hope consists of two main areas, the relatively compact 

settlement at the northern apex of the spit by the shore of Maryatt Lagoon, and the 

cemetery which stretches east of the village for approximately four kilometers (Figure 

1.1.1). All features are found on the crests of the beach ridges that form the peninsula, 

running in “avenues” from east to west. The original site analysis took into account 72 

excavated houses, as well as 166 “burials” (Larsen and Rainey, 1948). The house features 

chosen for excavation were well spaced among the 575 depressions mapped, and 

excepting three, which are singled out for discussion, they display a remarkably



Figure 1.1.1 Ipiutak,Point Hope (adaptedfrom Larsen and Rainey 1948).
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homogenous material culture (Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Rainey, 1971). It was only their 

large number and the question of economic sustainability that prevented the archaeologists 

from considering them contemporaneous (Larsen and Rainey, 1948). The burials, on the 

other hand, are numerous, spatially separated, and display a variety of forms and artifact 

types.

Upon excavation of the burial features, Larsen and Rainey were impressed by how closely 

the artifacts mirrored those from the settlement, and assumed that this was direct evidence 

of their contemporaneity (1948: 58). The burials containing artifacts which deviated from 

those found in the houses were defined as “Near Ipiutak” or “Uncertain” burials, despite 

the fact that they also included items that were identical to the “Ipiutak” artifacts (ibid, 

162-65). Similar artifacts have been found across a wide area, including Kodiak Island 

(Hrdlcka, 1944; Bray and Killion, 1994), Kachemak Bay (De Laguna, 1934), Battle Rock 

(Giddings and Anderson, 1984), Croxton (Gerlach, 1989), Bateman, (Reainer 1992), 

Uelen (Levin, 1960), and Ekven (Blumer and Csonka, 1997).

Although only Rainey (1971) seriously suggested that the 575+ houses at Ipiutak may 

have been inhabited at the same time, there has not yet been any study that gives firm 

indications to the contrary. Radiocarbon dates from the houses suggest that the site was 

inhabited over approximately 400 years (Gerlach and Mason, 1992; Mason, 1998). The 

only population estimate assumes seasonal site use over a period of several centuries 

(Mason, 1998: 273). This is certainly the consensus among researchers, based on the thin 

occupation layer in the houses, despite the fact that alternative explanations for such site 

formation have not been examined (Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Anderson, 1984). It does, 

however seem somewhat at odds with the large numbers of arrowheads, presumably for
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hunting caribou, rather than seal or walrus, which were found at the site. One possible 

explanation is that a caribou herd frequented the coastal area for a period of time, as is 

known to have occurred historically (Craig Gerlach, personal communication). Further 

examination of the Ipiutak material may potentially shed light on such questions.

Burials have long been considered a particularly valuable feature in archaeological study, 

and have been used to explain cultural chronology, hierarchy, religion and cosmology, 

among many other things (Crass, 1999; Morrow and Volkman, 1975; Pearson, 1999; 

Quigley, 1996). Whatever else they may or may not reveal, burial practices do vary over 

time and between cultures (Dethlefson and Deetz, 1966; Pearson, 1999; Phillips and 

Watson, 2000; Wysocki and Whittle, 2000). Examination of burial practices may thus 

contribute to knowledge of site chronology, particularly when considered in conjunction 

with other variables, such as their vertical and horizontal placement on the landscape, and 

the associated artifacts (Goldstein, 1981; Jorgensen, 1992; Joyce, 2001; Ravensloot, 

1980). Preservation of organic artifacts at Ipiutak is excellent, and further analysis may 

result in the most meaningful assessment of cultural variability between burial types.

1.2 Research Problem

Working from the literature and with the museum artifact collections and archives, this 

study examines the burials for evidence of variation, association and clustering that may 

indicate site chronology. Burial features are examined through: 

their relationship with mortuary practices and grave goods 

their spatial relationships to each other 

their physical placement on a dynamic landscape
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Comparison is made with nine Accelerated Mass Spectrometer (AMS) dates obtained for 

this study, and from other dates published in the literature. The results are used to suggest 

implications for site history, and the temporal placement of Ipiutak in the prehistory of 

coastal Alaska.
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Chapter Two

2.1 Material

Ipiutak and the Arctic Whale Hunting Culture (Larsen and Rainey, 1948) remains the core 

volume for study of the Ipiutak culture. This report contains not only a detailed analysis 

of the original excavations at Point Hope, and the resulting archaeological material 

cultures, but descriptions of finds, and just over 100 plates illustrating many of the 

thousands of artifacts recovered. Appendix 2, “Notes on Excavation of Burials” gives 

provenience, inventory and other relevant information, albeit in varying degrees, for the 

individual burials. The fact that it is still widely cited over fifty years after its original 

publication (Gerlach and Mason 1992; Harritt 1995, Lowenstein 1994; Mason 1998; 

Mason 2000, Mason and Gerlach 1995, and many others) is a testimony to its value as a 

site report, however it also reflects the lack of further work undertaken at the site.

Some official excavations were undertaken in 1966 and 1974, in an effort to investigate 

the effects of storm erosion on both Ipiutak and the modem village of Point Hope (Hosley, 

1967; Shinkwin, 1975). Test pits were dug and artifacts recovered, but there is not 

enough detailed information in either report to allow inclusion of that data in this study. 

Moreover the artifacts could not be traced at all. Research into Ipiutak therefore depends 

heavily on the original site report and collections.

Unfortunately, the narrative descriptions given by Larsen and Rainey (1948), whilst often 

replete with detail, are also at times difficult to interpret. A variety of terms are used to 

describe the wooden structures included with some burials. Artifacts are not always 

consistently described: arrowheads, for example, may be listed by type, or simply as 

“arrowhead” (cf. also Lutz, 1972: 213ff). Perhaps more seriously, there are quite obvious
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inaccuracies. A comparison of the burial inventories and the accompanying plate 

descriptions reveal that either the burial inventories are not always complete, or that the 

artifacts in the plates are sometimes incorrectly labeled. Plate 78, ascribes numbers 15 and 

16 to Burial 2, but these are not listed under the Burial 2 description, despite being an 

allegedly anomalous type of arrowhead, and presumably one of the reasons Burial 2 is 

defined as “Near Ipiutak”. Examination of the artifact collections reveals additional 

inconsistencies. Artifacts, again, may or may not have been included in the burial 

inventories. Lithic debitage is particularly likely to have been omitted.

The numerous discrepancies between the site report, the collections themselves, and the 

available field notes reflect the traumatic history of the years between the beginning of the 

fieldwork in 1939 and its publication in 1948. In the intervening period, Larsen was 

caught up in the Nazi occupation of Denmark, escaping with his family across Europe to 

America in 1941 (Helge Larsen, personal diaries, 1940, SILA -  the Greenland Research 

Centre, National Museum of Denmark). Once America joined World War II, teaching and 

research at the University of Alaska Fairbanks came to a virtual standstill, and after the 

1941 excavation season Rainey eventually took recourse in war work himself (Froelich G 

Rainey, Correspondence, Accession 1940- 1985, Division of Anthropology Archives, 

American Museum of Natural History). A shipment of artifacts bound from Fairbanks to 

Copenhagen after the 1939 field season was also diverted due to the war, and housed 

briefly at the Free Museum of Liverpool in England, which was also bombed. The 

artifacts survived, to continue their journey to Copenhagen, and they “.. .reached its final 

destination intact” (“Alaska Items Help Restore War Damage”, Farthest North Collegian, 

April 1946). Various telegrams and letters reflect concern over the whereabouts of parts 

of the collection over the years (Froelich G Rainey, correspondence, 1940, Accession
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1940 -  1985, Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History). 

At one point there were fears for the safety of the ship carrying Joel Marks and the 1940 

season’s artifacts (Froelich Rainey, correspondence, 1940, Accession 1940- 1985, 

Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History). Another 

shipment of artifacts bound from New York back to Fairbanks after the war, appears to 

have been lost at sea (Correspondence, Accession 1941, Department of Archaeology, 

University of Alaska Museum, Fairbanks; Various correspondence, Accession 1940 -  

1985, Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History). Over 

240 artifacts listed in the site report are not found in the museum collections, and there is 

no definitive statement of their whereabouts (Appendix I).

Seasonal changes in personnel also affected the Ipiutak excavations. Rainey was the only 

trained archaeologist consistently present at Ipiutak every season. J. Louis Giddings 

worked at the site only for the 1939 field season. In 1940, in the absence of Larsen, 

Rainey was joined by Joel M. Marks. In 1941 Larsen returned to the field, and Henry 

Shapiro joined them. Throughout the excavations, the archaeologists were assisted by a 

large number of local Point Hope workers. For the final writing of the report Larsen had 

returned to Denmark, and the compilation of material was done with much written 

correspondence between Larsen and Bella Whitely of the American Museum of Natural 

History in New York, where the work was published. Given this history, it is impressive 

that the site report exists in any form.

2.2 General Methods

In addition to the published report, archival material was consulted at the three museums 

where artifacts are reposited (University of Alaska Museum in Fairbanks, American 

Museum of Natural History in New York and the National Museum of Denmark in
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Copenhagen), the Alaska Polar Regions Department, Elmer E. Rasmuson Library, 

University of Alaska Fairbanks and at SILA, the Greenlandic Research Center at the 

National Museum of Denmark. This resulted in the discovery of valuable information, 

particularly regarding provenience of burial features.

In order to compensate as far as possible for the problems with the site report, all artifacts 

described in the text were cross-checked with the plate descriptions, available field notes, 

and the inventory lists and artifact collections of the three museums where material is 

reposited. Where discrepancies were found, artifacts were added to the inventory rather 

than moved between burials or removed from the lists. Although this may result in some 

artifacts being reported twice, it avoids both making subjective judgments about the 

accuracy of the various sources and omitting artifacts that may be relevant to further 

analysis.

There are also a number of discrepancies between the skeletal descriptions by Larsen and 

Rainey (1948) and the NAGPRA inventory as compiled and written for the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) (Barnes, 1998)1. While some of these might be ascribed to 

errors in the field, others are harder to reconcile. For example in Mark’s field notes, Burial 

1 is described as containing the articulated remains of . .a child and an old woman (?)” 

(Joel M. B. Marks, Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, Accession 1940 -  1985, Division of 

Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History) but according to Barnes it 

contained a sub-adult ( 3 - 1 8  years old) and an infant (normally less than 3 years of age) 

(Barnes, 1998). Could a sub-adult and an infant be described as an old woman and a child? 

If they were both relatively old for the skeletal categories, then perhaps so, but it still 

seems questionable. Another example is the number of burials, labeled as containing
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single, often articulated skeletons by Larsen and Rainey, which Barnes describes as 

comprising female cranial elements, and male post-cranial elements (Barnes, 1998).

As explained above, the material from the Ipiutak burials was moved several times, over 

three field seasons and through a world war. No information was found to explain where 

catalogue numbers were assigned, but this seems to have been done at AMNH, on several 

different occasions, between 1939 -  1941 (Froelich Rainey, Helge Larsen, and Bella 

Whitely, various correspondence, 1940-1948, Accession 1940 -  1985, Division of 

Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History)). It is possible that 

skeletal elements may have been mixed during this process. The human remains 

for the most part, remained at AMNH, despite agreements to divide them between AMNH 

and UA Museum (Froelich Rainey, various correspondence, Accession 1940 -  1985, 

Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History). Further study 

of the skeletal remains over the years, however, may also have resulted in confusion of the 

skeletal elements. Moreover it is notoriously difficult to age and sex human skeletons, and 

the experience and methodical preferences of each researcher probably led to variation in 

results.

In order to mitigate possible errors, a comparison of aging and sexing carried out by 

several researchers was undertaken, and the results appear in the appendices (Appendix 1). 

The skeletal remains have been examined by a number of researchers over the years 

(Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Debets, 1957; Utermohle, 1984; Barnes, 1998; Susan Steen, 

personal communication; Sabine Eggers, personal communication, Vivian Scheinesohn, 

personal communication, Ken Mowbray, personal communication). Of these, Larsen and 

Rainey (1948), Debets (1957) and Barnes (1998) have published information about the
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age and sex of the human remains. Sabine Eggers (personal communication) provided 

additional information. This was compiled, and is annotated with the number of 

researchers who validate a particular assessment (e.g. F3 means that 3 researchers 

determined this individual to be female). Where disagreement in the assessment was not 

mitigated by a third opinion, the individual remained un-sexed for the purposes of this 

study.

Given the questions outlined in Chapter One, the most important data required was 

accurate provenience of the burial features in order to define their relation to one another. 

The site map from the original report had clearly been reduced to physically fit into the 

volume, and so it was first enlarged to its original 1:5000 size. Even in this version, now 

approximately two meters long, the scale was too small to show the relationships between 

burials with any accuracy. Not every burial was individually plotted, and furthermore 

there are inconsistencies, such as the existence of two “Burial 78”s. Comparison of 

provenience in the site report and that in the field notes, highlights more specific 

inaccuracies. For example, Burial 90 is described in the site report as 15m east of Burial 

89, however the transcribed fieldnotes read “100m east of B-89” (Froelich Rainey Papers, 

Fieldnotes, 1941 season, Box 2, Folder 38, Archives, Rasmusson Library, University of 

Alaska Fairbanks).

Using Marks’ 1940 field notes for burials 1-64 and various middens, and the typed 

transcript of field notes by an unknown author (presumably either Larsen or Rainey) from 

the 1941 season for burials 65 -  JB30, all burial and midden features with a known 

provenience and artifact inventory were plotted onto new maps at 2.5:100cm and at 2.5: 

2500cm (2.5cm is of course one inch, the use of such dual measurements being dictated by
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the availability of graph paper only in imperial measurements, and the use of metric 

measurements by the excavators). This re-mapping allows analysis of more specific 

relationships between the different features (e.g. the exact distances between burials 42 -  

60 and 117 -  123 which are not detailed on the site map), and more accurate 

determination of spatial clustering.

However a number of caveats must be applied to the re-mapping. The site report and 

particularly the field notes are inconsistent with respect to metric and imperial 

measurements. “Paces”, interspersed with meters and feet, are used in measurement in 

both the available 1940 and 1941 field notes. Marks provided a translation of his “paces” 

into meters, but such a translation was not found in any other field diary. Helge Larsen 

was a tall man, and without knowing the height and pace of the other excavators, it cannot 

be assumed that either they or their paces were the same size (Giddings, 1967: 106). In 

addition, some measurements written in paces in the fieldnotes are translated directly to 

meters in the site report without regard to any conversion rate (15 paces =15 meters etc). 

There is, unfortunately, no methodical way of correcting this problem. Metric 

measurements are used in this study. Where possible these are the measurements noted in 

the fieldnotes, otherwise they are a direct transcription as per Larsen and Rainey, from 

paces to meters. This may exaggerate the size of the site somewhat, and make some 

features appear further from other features than was actually the case. In general however, 

associations are clear enough, and the features are spaced out to such an extent that this 

should have little effect on subsequent interpretation.

Burial features were re-numbered with regard to these spatial positions, with the emphasis 

on distance from the Ipiutak settlement, and close association with other burial features 

(See Appendix). “Close association” was determined to be that within 50m2 of another
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burial feature. Renumbering is necessary for several reasons. The burials listed in the site 

report number 167, however this is inaccurate due to the omission of some burial numbers 

in the original field notes, and the inclusion of extra burials in between numbers (22 and 

22a for example). In addition, definition of what comprised a “burial” varied. Not all the 

“burials” contained human remains, burial 93, for example, consisted of a single ivory 

chain. Others contained multiple individuals, and sometimes apparently multiple burial 

incidents (eg. bf 145). Various “middens” were also excavated, producing artifacts.

Larsen and Rainey claim that the presence of “flint chips” and fire pits distinguished these 

from the burials proper (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 156), but in fact lithic debitage was also 

found with skeletal remains, and not all the middens contained fire pits (Joel M. B. Marks, 

Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, Accession 1940 -  1985, Division of Anthropology 

Archives, American Museum of Natural History). To account for this variability, I 

included in the new map any burial feature that was in some way provided with a 

provenience and a burial inventory by the excavators, whether or not it included skeletal 

remains.

Three definite burial features described by Larsen and Rainey were omitted in this analysis. 

House 49 contained the flexed burial of a child, but no more detail is given in the site 

report (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 212). Although its presence is acknowledged, it is 

anomalous when compared with the rest of the burial features because it is the only known 

burial within the settlement, and there are apparently no specific associated artifacts. Thus 

there is not enough recorded information for meaningful analysis. However only 72 out of 

a possible 575+ house features were excavated, and it is entirely possible that other such 

house burials exist. Burial 12 contained a skeleton and typical modem Tigara type 

artifacts, suggesting that it would not provide meaningful information regarding Ipiutak
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burials. Jabbertown burial 17 was described as “not actually a grave, but three flint 

arrowpoints and some wood ... scattered over a 44.5-meter long line.. and is therefore 

not considered a cohesive burial feature with any analytic value for this study.

The scattered and somewhat fragmentary Ipiutak data is a major concern for researchers. 

Nonetheless, valuable information has been recovered from sites with similarly 

compromised records (Speaker, 1994). Given both the quantity and quality of the Ipiutak 

material, it is worthy of further study, albeit with caveats as to the accuracy of the record2.

* The land surrounding Point Hope was managed by the Bureau o f  Land Management at the time o f  
excavation, and thus the archaeological collection falls under BLM provenience.

2 It is interesting to note that a 1966 physical comparison o f  the settlement site to the site map revealed 
further inaccuracies and specific changes to the site in the 27 intervening years, including recognition o f  
further house depressions, the loss o f  approximately 50 o f  the originally noted house depressions, and 
further excavation o f  house features by persons unknown (Hosley, 1967: 13). A further 36 years have 
elapsed since this survey, presumably with many more changes to the site.
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Chapter Three

3.1 Burial Practices

Larsen and Rainey (1948) define three types of Ipiutak burial at Point Hope, coffin burials, 

surface burials and frame burials, in addition they also define Near Ipiutak, “Uncertain”, 

and later Tigara and modem burials. These definitions are based on burial method, 

position and orientation of the body, and the artifacts and other associated material. 

However the exact criteria for the definition of individual burials is often unspecified, and 

the authors do not consider in any detail a number of burial features that contain no 

skeletal remains, other than to note that they are anomalous. Some are termed “middens”, 

but other nearly identical features are termed “burials” apparently based on the inclusion of 

a single artifact fragment: compare Midden 8 (bf 16) and Burial 7 (bf 30) for example (see 

Appendix I). Another “burial” consisted of a few scattered artifacts over an area 44m long 

(Jabbertown Burial 17). A clearer description of the cemetery at Ipiutak is required.

An examination of available data (see Appendix I) resulted in the selection of 176 features 

for analysis within this study; these contain the remains of at least 174 individuals (see 

Table 3.1.1). While some of these units lack human remains, others hold multiple burials. 

Each feature has been re-mapped and re-numbered according to the criteria described in 

Chapter Two.

Table 3.1.1 Features examined in this study

Total # of 
excavated 
features

Total # 
individuals

Total features 
with human 

remains

Total features 
without human 

remains

176 174 137 39
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Human remains are absent from twenty two percent of the excavated features. Instead, 

these features are groups of up to 58 artifacts of various types, some in association with 

wood or firepits. They are scattered over the length of the cemetery site. Some are 

described as middens, a few as possible caches, and the rest are simply termed “other 

traces of human occupation” (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 57). Some may represent burials 

in which the human remains have disintegrated over time, possibly due to longer or more 

severe erosional processes.

Nearly half of these features are associated in some way with wood, most of it 

fragmentary, although bf 70 may have held an empty coffin, which suggests that some may 

indeed have been mortuary units. According to Crass, the dead were sometimes physically 

commemorated without a body in the Arctic, perhaps when an individual had died at sea, 

or their body was in some way unrecoverable (1999: 95). However in the absence of 

human remains, these features cannot be unequivocally defined as burials, and so are not 

analyzed alongside those features that do contain skeletal material.

The remaining 137 features containing the sample population stretch along approximately 

4400m of the Point Hope spit (Figure 1.1.1). They cover a wider area at the western end 

of the site, where the beach ridges fan out, narrowing to a thin line barely 10m wide at the 

eastern extreme.

The variables considered in this examination of mortuary behavior at Ipiutak are 

summarized in Table 3.1.2: burial type (coffin, wood frame, wood fragments, none), 

skeletal composition (articulated, disarticulated, fragmentary and mixed burials), sex 

(female, male), age (adult, subadult, infant), position (supine, prone, side), and orientation 

(north, south, east, west). Percentages relate to variables on the y-axis.



Table 3.1.2 Variation in burial practice  *
cof frm frg non art dis fra sup pro lft rgt sd? fix nth sth est wst Inf sub adt fem mal

Cof 55 3 1 35 4 3 7 3 3 3 1 5 47 1 10 46 22 24
% 93 5 2 59 7 5 14 5 5 5 — 2 s — 80 2 17 78 37 41

(59)
Frm 10 13 7 8 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 11 1 2 15 5 4
% 33 43 23 27 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 6 37 3 6 50 17 13

(30)
Frg 6 17 36 5 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 6 4 9 23 8 5
% 10 29 61 8 0 0 2 0 0 5 2 2 10 7 15 39 14 8

(59)
Non 8 12 6 5 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 4 1 1 2 14 7 2
% 31 46 23 19 0 0 0 4 0 15 0 15 4 4 8 54 27 8

(26)
Art 55 10 6 8 50 4 3 8 5 4 8 2 12 55 0 13 56 29 25
% 88 13 8 10 63 5 4 10 6 5 10 3 15 70 0 14 71 37 32

(79)
Dis 3 13 17 12 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 5 3 27 8 7
% 7 29 38 27 4 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 13 11 7 60 17 16

(45)
Fra 1 7 36 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 2 6 17 6 3
% 2 14 71 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 8 4 12 34 12 6

(50)
Sup 35 8 5 5 50 2 0 1 4 1 8 36 0 6 37 17 19
% 67 15 10 10 96 4 0 2 8 2 16 69 0 12 71 33 37

(52)
Pro 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 3 2 1
% 10 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 25 25 0 50 0 25 75 50 25
(4) 0
Lft 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 2 3 0
% 10 0 0 0 100 0 0 66 0 0 66 33 0 33 66 100 0
(3) 0
Rgt 7 0 1 0 8 0 0 1 1 0 0 7 0 1 7 3 3
% 88 0 12 0 100 0 0 13 13 0 0 88 0 13 88 38 38
(8)

Sd? 3 1 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 1 4 0 1
% 60 20 0 20 100 0 0 0 0 0 20 80 0 20 80 0 20
(5)

cont
pto



cof frm fr9 non art dis fra sup pro Ift rgt sd? fix nth sth est wst Inf sub adt fem mal

Fix 3 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 2 3 0
% 75 25 0 0 100 0 0 25 0 50 25 0 0 0 25 75 0 50 50 75 0
(4)
Nth 3 0 3 4 8 1 1 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 5 3
% 30 0 30 40 80 10 10 40 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 8 50 30

(10)
Sth 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
% 50 0 50 0 100 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 50 0
(2)
Est 5 2 1 4 12 0 0 8 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 9 3 1
% 42 17 8 33 100 0 0 67 0 17 0 8 8 0 0 75 25 8

(12)
Wst 47 11 6 1 55 6 4 36 2 1 7 4 3 1 12 46 24 23
% 72 7 9 2 84 9 6 55 3 2 11 6 5 14 52 46 57 66

(65)
Inf 1 1 4 1 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
% 14 14 57 14 0 71 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0
(7)

Sub 10 2 9 2 13 3 6 6 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 12 5 0
% 43 9 39 9 57 13 26 26 4 4 4 4 8 0 4 0 52 22 0

(23)
Adt 46 15 23 14 56 27 17 37 3 2 7 4 2 8 1 9 46 36 35
%

(99)
46 15 23 14 57 27 17 37 3 2 7 4 2 8 1 9 46 36 35

Fm 22 5 8 7 29 8 6 17 2 3 3 0 3 5 1 3 24 0 5 37
% 52 12 19 17 69 19 14 40 5 7 7 0 7 12 2 7 57 0 12 88

(42)
Ml 24 4 5 2 25 7 3 19 1 0 3 1 0 3 0 1 23 0 0 35
% 69 11 14 6 71 20 9 54 3 0 10 3 0 10 0 3 66 0 0 100

(35)

* Note that figures will not always add up to 100%, as information is not always known for each variable
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3.2 Skeletal Composition

Skeletal composition varies across the site, and within some burial features (Table 3.1.2 

above). Some contain well-preserved, complete skeletons (e.g. bf 7 -  13), while others 

contain only a single bone (e.g. bf 38).

Articulated

An articulated burial is one in which the skeletal remains are in normal anatomical 

position, indicating that the individual was buried without modification and before the 

natural process of decomposition had begun. As Table 3.2.1 shows, the majority of 

individuals at Ipiutak were articulated when they were buried (45%). Some of the 

fragmentary burials may also have been articulated before taphonomic processes affected 

them, and this number could, of course, be higher.

Table 3.2.1 Skeletal composition of burial features

articulated disarticulated fragmentary mixed Total

# o f
individuals

79 46 49 n/a 174

# of units 59 31 44 3 137

% of all 
individuals

45% 26% 29% n/a 100%

% of units 43% 23% 32% 2% 100%

Disarticulated

The category “disarticulated” includes both partially and completely disarticulated 

skeletons, i.e. those skeletons where one or more bones are not in the normal anatomically
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correct position. There are many possible reasons for disarticulation as a burial practice, 

and indeed it may be no “practice” at all, but the natural results of burial in an unstable 

substratum that is subject to the effects of cryoturbation, and disturbance by animals such 

as ground squirrels, carnivores/scavengers, and humans (Weiss-Krejci, 2001). The extent 

to which features reflect the actual interment as opposed to taphonomic processes cannot 

be fully addressed in this study, nevertheless it must be borne in mind as a question bearing 

on the veracity of the results. Forty-six individuals, (26%) in burial features at Ipiutak are 

described disarticulated, and in some cases this may be a result of such non-cultural 

processes. However, there are a number of burials where the skeletal remains are not 

merely scattered or fragmentary, but appear to have been deliberately disarticulated prior 

to interment. Burial feature 96 for example, is a double burial encased in the compressed 

remains of a wooden coffin; the bones of one individual appeared to be in normal 

anatomical position, except for the two tibias, one of which lay over the chest, and the 

bones of one arm which are not reported (Larsen and Rainey, 1948:229-30). In this case 

the mass of fibers which were the remains of the coffin were not described as disturbed, so 

that it is unlikely that natural processes caused the disarrangement of the skeleton.

Fragmentary

Forty-nine (28%) skeletons excavated at Ipiutak are described only as “fragmentary”. 

Based partly on their position above the black gravel stratum on which the settlement lay, 

all burials at Ipiutak were “surface burials”, with variations mostly ascribable to their state 

of preservation (Larsen and Rainey 1948: 58ff). The fragmentary burials are possibly the 

remains of other burial types which have been exposed to the elements for a longer period 

of time. The majority of these (30/49) occur at the eastern end of the site, and they are 

often accompanied by fragments of wood (24/30).
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Mixed burials

Three burial features contain some combination of articulated, disarticulated or 

fragmentary individuals. Although this is only 2% of the total number of units considered 

in this study, if not solely taphonomic then it may indicate that more than one burial 

practice was in use at one time, and that people using the site as a cemetery were at least 

aware of a variety of other burial practices.

3.3 Sex

It is notoriously difficult to sex skeletal remains, particularly those of subadults, and even 

more so when the remains are fragmentary in nature (Steele and Bramblett, 1988: 6; Bass, 

1987:25-26). However, as described in Chapter Two, sex estimations for 77 individuals 

(44% of the entire sample population) were compiled from four separate sources, whose 

determinations were based purely on skeletal evidence (Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Debets, 

1957; Barnes, 1998; Sabine Eggers, personal communication). Forty two individuals are 

female (55%), thirty five individuals are male (45%).

3.4 Age

Age estimates for the population sample have, as with sex estimations, been compiled 

from four sources evidence (Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Debets, 1957; Barnes, 1998; Sabine 

Eggers, personal communication). Different criteria were used by each source to age the 

remains, therefore each source describes ages differently (e.g. some used specific years 

such as 0-3, 3-21, others more general terms such as “subadult” or “mature”), and so these 

have been combined in this study: infant (0-3 years), subadult (3-18/20 years) and adult 

(18/20 years and above). Of the 129 individuals have been aged (74% of the population), 

seven are infants, 23 are subadults, and 99 are adults (see Table 3.4.1). The bones of
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infants and subadults are not as robust, and more likely to decay and disintegrate than the 

bones of adults. These figures therefore do not necessarily represent an accurate ratio of 

infant/subadult/adult interments.

Table 3.4.1 Aged individuals

# of individuals % of aged 
individuals

Infant 7 5%

Subadult 23 18%

Adult 99 77%

Total 129 100%

3.5 Skeletal Position

Skeletal position is known for 72 individuals or 41% of the sample population. The 

remaining individuals are either disarticulated, fragmentary, or the information about 

positioning is unrecorded. The majority of interments were supine (30%), and relatively 

few were placed on either the right or left side (see Table 3.5.1).

Four individuals are in a flexed position, that is with their legs bent to some degree. 

Although the number is small, these burials are significant, as Larsen and Rainey used this 

flexed position as a criterion for separating Ipiutak from Tigara burials when there were no 

diagnostic grave goods in an Ipiutak burial feature (1948: 62). However an Ipiutak burial 

from Cape Krusenstem contains a skeleton undoubtedly in flexed position (Giddings,

1967: 146). Ipiutak and Tigara burials are otherwise almost identical in position, 

orientation, and even the variety of burial furniture (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 175). The
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criterion for separating Tigara from Ipiutak burials, even when there are no grave goods, 

was their proximity to other Tigara burials which did contain artifacts. Considering the 

wide distribution of Ipiutak burials across the Point Hope spit, it is entirely possible that 

some of the “Tigara” burials are also Ipiutak burials.

Table 3.5.1 Skeletal Positions

# individuals % total 
individuals

Supine 52 30%

Prone 4 2%

Left side 3 2%

Right side 8 5%

Side Unknown 5 3%

Not Applicable 102 58%

Total 174 100%

3.6 Orientation

Skeletal orientation is the compass position of the proximal (skull) bones of the skeleton 

relative to the distal bones (feet). Eighty nine individuals, (51% of the sample population), 

all least partially articulated, show some form of orientation. As shown in Table 3.6.1, the 

vast majority of these, (37%), are oriented with their heads to the west, while 7% are 

oriented to the east, 6% to the north, and 1% to the south.
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Table 3.6.1 Skeletal orientation

# individuals % total 
individuals

North 10 6%

South 2 1%

East 12 7%

West 65 37%

Not
applicable

85 49%

Total 174 100%

3.7 Burial Type

Wood coffins

Forty-nine out of 137 burial features (36%) clearly contain coffins (see Table 3.7.1). The 

site report puts this figure at 59, but the determination of what constitutes a coffin is not 

always clear for individual burial features, and so some features that were termed coffin 

burials by Larsen and Rainey may have been inadequately defined in the site report/ 

fieldnotes, and thus categorized differently for this study. Larsen and Rainey (1948: 48) 

describe the Ipiutak coffins as rectangular structures with a floor, four walls and a cover, 

all formed of logs, and supported by upright stakes placed in the surrounding gravel. 

Unfortunately there are no drawings of the coffins, perhaps because they were generally 

quite decayed, to the extent that some merely formed a fibrous mass that encased the 

interred skeletons.
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Table 3.7.1 Burial Type

# of burial 
features

% of burial 
features

Wood coffin 49 36%

Wood frame 20 14%

Wood fragments 49 36%

None 19 14%

Total 137 100%

Wood frames

As shown in Table 3.7.2, there are a number of structures described that are not coffins, 

and yet are more than simply wood fragments. They comprise 15% of the burial features. 

Excepting three, they all seem to suggest some kind of surrounding frame made out of 

logs, but lacking a floor and cover. Field sketches indicate that the wood was not placed 

in random piles, but formed some type of enclosure (c.f. Figure 3.7.1 and 3.7.2).

Table 3.7.2 Other wood structures

Burial featurie Wood Structure

22, 86, 87, 145 logs along length of body

31, 148, 152, 155, 174 log/wooden pole

39, 103, 123, 132, 142 log fragments

109 log enclosure

55, 98, 110, 111 log frame

138, 147 floor layer

140 wood layer
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2m

4.5m

Artifact 
Human Bones 

Wood

Figure 3.7.1 Burial feature 152 - frame burial (adapted from Marks, field notes 1940)..

Wood

Human Skull

Unknown

1.5m

Figure 3.7.2. Burial feature 154 - fragmentary burial (adapted from Marks, field notes 1940)..
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Burial features 138, 140 and 147 are the exceptions that do not conform to the other 

“wood frame” burials. Bf 140 was at first thought to be a house floor, but it was later 

determined that the “large quantity of brown fibrous paste”, which was all that remained of 

the wooden structure, actually covered the artifacts and bone fragments which extended 

into “clean unblackened gravel” (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 244). Bfl38 and 147, 

however, were both described as wooden floors, the former 4x5m, the latter partly washed 

out but with a skeleton both above and below it. Unfortunately without absolute dates for 

both skeletons, we can only speculate about the length of time that elapsed between the 

two burials, and any possible connection between them. The skeletal remains in bf 138 lay 

scattered above the wooden layer. House 49 in the Ipiutak settlement did contain a burial, 

although in this case the remains of the house itself, including wall and roof timber, 

sleeping platforms, firepit and entrance passage were well defined (Larsen and Rainey, 

1948: 212). It is doubtful whether bf 138 and 147 are house burials, as they apparently 

showed no signs of similar features. Bf 138 contained two firepits, but as they included a 

potsherd, which was not considered a true Ipiutak artifact, these were determined to be 

the intrusive remains of summer camp refuse which had been found in the same area 

(Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 245).

Wood fragments

Thirty six percent of burial features were associated with wood fragments of some type. 

These are presumably differentiated from the wooden posts and log fragments by the size 

of the wood remains, although this was not recorded and the wood was not collected. 

Unfortunately, the amount and extent of wood fragments across the Point Hope spit in 

general is not described either. Larsen and Rainey did dig a number of test pits, as did the 

excavators Rainey hired from the Point Hope community, in the search for burials in 1940
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(Joel M. B. Marks, Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, Accession 1940 -  1985, Division of 

Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History; Giddings, 1967: 117-118). 

It is hard to believe that the archaeologists, particularly Marks who kept a relatively 

detailed field diary, would not have noted the general presence of wood fragments across 

the site. As there is thus no evidence for the general distribution of wood fragments, it is 

assumed that they are particular and somehow meaningful to burial features. Larsen and 

Rainey claimed in several cases that these were the remains of “the usual” log coffins 

(Larsen and Rainey; 1948).

None

Fourteen percent of burial features were not associated with wood or any other burial 

furniture at all. This may be taphonomic, cultural, or perhaps connected to the supply of 

driftwood at Point Hope, and is examined later in more depth.

Mounds

Nine burial features are indicated on the surface by “slight mounds”, which Larsen and 

Rainey not only felt was meaningful, but ascribed as a specific mortuary practice to “Near 

Ipiutak” (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 162). Examination however reveals a great deal of 

variation in the burials within these mounds, and in general, there is little about their 

contents to indicate any particular homogeneity. The second group of “Near Ipiutak” 

burials are not found in such mounds, while two other mounds contained “Ipiutak” burials. 

Many mounds were specifically tested, found empty, and explained as the coincidental 

presence of natural hummocks across the spit (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 231). Without 

knowing more about the presence and pattern of such mounds throughout the site, a more 

parsimonious explanation is that all of the burials in mounds were coincidental, and that
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Near Ipiutak is no more likely to be indicated by a slight mound on the surface than other 

Ipiutak burials. These mounds are not therefore treated as a specific burial type within this 

study.

3.8 Analysis

For many years burial practice was believed to reveal at some level the status and/or social 

identity of the individual interred by means of “universals” such as the number of grave 

goods or the amount of energy expended upon the burial (e.g. Brown, 1981; Goldstein, 

1980,1981; O’Shea, 1981; Peebles and Kus, 1977; Shennan, 1975). It is now recognized 

that mortuary behavior is more complex and that the meaning behind such variation cannot 

be considered without some particularist knowledge of a society’s organization and 

cosmology (Joyce, 2001; also Binford 1971). Recent studies have used an integrative 

approach to mortuary analysis, utilizing information from archaeology, biological 

anthropology, history and ethnography (Chesson, 2001; Gamble et al., 2001; Joyce, 2001; 

Rosalie and Archbold, 2000; Shepherd, 1999; Wysocki and Whittle, 2000).

Variation in burial behavior may reflect separate “cultures”, specific social identities, or 

chronological variation (Joyce, 2001; Pardoe, 1993; Pearson, 1999;Ravensloot, 1990 etc). 

The most obvious differentiation between the burials at Ipiutak is in their burial furniture 

(“burial type”). Larsen and Rainey (1948) noticed the predominance of coffin burials, 

(although as noted earlier they actually comprise only 39% of the total), and these have, 

perhaps, come to epitomize Ipiutak, particularly the three coffin burials containing the 

skeletons with ivory eyes. Comparison between burial types, however, is complicated by 

differential preservation. The coffin burials are generally more complete than the wood 

frame, wood fragment, or no wood burials, perhaps because they are slightly deeper (see
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Table 3.8.1). As a result, apparent differences in variables between burial types may be the 

end result of taphonomic processes, and have little cultural significance.

Table 3.8.1 Average depth of burials

coffin
burial

frame
burial

wood
fragments

no
wood

Average
Depth 56cm 39cm* 34cm 40cm

* excluding b f 147 which was over twice as deep as any other frame burial, 
and possibly a house floor (see Chapter One)

It was seen through a chi-square test for independence that there was a significant 

statistical difference between burial types for skeletal composition, (x2 = 102.77 > p = 

12.59) at a significance level of 0.05, and a Cramers V test for association returned a value 

of 5.5, suggesting that the association between burial type and skeletal composition is 

strong. Although there is not statistical means to know the direction of this association, 

further examination suggests that there is a relationship between degree of skeletal 

preservation and the amount and organization (i.e. burial type) of associated wood (see 

Figure 3.8.1). The greater the organization of wood, the more likely the skeleton is to be 

articulated, and vice versa. This suggests that burial type may not be a valid construct by 

which to measure variability in mortuary practice and that they are in fact a product of 

taphonomic factors acting on the site.

The exception to this relationship, however, is the burials with no associated wood. If 

poor preservation has resulted in the loss of the wood structure associated with the burial, 

then the degree of skeletal preservation should be correspondingly lower, resulting in more 

fragmentary burials. This is not the case however, and in fact skeletal preservation remains 

relatively constant throughout this category. While the majority of burials at Ipiutak were
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housed in some form of wooden structure, 14% were purposefully treated differently. 

This may reflect specific burial behavior, or simply unavailability of wood (see Chapter 

Five).

B u ria l typ e  (b e s t to le a s t p re s e rv e d )

Figure 3.8.1 Preservation by burial type

The validity of any correlation between burial type and mortuary behavior can be tested to 

some extent through examination of other associated burial practices. Some meaning may 

be ascribed to the coffin burials, for example, if they are measurably distinct from the other 

burial types. Initial impressions suggest that individuals in coffin burials tend to be 

articulated (93%), supine (59%), and oriented west (80%). However both frame and 

fragment burials exhibit the same tendency towards a supine position and western 

orientation (see Figuree 3.8.2 and 3.8.3). The lower figures are again likely to be a 

reflection of differential preservation. The exception, once more, appears to be burials 

with no wood associated: although they also tend towards a supine position, they are more 

likely to be oriented north or east.



coffin frame fragment none
Burial type

Figure 3.8.2 Orientation of Burial Types

burial typ e

□  supine
■  prone
□  left side
□  right side
■  side - other

□  W est 

■  East

□  North

□  South

Figure 3.8.3 Skeletal Position in Burial Types
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As seen in a chi-square test for independence, there is in fact a significant difference 

between burial types for orientation {y l = 34.5 > p = 16.2). It must be noted however 

that in the test for orientation, well over 20% of the cells had expected frequencies of less 

than five. Normally a correction factor such as Yates Continuity Correction, or Fishers 

Exact Test can be applied to counter these low frequencies, but these are only valid for 2 x 

2 contingency tables (Huck and Cormier, 1996; Madrigal, 1998; Daniels, 1999; Norusis, 

1999). Another way of dealing with low expected frequencies is to make the test more 

robust by increasing the significance level. At a significance level of 0.001, there is still a 

significant difference in orientation between burial types (x2 = 71.32 > p = 21.67).

A similar problem is encountered in a chi-square test for independence between burial type 

and skeletal position, although this shows no significant difference between the two 

variables, where x2 = 6.17 < p = 21.03 at a significance level of 0.05.

The differential preservation of skeletal remains affects measurable variability of age across 

burial type. However all three age groups are represented across the four categories, with 

the exception of infants whose remains are particularly fragile and were all incomplete (see 

Table 3.1.2). This suggests that there is no differentiation of burial type according to age, 

and that age was therefore not a factor in reflected in this aspect of mortuary behavior. 

Skeletal preservation does not vary according to sex, and it is therefore expected that 

variation in burial practice for the 77 sexed individuals at Ipiutak will be accurately 

reflected. Table 3.8.2 clearly shows a lack of differentiation in burial practice according to 

sex except for burials with no associated wood. Three times as many females as males are 

not associated with wood. A chi-square test for independence however supports the lack 

of differentiation: with the significance level set at 0.05, it fails to reject the null hypothesis 

that there is no difference in burial type between females and males (x2 = 3.05 < p = 7.82).
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Table 3.8.2 Burial practice by sex

fem mal fem mal fem mal

Cof 22 24 Sup 17 19 Nth 5 3
% 37 41 % 33 37 % 50 30

(59) (52) (10)

Frm 5 4 Pro 2 1 Sth 1 0
% 17 13 % 50 25 % 50 0

(30) (4) (2)

Frg 8 5 Lft 3 0 Est 3 1
% 14 8 % 100 % 25 8

(59) (3) (12)

Non 7 2 Rgt 3 3 Wst 24 23
% 27 8 % 38 38 % 57 66

(26) (8) (65)

Art 29 25 Sd? 0 1 Inf 0 0
% 37 32 % 0 20 % 0 0

(79) (5) (7)

Dis 8 7 Fix 3 0 Sub 5 0
% 17 16 % 75 0 % 22 0

(45) 4 (23)

Fra 6 3 Adt 36 35
% 12 6 % 36 35

(50) (99)

Initial examination of burial practice thus produces mixed results. There is no observed 

difference between burial types in skeletal position, or the treatment of either age or sex. 

There is a relationship between the degree of organization of wood and that of the skeletal 

remains. This suggests that the burials at Ipiutak may have originally been a single type, 

with differences visible in the archaeological record due to taphonomic processes over the 

centuries. The coffin burials would thus be younger than the frame burials, which in turn 

would be younger than the fragmented burials.

However, there are exceptions to this general homogeneity. Burials not associated with 

wood contain skeletal remains in all states of organization: articulated, disarticulated, and 

fragmentary. They also display a tendency in orientation to the north and east, contrary to 

the dominant pattern of western orientation within the other burial types.
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Chapter Four

4.1 Artifact Inventories

There are 2611 artifacts in the burial features. Contrary to expectations, preservation of 

artifacts does not seem to be linked to burial type. Only eight percent of the artifacts are 

found in what is arguably the best-preserved wooden structure, the coffins, compared to 

22% in frame burials, 52% in wood fragment burials, and 18% in burials with no wood. 

Excluding artifacts related to the flint industry, of which the majority are non-organic and 

may thus have affected the overall ratios, does not however have any major effect on the 

percentage of artifacts in each burial type. This suggests that alongside differences 

resulting from erosional processes, there may be visible differences in mortuary behavior 

between the burial types.

4.2 Artifact Distribution

Of course the number of artifacts in a burial does not necessarily reflect the wealth or 

status of the individual buried therein (Bloch, 1981). Different patterns of artifact 

distribution between burial types may indicate an underlying difference in mortuary 

behavior. There is a difference in the average number of artifacts per individual between 

burial types at Ipiutak (Table 4.2.1). Fragmented burials contain an average of 22.9 

artifacts per individual, while coffin burials contain only 3.5. Initial appearances thus 

suggest that quantity of artifacts may be related to change over time.

However an examination of the range of artifact counts in each burial type shows that 

there are both “poor” and “rich” burials in each group (Table 4.2.2). A chi-square test for 

independence results in y2 =71.32 > p = 42.31, with the significance set at 0.001 to 

compensate for the large number of cells with low expected frequencies. Thus there is a
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statistically significant difference in the number of artifacts between burial types. 

Distribution of wealth and status is therefore unlikely to be a factor in burial type, although 

it may have some other behavioral meaning within types.

Table 4.1.1 Average Number of Artifacts per Individual by Burial Type

Number of 
Individuals

Number of 
Artifacts

Average number 
of Artifacts per 

Individual

Coffin 59 207 3. 5
(34%) (8% )

Frame 30 573 19.1
(17%) (22%)

Fragment 59 1351 22.9
(34%) (52%)

No wood 26 480 18.5
(15%) (18%)

Total 174 2611 15
(100%) (100%)

Table 4.2.2 Range of artifact distribution

Burial
Type

0 1 -  10 11-20 21 -50 51 - 
100

101 - 
200

200 + Range of 
artifacts

Coffin 22 23 1 2 1 0 0 0 - 5 8

Frame 3 7 0 8 0 0 1 0 - 269

Fragment 6 19 6 9 4 4 1 0 - 217

No wood 1 3 7 4 3 0 0 0 - 9 3
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4.3 Artifacts associated with females and males

The connection between artifact type, sex and thus gender roles, particularly as reflected in 

burials, has been challenged repeatedly (e.g. Crass, 2000). Nevertheless, many 

archaeologists still assume meaningful links between biological sex and artifact inventories 

(e.g. Anderson, 1984: 89). Table 4.3.1 lists the incidence of artifacts by females and males. 

Males in coffin burials are nearly three times more likely to be buried without any 

accompanying grave goods. A number of artifacts are exclusive to females: animal 

carvings, discoidal blades, flint flaker handles, harpoon socket pieces, ice picks, needles, 

ornamental bands, swivels and wedges. Only ivory eyes are exclusive to males. Not only 

are more items exclusive to women, but many fall into the traditionally “male-oriented” 

sphere of hunting and flint working. Although the figures are generally low, this pattern is 

repeated throughout the burial types, as seen particularly in incidences of arrowheads, 

arrowpoints, flint flakes and inset blades. Burial types are clearly not a construct of 

perceived gender differences.

Although not strictly relevant to the current discussion of artifacts, the presence of dog 

remains (distinct from wolf remains) at Ipiutak was commented upon in the site report 

(Murie, in Larsen and Rainey, 1948: Appendix 4). Various canid skeletal elements are 

found in each of the four burial types, although the majority of dog remains accompanied 

burials with no associated wood. Moreover all of the latter are associated with females, as 

are the vast majority of dog remains in general (Table 4.3.2).



38

Table 4.3.1 Incidence of artifacts by sex (mixed burials excluded)

coffin frame fragments no wood
female male female male female male female male

none 5 14 1 2 1
adze/celt 2 3
animal carving 2 1
arrowhead 2 2 1 1 1 2 3 1
arrowpoints 1 1 1 2 3 1
artificial eyes 1 1
brow band 1
buttons 1
chisel 1
cutting board 1
discoidal blade 3
engraving tool 1
flint flake 7 1 1 1 2 1 1
flint flaker 1
flint flaker handle 1 1
flint core 1 1
Hairpin 1
harpoon foreshaft 1 1 1
harpoon head 1 1 1
harpoon socket piece 1 1
human head carving 1
ice pick 1 1 1 1
inset blades 1 1 1 2 1 1
ivory band 1
ivory rod 1 1 1
labrets 1
lance/dagger 1 1
lancehead 1 1
leister prong 1 1
mouth cover 1
needles 3 1 1
openwork carving 1 1 3
ornamental band 2 1 1
ornamental chain link 1 1
pendants, ivory 1
perforated bear jaw 1
potsherd 1
pyrites/red ochre 1 1 1
rake-like object 1 1
ring 1
salmon spear side prong 1
scrapers 1 1 1
semi-lunar blade 1 1
shovel - whalebone 1 1
sideblade 1 1 1 1 1 1
snowgoggles 1
swivel 1 1
walrus mandible
whetstone 1 1 1 1
wedge 1 1
Total burial features 17 19 2 2 5 3 6 2
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Table 4.3.2 MNI dog remains associated with burial features

Female Male Sex
Unknown

Total
MNI

Coffin n/a* 1

Frame 2 2

Fragment 1 1

No wood 4 1 5

Total
MNI

6 1 2 9

*  This coffin burial contained only a dog skeleton unassociated with any human skeleton

4.4 Artifact Class

The artifacts are classed according to Larsen and Rainey’s typology (1948), into seven 

groups (Table 4.4.1). It is notable that equipment for hunting land mammals, primarily 

arrowheads, comprise nearly one third of the collection (32%). Equipment for hunting sea 

mammals is less common, despite Point Hope’s advantageous position on the Chukchi Sea 

(Mason and Gerlach, 1995), making up only 3% of the entire collection. “Impractical 

objects”, here grouped to include any artifact without a known or assumed practical 

purpose, and for which Ipiutak is best celebrated, are only 12% of the entire collection1. 

The flint industry, which includes arrowpoints (endblades and sideblades), as well as the 

tools associated with producing these, (flint flakers etc) makes up 36% of the collection. 

Lithic artifacts are less susceptible to decay than organic artifacts, and so may account for 

a larger percentage of the collection. Conversely, there is no indication that the 

archaeologists employed screens, and therefore lithic material, particularly debitage, may 

have been discarded at excavation. We have already noted that some burial descriptions 

did not include flakes that appear in the museum collections (Chapter Two).
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A chi-square test for independence results in x2 = 351.22 > p = 28.87, at a significance 

level of 0.05, demonstrating that there is a significant difference in artifact class between 

burial types. When examined graphically, it is apparent that in general the artifacts exhibit 

similar distribution patterns though burial types (Figure 4.4.1). The coffin burials show 

the greatest divergence from the other types in almost every category; artifact counts for 

land mammal hunting are lower, but are higher for sea mammal and other hunting. Fewer 

flint artifacts (possibly reflecting fewer arrowpoints), but more tools were placed into 

coffins. The numbers of impractical objects in coffin burials are similar to those in frame 

and fragmentary burials. Frame and fragmentary burials are almost identical in every class. 

Burials with no associated wood are somewhat different in that artifacts connected to land 

mammal hunting and impractical objects are less numerous, and those connected to the 

flint industry much more numerous.

The faunal remains associated with each burial type reflects to some extent the distribution 

of sea mammal and terrestrial mammal hunting artifact classes. Although the number of 

units with recorded faunal remains is relatively small (27) and comprises only 20% of 

burial features, there are no caribou remains in coffin burials (Table 4.4.3).



Table 4.4.1 Artifact classes by burial type

Artifact
Class

Hunting Land 
Mammals

Hunting Sea 
Mammals

Other Hunting 
Equipment

Flint Industry Tools and Utensils Clothing and 
Personal 

Adornment

Impractical Objects Totals

Artifacts
included

arrow
straightener

harpoonhead 
harpoon foreshaft

barbed point 
bird arrowhead

core
discoidal blade

adze'celt
awl

brow band 
button

amber
animal carving

arrowhead harpoon socket 
icepick

bird dart 
leister prong 
marlin spike 
salmon spear

endblade
flakes
flaking tool
pentagonal
blade
scraper
semi-lunar blade 
sideblade

bird bone tube 
chisel
cutting board
dagger/knife/lance
engraving tools
grinding stone
ground slate blade
lamp
mattock
needle
ochre/pyrites
plug
pot sherd 
rake-like object 
root pick 
scoop 
shovel
spatulate object
swivel
unidentified
wedge
whetstone

hairpin
labret
sncw goggles

antler tubes 
artificial eyes 
bear jaw 
chain (ivory) 
human head carving 
ivory ornament 
ivory rod 
mask
mouth cover 
nose plug 
openwork carving 
ornamental band 
ornamental chain link 
pendant
swivel-like object

In coffin 
burials

19
(9%)

35
(17%)

10
(5%)

44
(21%)

65
(31%)

1
(0.5%)

33
(16%)

207
(8%)

In frame 
burials

191
(33%)

8
(1%)

5
(1%)

215
(38%)

80
(14%)

4
(1%)

70
(12%)

573
(22%)

In
fragment
burials

524
(39%)

24
(2%)

17
(1%)

421
(31%)

165
(12%)

9
(1%)

191
(14%)

1351
(52%)

In no 
wood 
burials

105
(22%)

7
(1%)

9
(2%)

272
(57%)

68
(14%)

3
(1%)

16
(3%)

480
(18%)

Total 839
(32%)

74
(3%)

41
(2%)

952
(36%)

378
(14%)

17
(1%)

310
(12%)

2611
(100%)
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Table 4.4.2 Artifact classes by burial type, excludingflint industry

Burial type Hunting
land

mammals

Hunting sea 
mammals

Other
hunting

equipment

Tools and 
utensils

Clothing
and

personal
adornment

Impractical
objects

Totals

In coffin 
burials

%

19
(9%)

35
(17%)

10
(5%)

65
(31%)

1
(0.5%)

33
(16%)

163
(10%)

In frame 
burials

%

191
(33%)

8
(1%)

5
(1%)

80
(14%)

4
(1%)

70
(12%)

358
(22%)

In fragment 
burials

%

524
(39%)

24
(2%)

17
(1%)

165
(12%)

9
(1%)

191
(14%)

930
(56%)

In no wood 
burials

%

105
(22%)

7
(1%)

9
(2%)

68
(14%)

3
(1%)

16
(3%)

208
(13%)

Total
%

839
(50%)

74
(4%)

41
(2%)

378
(23%)

17
(1%)

310
(19%)

1659
(100%)

land m am m al sea m am m al other h u n tin g  flin t industry to o ls  and c lo th in g  and im p ra ctica l  
h un ting h u n tin g  u ten sils  p erso n a l item s

ad orn m en t

a rtifact c la s se s

Figure 4.4.1 Burial type vs artifact class
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Table 4.4.3 Incidence of unmodified remains in burial features*

Bird Dog
Polar
bear Caribou seal

bearded
seal walrus whale unknown Total

Coffin 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 8
4

types

Frame 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 12
9

types

Fragment 3 1 1 2 4 2 4 2 1 20
9

types

No wood 2 4 0 3 3 4 2 1 0 19
7

types

Totals 8 7 2 6 9 7 12 6 2 59
9

types
*  not number o f bones or M.N.I.

4.5 Artifact Types

Two of the artifact classes described by Larsen and Rainey are examined in finer detail 

through their types: terrestrial mammal hunting equipment (arrowheads) and impractical 

objects.

4.5.1 Terrestrial Mammal Hunting Equipment

Arrowheads are the most numerous single artifact found at Ipiutak, and largely due to this, 

Ipiutak was defined as a predominantly inland oriented culture (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 

146ff). The assumption that all arrowheads were related to terrestrial mammal hunting is 

justified on the basis of the quantities of antler artifacts found at Ipiutak, notably the 

arrowheads themselves. On the basis of their form, their shape in cross-section, and their 

decoration, Larsen and Rainey defined eight types of Ipiutak arrowhead, as well as a 

number of Near Ipiutak arrowheads, and some of uncertain type (1948: Plates 32-34, 78).
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To facilitate analysis, and as they are in fact spread over all types of burial feature 

examined in this study, I have combined the Ipiutak and Near Ipiutak typologies from 

Point Hope to produce a list of 12 types (Table 4.5.1). As I do not consider decorative 

markings in my definition of types, I do not use Larsen and Rainey’s additional 

subdivisions of Types 1 and 2.

Table 4.5.1 Arrowhead Types at Ipiutak

Type Description # of specimens* # of burial features*

Type 1 sideblades, conical tang 212 45

Type 2 endblades, conical tang 183 37

Type 3 end blade and barbs, conical tang 154 27

Type 4 side blade and barbs, conical tang 3 3

Type 5 end and side blades, conical tang 20 11

Type 6 end blades, barbs set in opposite directions, 
conical tang

12 8

Type 7 “fantastic form” that would be impractical for 
hunting

21 10

Type 8 no blade slots or barbs, conical tang 1 1

Type 9 long and slender with an end blade and an 
ivory ring around the conical tang

14 4

Type 10 end blade, forked tang 15 5

Type 11 end blade, socketed tang 10 2

Type 12 endblade and barbs, forked tang 1 1

*  Figures from plate descriptions. Although they are clearly inaccurate when compared to Table 4.6  
below, and include occurrences in burials not included in this study, it was not possible to do an actual 

count o f arrowheads due to the number o f  artifacts m issing from the collections (see Chapter two). Figures 
are thus for general information only.

Examination of the arrowhead types represented in each burial type reveals some 

interesting patterns. Arrowhead Type 1 is the most common (Table 4.5.1), and yet it does 

not appear in the coffin burials. This may be due to the relatively small number of artifacts 

in the coffin burials (10% of the total artifact count) although arrowhead Types 2, 3, and 4



45

are represented. The other burial types all contain a much wider variety of arrowhead 

types (Table 4.5.2). Considered in light of the tendency for coffin burials to contain more 

artifacts apparently related to sea mammal hunting, and the lack of caribou remains in the 

coffin burials, the absence of Type 1 arrowheads may in fact have some temporal and/or 

behavioral implications.

Arrowheads Type 2, 3 and 4 are distributed across all four burial types (Table 4.5.2). 

Types 5, 6, 7 and 8 are found only in the wood frame and wood fragment burials. Due to 

their form types 6 and 7 would both be impractical for actual hunting purposes (Larsen 

and Rainey, 1948: Plate 34). Types 9 -  12 are found mostly in the burials without wood, 

although there are a few occurrences in the wood frame and fragment burials. These four 

types helped to define Near Ipiutak, and yet there does not seem to be any corresponding 

homogeneity of burial practice. Frame and fragmentary burials share eight arrowhead 

types, fragmentary and no wood six, frame and no wood five, and the three arrowhead 

types in the coffin burials are common to all burial types. In a general way this may 

suggest a closer temporal relationship between the frame and fragmentary burials, 

followed by the no wood burials. The coffin burials, while connected to each of the other 

types, are divergent in the small range of arrowhead types represented.
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Table 4.5.2 Incidence of arrowhead types in burial *

Type
1

Type
2

Type
3

Type
4

Type
5

Type
6

Type
7

Type
8

Type
9

Type
10

Type
11

Type
12

Coffin 3 2 1

Frame 6 6 3 2 3 3 2 2

Fragment 21 16 15 3 4 1 4 1 1 2

No wood 7 8 1 1 2 3 1 1

Total 34 33 21 7 7 4 6 1 1 7 1 1

*  due to the incomplete nature o f  the collections, it was not possible to use artifact counts

4.5.2 Impractical Artifacts

Ipiutak has long been famed for its “ghost cult” (Rainey, 1941a; Rainey, 1941b; Rainey, 

1942; Farthest North Collegian, 1945; Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Giddings, 1967). The 

site report notes that certain “shamanistic” artifacts are exclusively associated with surface 

burials (Larsen and Rainey, 1948:60). Seventeen artifact types are considered 

“impractical”, and related to spiritual beliefs (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 119ff). For the 

purpose of this analysis, these have been condensed into 14 types (see Table 4.5.3), and 

also include “ornamental bands” which Larsen and Rainey classed as objects relating to 

clothing and personal adornment, despite being uncertain of the accuracy of this definition 

(Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 112).

Once again frame and fragmentary burials have the most in common, sharing seven 

impractical artifact types. Coffin burials share six artifact types with both frame and 

fragment burials, and burials with no associated wood share five. It is clear that while 

these artifacts vary in number and form, they represent some form of cultural continuity
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between burial types, and this may reflect a shared belief system or cosmology. Three 

artifact types are found across all burial types: animal carvings, ornamental bands, and 

mask/face covers (Table 4.5.3). Openwork carvings, chain link objects, ivory rods and 

ivory eyes co-occur in three burial types, human head carvings and perforated bear jaws in 

two. Neither openwork carvings, which often seem to mimic swivels in appearance, nor 

Type 6 or 7 arrowheads, which are probably non-functional, are found in the coffin burials. 

These do not appear in the Ipiutak houses either; the fragments of “openwork carvings” 

from the houses pictured in Plate 26 of the site report do not, in fact, resemble those from 

the burials particularly closely. Even if, as Larsen and Rainey suggested, these were 

specific burial goods, they occur in such numbers that it seems unlikely that there would 

not be some evidence of their manufacture and existence in the houses.

4.5.3 Variation within burial types

Within the artifact classes found in the burials, Larsen and Rainey (1948) defined 

approximately 148 different artifact types, including the arrowheads and impractical 

artifacts examined above (Table 4.5.4 and Table 4.5.5). The majority of these co-occur in 

two or more burial types, again emphasizing their general homogeneity, however there are 

a number of artifacts that are exclusive to one burial type or another (See Table 4.5.6).



Table 4.5.3 Incidence of impractical objects in burial types

animal
carving

ornamental
band

mask/
lace

covers

openwork
carving

chain
link

object

ivory
rod

artificial
eyes

human
head

carving

perforated 
bear jaw

chain antler
tubes

loon
skull

pendants diamond
ornament

Total

Coffin 3 5 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 19
17%

Frame 3 3 1 8 2 1 1 1 1 21
18%

Frag 9 5 2 24 15 7 1 1 64
57%

None 1 3 1 2 1 1 9
8%

Total 16 16 6 34 18 10 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 113

% 14% 14% 5% 30% 17% 9% 3% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 100%
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Table 4.5.4 Artifact types by burial type

Burial Typ<a Total Number 
of Artifacts

Total number 
of types

Coffin 207 50

Frame 573 77

Fragmentaryf 1351 102

No Wood 480 57

Table 4.5.5 Association of artifact types and burial types

adze blade type 2 frame frag
adze blade type 3 frag
adzehead frag
adzehead type 1 frame frag
adzehead type 2 coff frame frag none
amber frag
animal carving coff frame frag none
antler brow band coff
arrow straightener frag
arrowhead type 01 frame frag none
arrowhead type 02 coff frame frag none
arrowhead type 02 star coff
arrowhead type 03 coff frame frag none
arrowhead type 04 coff frame frag none
arrowhead type 05 frame frag
arrowhead type 06 frame frag
arrowhead type 07 frame frag
arrowhead type 08 frag
arrowhead type 09 frag none
arrowhead type 10 frame frag none
arrowhead type 11 none
arrowhead type 12 none
arrowpoints diamon none
arrowpoints rare frame
arrowpoints type 1 coff frame frag none
arrowpoints type 2 frame fra9.. . none
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awl coff frame frag none
barbed poirit coff frag none
bear jaw frame frag
bird arrowhead frag none
bird bone tube frame frag none
bird dart side prong frag
button frag
celt coff frame frag
chain -  ivory frame
chisel frag none
cutting board none
dagger/knifr3 frame frag
discoidal blade coff frag none
discoidal blade type 1 coff frame
discoidal blade type 2 frag
discoidal blade type 3 coff frame
discoidal blade type 4 coff frame frag
dog bones/skulls etc coff frame frag?
engraving tool coff frame
flaker handle frame frag none
flaker point coff frame frag
flaking hammer coff none
graver frame frag none
grinding stone none
hairpin none
harpoon blades frag none
harpoon foreshaft none
harpoon foreshaft mini coff none
harpoon foreshaft type 1 coff frame frag
harpoon foreshaft type 2 coff frag
harpoon foreshaft type 2 miniature frame
harpoon socket piece type 1 coff frame
harpoon socket piece type 2 coff
harpoon socket piece type 3 frag
harpoonhead barbed
harpoonhead Nr Ip none
harpoonhead rare frame
harpoonhead type 1 coff frag
harpoonhead type 1 miniature frame
harpoonhead type 2 coff
harpoonhead type 3 coff frag
harpoonhead type 4 coff none
harpoonhead whaling frame frag none
human head carving coff frag
icepick coff frame frag none
incised ivory bands coff
inset blade triangula none
inset blade type 1 frame frag none
inset blade type 2 frag none
inset blade type 3 frag
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inset blade type 4 frame frag
inset blades large none
ivory eyes coff frame none
ivory ornament, diamond shaped none
ivory rod type 1 coff frame frag
ivory rod type 2 frag
ivory rod type 3 frame frag
ivory rod type 4 frag
ivory rod type 5 frag
knife blade coff frame frag none
knife handle none
labrets frame frag
lamp frame
lance head type 1 frame frag
lance head type 2 frame frag
lance/dagger type 1 frame frag
lance/dagger type 2 frag
leister prong coff frame frag none
marlin spike frame
mask antler frag none
mask ivory coff
mattock frame frag
mattock blade none
mouth cover coff frame frag
needle coff frame none
noseplugs frame
openwork type 01 frame frag none
openwork type 02 frame frag
openwork type 03 frag
openwork type 04 frame frag
openwork type 05 frame none
openwork type 06 frag
openwork type 07 frag
openwork type 08 frame frag
openwork type 09 frag
openwork type 10 frag
openwork type 11 frame frag none
openwork type 12 frame frag
openwork type 13 frame frag none
openwork type 14 frame frag
openwork type 15 frame frag
openwork type 16 frame frag
ornamental band type 01 coff frag
ornamental band type 02 frame frag none
ornamental chain link frame frag
ornamental chain link object coff frame frag
ornamental chain link object type 1 frag
ornamental chain link object type 2 frag
pendant, ivory coff
pentagonal blade none
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plugs frag
pot sherd frame
pyrites/ochre coff frame frag
rake like object coff frag
root pick frame frag
salm spr side prong coff frag none
scoop frame
semi lunar blade type 1 coff frag
shovel whalebone coff frag
shovel head type 1 frag
shovel head type 2 frag none
sidescrapers none
slate blade frame
snow goggles frag none
spatulate object coff frame frag
swivel type 1 frag
swivel type 2 frame frag
swivel type 3 frame frag
swivel type 4 frame frag none
tubes, caribou, incised coff
wedge coff none
whetstone coff frame frag none

Total Number of Types 50 77 102 57

Table 4.5.6 Exclusivity of artifact types, by burial type

Burial Type Total number 
of types

Number of 
exclusive types

Percentage of 
exclusive types

Coffin 50 8 16%

Frame 77 11 14%

Fragmentary 102 23 23%

No Wood 57 16 28%
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Sixteen percent of the artifacts in coffin burials do not occur in other burial types. These 

include: antler brow band, arrowhead type two (star-shaped), harpoon socket piece type 2, 

harpoon head type 2, incised ivory band, ivory mask, ivory pendant, caribou antler tubes, 

incised (Table 4.5.7). Of these artifacts, the majority represent sub-types of artifacts that 

are found in other burial types. The brow band and the incised ivory band are arguably 

similar to those artifacts termed “ornamental bands” by Larsen and Rainey (1948). The 

ivory mask and the caribou antler tubes, however, are not found in any other burial type.

A second ivory mask is known from bf 50, but this was not found with skeletal remains. 

Antler masks are found in bf 146 and 175, but these are very different in form (cf. Larsen 

and Rainey, 1948, Plates 49, 54 and 55).

Coffin Burials

Table 4.5.7 Artifact types exclusive to coffin burials

Exclusive to Coffin Burials Comparative information

Antler brow band Brow band and ornamental band appear to be different 
names for the same artifacts: cf Plates 24, 50, 51.

Arrowhead type 2 (star shape) Highly stylized type 2 arrowhead, reminiscent of type 7 
“impractical” arrowheads

Harpoon socket piece type 2 As socket piece type 1, but with loose instead of fixed 
tang: cf Plate 38

Harpoon heac1 type 2

Incised caribou antler tubes

Incised ivory 1Dand As brow band and ornamental band above.

Ivory mask

Ivory pendant

Frame burials

Fourteen percent of the artifacts found in frame burials are not found in other burial types, 

including a rare type of arrowpoint, ivory chain, a miniature harpoon foreshafit type 2, a 

rare harpoon head, a miniature type 1 harpoon head, a lamp, a marlinspike, noseplugs,
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potsherds, a scoop, and slate blades (Table 4.5.8). Of these, the potsherds, lamp and ivory 

chain are from the anomalous burials noted in 3.6.2, wood or floor layers, that may 

represent a somewhat different form of burial feature. Except for the slate blades, the 

remaining artifacts are again only meaningful if compared with the other subtypes.

Table 4.5.8 Artifacts exclusive to frame burials

Exclusive to Frame Burials Comparative information

Arrowpoint -  rare type Fragment, from an anomalous burial feature described as wood 
or floor layer.

Ivory chain From an anomalous burial feature, described as wood or floor 
layer. Possibly related to chain link objects.

Harpoon foreshaft type 2, 
miniature
Harpoon head, rare

Harpoon head type 1, 
miniature
Stone lamp From an anomalous burial feature, described as wood or floor 

layer.
Marl inspike

Noseplugs Found with mouth cover and ivory eyes that appear in other 
burial types.

Potsherds From an anomalous burial feature, described as wood or floor 
layer.

Scoop

Slate blades

Wood fragment burials

These burials contained significantly more artifact types than any other burial type, and so 

it is unsurprising that 23% are represented here exclusively: adze blade type 3, adzehead, 

amber, arrow straightener, bird dart side prong, button, discoidal blade type 2, harpoon 

socket piece type 3, inset blade type 3, ivory rod types 2, 4, 5, lance/dagger type 2, 

openwork carvings type 3, 6, 7, 9 and 10, ornamental chain link objects types 1 and 2,
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plugs, shovelhead type 1, and swivel type 1 (Table 4.5.9). As with the coffin burials, these 

artifacts are almost all subtypes of artifacts represented elsewhere. The five small “plugs” 

are unusual, but their purpose is unknown (Larsen and Rainey, 1948, Plate 81: 20, 21).

Table 4.5.9 Artifacts exclusive to fragmented burials

Exclusive to Frame Burials Comparative information

adze blade type 3

adzehead type unknown

amber

arrow straightener

bird dart side prong

button

discoidal blade type 2 Similar to type 1: cf Plate 46

harpoon socket piece type 3

inset blade type! 3

ivory rod types:2, 4, 5 Types are generally similar

lance/dagger type 2

openwork carvings type 3, 6, 7, 9 and 
10

Sixteen types, many difficult to distinguish from each other.

ornamental chain link objects types 1 
and 2

Very similar to various openwork carvings

plugs

shovelhead type 1

swivel type 1

Burials with ino associated wood

At 28%, this burial type has the largest number of exclusive artifacts: arrowhead types 9, 

11 and 12, diamond-shaped arrowpoints, a cutting board, grinding stones, a hairpin, a 

“Near Ipiutak” harpoon head, triangular inset blades, large inset blades, diamond shaped
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ivory ornament, knife handle, mattock blade, pentagonal blade, and sidescrapers (Table 

4.5.10). Of these items, the arrowheads will be dealt with below.

Table 4.5.10 Artifacts exclusive to burials with no associated wood

Exclusive to Frame Burials Comparative information

arrowhead types 9, 11 and 12

diamond-shaped arrowpoints

cutting board

grinding stones

hairpins

“Near Ipiutak” harpoon head

triangular inset blades Difficult to differentiate between type 1 and triangular: cf Plate 36 fig. 
2 and Plate 80 fig. 27-29

diamond shaped ivory ornament

large inset blades Difficult to differentiate between type 4 and large: cf Plate 36 fig. 41 
and Plate 80 fig. 31

knife handle

mattock blade

pentagonal blacie

sidescrapers

Of equal import to the exclusive occurrence of specific artifact types, is the fact that there 

is similarity across the burial types. Table 4.5.11 suggests that there may be measurable 

degrees of similarity. Overall, only seven percent of artifact types are shared between all 

four burial types. However even “No wood” burials, otherwise the most anomalous, hold 

at least 34% of their artifacts in common with other burial types (Table 4.5.11). The 

burials associated with wood fragments share the greatest percentage of artifacts with 

other burial types, followed by frame burials. Coffin and burials with no associated wood 

are equally divergent from other types.
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Table 4.5.11 Degree of similarity between burial types, by percentages o f  
artifacts held in common

Independent Variable
Fragments Frames Coffins No Wood

Coffins 64% 54% 40%

Frames 77% 35% 35%

Fragment: 59% 32% 34%

None 60% 42% 42%

4.6 Artifact types within burial types

There is clearly homogeneity of artifact types across burial type, with specific “exclusive” 

items. Homogeneity of artifact types also exists within burial types. Of the 46 artifact 

types found in coffin burials, 37% were found in more than one burial feature (Table

4.6.1). There were 58 artifact types in the frame burials, with 33% occurring in more than 

one burial feature (Table 4.6.2). Of the 81 artifacts in fragmentary burials, 58% occur in 

more than one burial feature, revealing the greatest within-type homogeneity (Table 4.6.3). 

The burials with no associated wood contained 47 artifact types, and 49% were found in 

more than one burial feature (Table 4.6.4). Clearly there is variation in the items included 

as gravegoods, with a very small percentage being found in more than 50% of the burial 

features in any burial type (Table 4.6.5).
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Table 4.6.1 Incidence of artifact types within coffin burials

Artifact Type No of incidences % of burial 
features

arrowhead 5 20%
shovel whalebone 5 20%
animal carving 4 16%
needle 4 16%
ornamental band type 1 4 16%
icepick 3 12%
ivory rod type 1 3 12%
leister prong 3 12%
discoidal blade 2 8%
discoidal blade type 1 2 8%
flaking hammer 2 8%
human head carving 2 8%
ivory eyes 2 8%
pyrites/ochre 2 8%
salmon spear side prong 2 8%
semi lunar blade type 1 2 8%
whetstone 2 8%
adzehead type 2 1 4%
antler brow band 1 4%
arrowpoints type 1 1 4%
awl 1 4%
barbed point 1 4%
celt 1 4%
discoidal blade type 3 1 4%
discoidal blade type 4 1 4%
engraving tool 1 4%
flaker point 1 4%
harpoon foreshaft mini 1 4%
harpoon foreshaft type 1 1 4%
harpoon foreshaft type 2 1 4%
harpoon socket piece type 1 1 4%
harpoon socket piece type 2 1 4%
harpoonhead type 1 1 4%
harpoonhead type 2 1 4%
harpoonhead type 3 1 4%
harpoonhead type 4 1 4%
incised ivory bands 1 4%
knife blade 1 4%
mask ivory 1 4%
mouth cover 1 4%
ornamental chain link object 1 4%
pendant, ivory 1 4%
rake like object 1 4%
spatulate object 1 4%
tubes, caribou, incised 1 4%
wedge 1 4%
Number of Artifacts 46
Number of Burial features with artifacts 25
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Table 4.6.2 Incidence of artifact types within frame burials

Artifact Type No of incidences % of burial 
features

arrowhea d 10 63%
knife blade 7 44%
openwork carving 7 44%
inset blade type 1 6 38%
arrowpoints type 1 4 25%
lance head type 1 4 25%
animal carving 3 19%
arrowpoints type 2 3 19%
flaker handle 3 19%
flaker point 3 19%
ornamental band type 2 3 19%
pot sherd 3 19%
adze blade type 2 2 12%
awl 2 12%
discoidal blade type 1 2 12%
harpoonhead rare 2 12%
labrets 2 12%
lance/dagger type 1 2 12%
mattock 2 12%
slate blade 2 12%
swivel type 2 2 12%
swivel type 4 2 12%
whetstone 2 12%
adzeheadI type 1 1 6%
adzeheadI type 2 1 6%
arrowpoints rare 1 6%
bear jaw, perforated 1 6%
bird bone tube 1 6%
celt 1 6%
chain -  ivory 1 6%
discoidal blade type 3 1 6%
discoidal blade type 4 1 6%
engravingI tool 1 6%
graver 1 6%
harpoon foreshaft type 1 1 6%
harpoon foreshaft type 2 miniature 1 6%
harpoon socket piece type 1 1 6%
harpoonhead type 1 miniature 1 6%
harpoonhead whaling 1 6%
icepick 1 6%
inset blade type 4 1 6%
ivory eye: 1 6%
ivory rod type 1 1 6%
ivory rod type 3 1 6%
lamp 1 6%
lance head type 2 1 6%
leister prong 1 6%
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marlin spike 1 6%
mouth cover 1 6%
needle 1 6%
noseplugs 1 6%
ornamental chain link 1 6%
ornamental link object 1 6%
pyrites/ochre 1 6%
root pick 1 6%
scoop 1 6%
spatulate object 1 6%
swivel type 3 1 6%
Number of Artifacts 58
Number of Burial features with artifacts 16

Table 4.6.3 Incidence of artifact types within fragment burials

Artifact Type No of incidences % of burial 
features

arrowhead 24 57%
openwork carving 24 57%
inset blade type 1 16 38%
arrowpoints type 1 13 31%
knife blade 10 24%
animal carving 9 21%
arrowpoints type 2 8 19%
ornamental chain link 8 19%
swivel type 1 8 19%
flaker handle 7 17%
swivel type 4 6 14%
swivel type 2 5 12%
adze blade type 2 4 10%
lance head type 1 4 10%
ornamental band type 01 4 10%
swivel type 3 4 10%
adzehead 3 7%
awl 3 7%
button 3 7%
icepick 3 7%
inset blade type 2 3 7%
inset blade type 4 3 7%
labrets 3 7%
ornamental band type 02 3 7%
ornamental chain link object 3 7%
ornamental chain link object type 1 3 7%
ornamental chain link object type 2 3 7%
whetstone 3 7%
adzehead type 1 2 5%
barbed point 2 5%
bird arrowhead 2 5%
chisel 2 5%



discoidal blade type 4 2 5%
flaker point 2 5%
harpoon foreshaft type 1 2 5%
harpoon foreshaft type 2 2 5%
harpoonhead type 1 2 5%
harpoonhead type 3 2 5%
ivory rod type 1 2 5%
ivory rod type 2 2 5%
ivory rod type 5 2 5%
lance head type 2 2 5%
leister prong 2 5%
mattock 2 5%
pyrites/ochre 2 5%
semi lunar blade type 1 2 5%
spatulate object 2 5%
adze blade type 3 1 2%
adzehead type 2 1 2%
amber 1 2%
arrow straightener 1 2%
bear jaw, perforated 1 2%
bird bone tube 1 2%
bird dart side prong 1 2%
celt 1 2%
dagger/knife 1 2%
discoidal blade 1 2%
discoidal blade type 2 1 2%
graver 1 2%
harpoon blades 1 2%
harpoon socket piece type 3 1 2%
harpoonhead 1 2%
harpoonhead type 2 1 2%
harpoonhead whaling 1 2%
human head carving 1 2%
inset blade type 3 1 2%
ivory rod type 3 1 2%
ivory rod type 4 1 2%
lance/dagger type 1 1 2%
lance/dagger type 2 1 2%
mask antler 1 2%
mouth cover 1 2%
plugs 1 2%
rake like object 1 2%
root pick 1 2%
salmon spear side prong 1 2%
shovel blade, type 2 1 2%
shovel whalebone 1 2%
shovelhead type 1 1 2%
shovelhead type 2 1 2%
snow goggles 1 2%
Number of Artifacts 81
Number of Burial features with artifacts 42
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Table 4.6.4 Incidence of artifact types within burials with no associated wood

Artifact Type No of incidences % of burial features
arrowhead 13 72%
arrowpoints type 1 7 39%
inset blade type 1 5 28%
whetstone 4 22%
arrowpoints diamond-shaped 3 17%
arrowpoints type 2 3 17%
chisel 3 17%
harpoon blades 3 17%
ornamental band type 02 3 17%
bird arrowhead 2 11%
flaker handle 2 11%
graver 2 11%
hairpin 2 11%
harpoonhead type 4 2 11%
knife blade 2 11%
knife handle 2 11%
leister prong 2 11%
needle 2 11%
openwork carving 2 11%
pentagonal blade 2 11%
salmon spear side prong 2 11%
wedge 2 11%
adze blade type 2 1 6%
adze head type 2 1 6%
animal carving 1 6%
awl 1 6%
barbed point 1 6%
bird bone tube 1 6%
cutting board 1 6%
discoidal blade 1 6%
flaking hammer 1 6%
grinding stone 1 6%
harpoon foreshaft 1 6%
harpoon foreshaft miniature 1 6%
harpoonhead Nr Ip 1 6%
harpoonhead whaling 1 6%
icepick 1 6%
inset blade triangular 1 6%
inset blade type 2 1 6%
ivory eyes 1 6%
ivory ornament, diamond shaped 1 6%
mask antler 1 6%
mattock blade 1 6%
semi lunar blade 1 6%
shovelhead type 2 1 6%
snow goggles 1 6%
swivel type 4 1 6%
Number of Artifacts 47
Number of Burial features with artifacts 18
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Table 4.6.5 Artifact type by burial type

Burial Type % artifacts 
in 50+ % 

burial 
features

% artifacts in 
25-50% burial 

features

% artifacts in 
< 24% burial 

features

%
single
artifact

incidence

% artifacts in 
more than 1 
burial feature

coffin 0 0 100% 63% 37%

frame 2% 9% 90% 67% 33%

fragmented 2% 2% 95% 42% 58%

none 2% 4% 94% 51% 49%

4.7 Discussion

Artifact distribution is not linked solely to taphonomic processes, but to variation in 

mortuary behavior among burial types. There is no pattern to the quantity and distribution 

of artifacts that correlates to any particular burial type. Variations within burial type may 

be related to other aspects of mortuary behavior. Artifacts are not distributed according to 

sex: the same artifacts accompany females and males, but there is a difference in both 

frequency and type of artifact. Female burials are more likely to be accompanied by 

grave goods, and a greater range of artifact types than male burials.

There is a difference between burial types linked to artifact class. This is related to the 

distribution of hunting equipment, and is supported by the faunal remains. Coffin burials 

contain more artifacts connected with hunting sea mammals, compared to the relatively 

large quantities of terrestrial mammal hunting equipment that occur in the other burial 

types. A finer grained examination of artifact type has similar results. Coffin burials also 

show less variation in arrowhead types.
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Distribution of impractical artifacts implies both the interconnectedness of the four burial 

types, and specific differences, particularly between the frame/fragmentary burials and the 

coffin burials. Objects found in the coffin burials also connect to the Ipiutak settlement 

site, which has further implications for analysis of the site that must be examined further 

elsewhere.

Finally, analysis also reveals the diversity of artifact types found within burial types.

1 The term “impractical objects” is imperfect, as their owners may well have perceived the role o f  these 
items as practical. “Non-utilitarian” or “Non-subsistence-related” are similarly loaded. Larsen and 
Rainey’s definition “objects related to intellectual culture” also raises problems. In the absence o f  a clear 
overall term for this group o f  artifacts, I will continue to use “impractical objects”, while acknowledging 
the embedded problems and implications.
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Chapter Five

5.1 Spatial Patterns

An examination of spatial clustering in conjunction with other considerations may indicate 

the overall pattern of cemetery organization. According to the principles of horizontal 

stratigraphy, if a cemetery grows in size, in any direction, then the burials in one area will 

be either younger or older than the burials in another area (Pearson, 1999: 12). Cemetery 

chronology may thus be reflected in the clustered distribution of burials (see Figure 1.1).

The 176 burial features at Ipiutak group into 15 main clusters and eight isolates (See 

Figure 5.1.1). A cluster includes any burial feature within 50m of another. Isolates are 

those burial features that do not fall into clusters. Burial features that do not contain 

human remains are excluded from this study, and so cluster 6 on the map is not 

represented in the analysis (Table 5.1.1).

Table 5.1.1 Burial features by cluster

Burial Feature Total Number of Burial 
Features

Cluster 1 18-24 7
Cluster 2 6 - 1 3 8
Cluster 3 28, 29, 31 3
Cluster 4 32 -  34, 36, 38, 40 -  43, 45 - 48 13
Cluster 5 49, 51 -  76 27
Cluster 6 no skeletal remains 0
Cluster 7 8 6 -9 8 , 100-105, 108-112, 114- 116 27
Cluster 8 117-120 4
Cluster 9 125-128 4
Cluster 10 132, 133 2
Cluster 11 138-140 3
Cluster 12 141, 142 2
Cluster 13 143, 144 2
Cluster 14 145-147 3
Cluster 15 148, 150, 152, 154 -  157, 159- 175 24
Isolates 14, 80,81, 106, 123, 124, 130, 176 8
Total 137
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Key:
 I Coffin burial

Frame burial 

Fragmented wood burial 

Burial with no associated wood

Note that scale is comparative for cluster only

Figure 5.1.1 Individual burial clusters at Ipiutak
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Where areas have been used as cemeteries over long periods of time, burials often disturb, 

or “cut into” each other (e.g. Joyce, 2001; Pardoe, 1989; Ravensloot, 1990). This does 

not appear to occur in any of the burial clusters at Ipiutak (Helge Larsen, personal diaries, 

1940, SILA -  the Greenland Research Centre, National Museum of Denmark; Larsen and 

Rainey, 1948; Joel M. B. Marks, Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, Accession 1940 -  

1985, Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum ofNatural History; Froelich 

G Rainey, correspondence, 1940, Accession 1940- 1985, Division of Anthropology 

Archives, American Museum ofNatural History), suggesting that either burials in specific 

clusters were contemporaneous, or that visible surface deposits or group memory existed 

to prevent such disturbance after longer periods of time had elapsed between interments. 

Larsen and Rainey (1948: 58) suggested that all burials at Ipiutak, including the coffin 

burials, were originally placed on the surface. So long as some remains existed, specific 

clusters could be identified and disturbance of existing burials avoided.

5.2 Burial practice

If burial types or practices are exclusive to specific clusters this might indicate a relative 

chronology for site formation, however Table 5.2.1 shows that this is emphatically not the 

case. Cluster 13 is the only group containing a single burial type, but comprises only two 

burials. Cluster 2 is comprised mainly of coffin burials, with one fragment burial. Cluster 

8 is notable in that all four burials are oriented north, and that the three known sexes are 

all female. Only one is associated with wood fragments, the others are not associated with 

wood. Two of these also contain dog skeletons. The only diagnostic artifacts are 

arrowheads in two burials -  all Type 2, without the characteristic “Ipiutak” four incised 

lines. Overall, the clusters display variation in both burial type and associated practices.
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This variation may have temporal connotations. If burial type is linked to preservation 

(see Chapter 3), then this may be reflected in the diversity of burial types within a cluster. 

Those clusters containing coffin burials (clusters 2,4, 5 and 7), the most complete burials, 

may have been in use more recently than those containing the other types. Clusters 1,2, 4, 

5, and 7 each comprise at least three burial types and would thus represent patterns of 

longer site use (Table 5.1.1). It is notable that these are all at the west end of the site.

Table 5.2.1 Burial practice by cluster

Cl. North South East West Female Male Coffin Frame Fragment None Artie Disart Frags

1
2 1 3 2 0 1 2 4 2 6 2

2
1 6 3 7 0 1 0 7 1

3
0 1 2 0 3

4
1 3 2 2 4 0 3 6 4 2 3

5
2 1 8 18 14 7 22 0 4 1 31 5

7
1 20 9 12 12 6 8 1 16 17 5

8
4 3 0 0 1 3 2 1 2

9
1 1 1 0 0 3 1 7 1

10
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1

11
1 0 2 1 0 3

12
1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1

13
0 0 2 0 2

14
3 1 1 0 2 0 1 5

15
1 1 0 4 20 0 6 21

Isol.
2 1 1 6 4 5 4 1 2 1 10 1

5.3 Artifact class

A similar picture emerges in examination of the clusters by artifact class (Table 5.3.1). The 

flint industry and equipment for hunting terrestrial mammals (i.e. arrowheads) generally 

comprises a large percentage of artifacts in each cluster. The exception is Cluster 2, where
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Table 5.3.1 Artifact classes by *

Artifact
Class

Hunting
Land

Mammals

Hunting
Sea

Mammals

Other
Hunting

Equipment

Flint
Industry

Tools and 
Utensils**

Clothing and 
Personal 

Adornment

Impractical
Objects

Totals

43 3 1 161 14 0 1 223
Cluster 1 (19%) (1%) (0.5%) (72%) (6%) (0.5%)

16 31 2 2 3 0 4 58
Cluster 2 (28%) (53%) (3%) (3%) (5%) (7%)

146 2 3 143 23 1 8 326
Cluster 3 (45%) (1%) (1%) (44%) (7%) (0.5%) (2%)

134 11 4 203 12 2 8 374
Cluster 4 (35%) (3%) (1%) (54%) (3%) (0.5%) (2%)

2 2 6 36 50 1 20 117
Cluster 5 (2%) (2%) (5%) (31%) (43%) (1%) (17%)

67 9 2 109 37 5 107 336
Cluster 7 (20%) (3%) (0.2%) (32%) (11%) (14%) (32%)

14 0 0 3 4 2 0 23
Cluster 8 (60%) (13%) (17%) (5)

19 4 8 9 8 0 0 48
Cluster 9 (40%) (8%) (17%) (19%) (17%)

52 0 0 18 2 2 0 74
Cluster 10 (70%) (24%) (3%) (3%)

113 2 1 99 28 0 43 286
Cluster 11 (40%) (0.5%) (0.25%) (35%) (10%) (15%)

18 2 0 50 8 0 1 79
Cluster 12 (23%) (3%) (63%) (10%) (1%)

54 0 0 31 3 0 4 92
Cluster 13 (59%) (34%) (3%) (4%)

3 0 0 27 4 0 1 35
Cluster 14 (9%) (77%) (11%) (3%)

121 5 0 85 29 3 109 352
Cluster 15 (34%) (14%) (24%) (8%) (1%) (31%)

51 2 4 46 13 0 2 118
Isolates (43%) (2%) (3%) (39%) (11%) (2%)

* artifact classes defined as in Figure 4.2
** excluding unidentified implements
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equipment for hunting sea mammals makes up 53% of artifacts. This is also the cluster 

consisting entirely of coffins but for one wood fragment burial. However this pattern is 

not repeated in Clusters 5 or 7, which have the next largest number of coffin burials; in 

fact subsistence equipment across all hunting categories in Cluster 5 makes up only 7% of 

the inventory for this cluster -  although notably only 2 of this is from land mammal 

hunting. Clusters 8,13, and 14 do not contain any equipment for hunting sea mammals.

Of these, Clusters 13 and 14 are otherwise unremarkable, but Cluster 8 is noted above as 

anomalous. Clusters 8 and 9 are the only clusters that do not contain “impractical 

objects”, although Cluster 1 contains only 0.5%. These are all small clusters however, of 4 

-  7 burial features. The opposite trend is reflected in Clusters 7 and 13, in which 

impractical objects are nearly one third of the inventory.

5.4 Artifact Types

As in Chapter Four, it is possible to examine the clusters on an even finer scale; artifact 

types may reveal more specific patterns. Most of the artifact types in the tables above are 

not numerous enough for meaningful study. Arrowheads, as we have seen, are both 

numerous and considered particularly important to the Ipiutak culture. A preliminary 

examination of arrowheads by burial cluster does not suggest homogeneity. Only Type 8, 

11, and 12 arrowheads are exclusive to single clusters, but they are also single incidences 

within the cluster (Table 5.4.1). Type 9 is seen only in two, but the rest are all found in at 

least four clusters. Type 2 arrowheads are found in all clusters. Clusters 5, 8 and 14 all 

contained only 1 type of arrowhead, but there are no other similarities between them 

(Table 5.3.1). The isolated burials did not contain any arrowheads.
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Table 5.4.1 Incidence of arrowhead types in clusters*

Type
1

Type
2

Type
3

Type
4

Type
5

Type
6

Type
7

Type
8

Type
9

Type
10

Type
11

Type
12

1 2 1 1 3 2 1

2 1 1 1

3 3 3 3 1 1 1

4 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 1

5 1

7 5 2 2 1 1

8 2

9 3 1 2 1

10 2 2 1

11 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

12 1 1 1

13 2 2 1 1 1

14 1 1

15 13 9 11 4 2 3 2 1

Isolates

*  due to the incomplete nature o f  the collections, it was not possible to use artifact counts

5.5 Variation within burial cluster

If there are no cluster-specific trends, then this apparent inter-cluster heterogeneity may 

reflect variability within burial features for each cluster, as suggested in examination of 

arrowheads. Clusters with more than 5 burial features containing artifacts are thus 

examined for internal variability.
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Cluster 1

The 223 artifacts in Cluster 1 belong to 26 different artifact classes, 35% of which occur in 

more than one burial feature (Table 5.5.1). This is the most homogenous cluster, with 

31% of its artifacts found in over half the burials, although the majority (65%) occur as 

isolated cases.

Table 5.5.1 Artifact Types -  Cluster 1

Artifact Number
of

Incidences
Burial Features

Percentage 
of Incidences

arrowheads 4 19, 20, 23, 24 67%
blade fragments 4 19, 20, 23, 24 67%
arrowpoint 3 19, 20, 24 50%
endblades 3 20, 23, 24 50%
harpoon head 3 19, 20, 24 50%
inset blades 3 19, 20, 24 50%
scraper 3 20, 23, 24 50%
whetstone 3 19, 20, 24 50%
graver 2 19, 20 33%
barbed point 1 24 17%
bird arrowhead 1 23 17%
bone needle 1 22 17%
concave-convex sidescaper 1 24 17%
diamond-shaped ivory ornament 1 20 17%
flint blade fragment 1 21 17%
fragment 1 20 17%
grinding stone 1 23 17%
harpoon foreshaft? 1 19 17%
ivory objects - root picks ? 1 22 17%
knife handle 1 20 17%
mattock blades 1 20 17%
modern Tigara type arrowpoint 1 24 17%
needle 1 19 17%
pentagonal blade 1 20 17%
rectangular flint blade 1 23 17%
salmon spear prong 1 19 17%
26 artifact types 6 burial 

features
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Within Cluster 4 only arrowheads and arrowpoints, generic categories, occur in more than 

50% of the thirteen burial features (5.5.2). Type one inset blades occur in 45% of burial 

features.

Table 5.5.2 Artifact Types -  Cluster 4

Cluster 4

Artifact Number
of

Incidences
Burial Features

Percentage 
of Incidences

arrowpoints 9 32, 33, 34, 36, 38, 41, 45, 
47, 48

81%

arrowheads 7 36, 38,41,45, 46, 47, 48 64%
inset blades, type 1 5 34, 36, 38,41,48 45%
animal carving 3 38,41,47 27%
end blade 3 34, 38, 41 27%
scraper 3 34, 36, 38, 27%
blade fragment 2 34, 47 18%
chisel 2 36, 38 18%
flaker handle, type 2 2 33, 38 18%
harpoon heads, types 1, 2, 3, rare 2 38,41 18%
ornamental band, type 2 2 47, 48 18%
shovel, whalebone 2 40, 46 18%
swivel, type 4 2 41, 48 18%
adze blade, type 2 1 36 9%
adze head, type 2 1 33 9%
barbed point 1 38 9%
bird bone tube 1 47 9%
bird dart side prongs 1 38 9%
blades 1 34 9%
flaker handle, type 1 1 41 9%
flaker points 1 38 9%
gravers, types 1, 2 1 38 9%
harpoon foreshaft, type 2 1 36 9%
human head, carved 1 38 9%
inset blades, types 3 1 41 9%
labret 1 41 9%
leister prong 1 47 9%
openwork carving, type 1 1 47 9%
shaft 1 48 9%
shovelhead, type 2 1 38 9%
snow goggles 1 33 9%
wedge 1 33 9%
whetstones, type 1 1 38 9%
34 artifact types 11 burial features
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Cluster 5

The artifacts most common among burial features in Cluster 5 are “impractical”, animal 

carvings and ornamental band type 1, neither comprising more than 29% (Table 5.5.3). 

Seventy two percent of artifacts do not occur in more than one burial feature.

Table 5.5.3 Artifact Types -  Cluster 5

Artifact Number
of

Incidences
Burial Features

Percentage
of

Incidences
animal carving 5 49, 52, 58, 59, 73 29%
ornamental band, type 1 4 57, 62, 73, 75 24%
needle 3 51, 62, 65 18%
discoidal blade 2 65, 69 12%
discoidal blade, type 1 2 49, 62 12%
flint core 2 57, 72 12%
leister prong 2 62, 71 12%
shovel, whalebone 2 58, 62 12%
adze blade, type 2 1 59 6%
antler brow band 1 67 6%
arrowpoint, type 1 1 62 6%
arrowhead 1 52 6%
barbed point 1 56 6%
discoidal blade, types 2, 4 1 72 6%
engraving tool 1 51 6%
flaking hammer head 1 62 6%
flaker point 1 65 6%
harpoon socket piece, type 1 1 51 6%
ice pick 1 49 6%
incised ivory bands 1 52 6%
ivory eyes 1 70 6%
ivory rod 1 56 6%
mouth cover 1 52 6%
pyrites lump 1 51 6%
salmon spear prong 1 56 6%
scraper 1 72 6%
semilunar blade, type 1 1 69 6%
shaft 1 72 6%
sideblade for knives, type 4 1 67 6%
semilunar blade, type 1 1 62 6%
spatulate object 1 62 6%
wedge 1 71 6%
whetstone 1 57 6%
whetstones, type 1 1 62 6%
36 artifacts 17 burial features
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Cluster 7

Cluster 7 is slightly more homogenous than Cluster 5, with just over half its 66 artifacts 

occurring in more than one feature (Table 5.5.4). The most common artifacts are 

arrowheads, openwork carvings, inset blades, again reflecting some emphasis on 

impractical objects.

Table 5.5.4 Artifact Types -  Cluster 7

Artifact Number
of

Incidences
Burial Features

Percentage 
of Incidences

arrowhead 6 87, 88 , 97 , 100, 108, 114, 38%
openwork carving 6 86, 88 , 100, 108, 114, 115 38%
inset blade, type 1 4 87, 88 , 100, 108 25%
animal carving 3 100, 109, 112 19%
arrowpoint 3 88, 100, 108 19%
flaker handle, type 2 3 100, 109, 112 19%
ornamental band, type 2 3 86, 100, 114 19%
adze blade, type 2 2 87, 109 13%
awl 2 96, 109 13%
bird bone tube 2 103, 112 13%
discoidal blade, type 3 2 91, 103 13%
discoidal blade, types 4 2 87, 91 13%
flaker handle, type 1 2 100, 109 13%
ice pick 2 91, 100, 109 13%
inset blade, type 4 2 88, 100 13%
ivory eye 2 97, 98 13%
ivory rod, type 1 2 96, 100 13%
ivory rod, type 2 2 88, 108 13%
lance head, type 1 2 100, 108 13%
ornamental band, type 1 2 100, 112 13%
ornamental chain link 2 87, 88 , 100 13%
perforated brown bear jaw 2 88, 109 13%
salmon spear side prong 2 9 1 , 1 1 2 13%
side blade, type 5 2 100, 109 13%
side blade, type 6 2 103, 112 13%
whetstone, type 1 2 87, 109 13%
adze blade, type 3 1 100 6%
adze head, type 1 1 112 6%
adze head, type 2 1 109 6%
arrow straightener 1 112 6%
button 1 100 6%
celt 1 109 6%
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daggers or knives 1 100 6%
discoidal blade 1 112 6%
discoidal blade, type 1 1 87 6%
engraving tool 1 87 6%
flaker handle, type 3 1 100 6%
flaker point 1 100, 109 6%
flaking hammer (?) 1 91 6%
harpoon foreshaft, type 1 1 109 6%
harpoon foreshafts, type 2 1 100 6%
harpoon socket piece, type 1 1 109 6%
harpoon socket piece, type 3 1 100 6%
incised caribou antler tubes 1 96 6%
inset blade, type 1 1 108 6%
inset blade, type 2 1 114 6%
ivory pendant 1 101 6%
labret 1 108 6%
lance heads, type 2 1 100 6%
loon skull with ivory eyes 
and small ivory ring

1 96 6%

mouth cover 1 98 6%
needle 1 104 6%
noseplugs representing birds 
heads

1 98 6%

ocher lump 1 109 6%
ornamental chain link object 1 96 6%
pyrites 1 115 6%
rake-like object 1 88 6%
ring 1 100 6%
side blade, type 1 1 100 6%
side blade, type 2 1 87 6%
snow goggles 1 100 6%
swivel, type 1 1 112 6%
swivel, type 4 1 100 6%
66 artifact types 16 burial features 

with artifacts

Cluster 15

This is the largest cluster. Surprisingly, with 22 burial features, and only 40 artifact types, 

there are still only two artifact types that occur in more than 50% of the burial features: 

openwork carvings, and arrowheads (Table 5.5.5). Openwork carvings are by far the most 

common artifacts within any single burial cluster, and may represent particular 

homogeneity. Despite this, 47% of artifacts occur in single features.
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Table 5.5.5 Artifact Types -  Cluster 15

Artifact Number
of

Incidences
Burial Features

Percentage 
of Incidences

openwork carving 20 150, 152, 155, 156, 157, 159, 160,
161, 162, 163, 164, 166, 167, 168, 169, 
170, 171, 173, 174, 175

90%

arrowhead 15 148, 152, 157, 162, 163, 164, 165,
166, 167, 169, 170, 172, 173, 174, 175

68%

swivel, type 1 6 162, 163, 164, 166, 167, 170 27%
swivel, type 2 6 152, 159, 162, 163, 168, 169 27%
inset blade, type 1 5 152, 157, 161, 170, 173, 174, 22%
ornamental chain link 5 159, 160, 164, 166, 169 22%
arrowpoint 4 152, 157, 173, 174 18%
adze blade, type 2 2 162, 172 9%
adze head, type 1 2 172, 175 9%
awl 2 163, 169 9%
button 2 165, 166 9%
harpoon foreshaft 2 157, 161 9%
inset blades, type 2 2 169, 170 9%
ivory rod, type 5 2 166, 173 9%
lance head, type 1 2 152, 172 9%
ornamental chain link 
object, type 1

2 172, 173 9%

ornamental chain link 
object, type 2

2 164, 170 9%

ornamental chain links 2 161, 163 9%
ornamental link object 2 152, 160 9%
adze head, type 2 1 171 5%
animal carving 1 164 5%
arrowpoint, rare form 1 174, 5%
barbed harpoon head 1 174 5%
end blade 1 157, 161 5%
flaker handle, type 3 1 167 5%
harpoon heads, rare form 1 152, 5%
ivory rod, type 4 1 172 5%
ivory rod, type 1 1 162 5%
ivory rod, type 3 1 162 5%
labrets 1 174, 5%
mask, antler 1 175 5%
mattock 1 175 5%
ornamental band, type 1 1 170 5%
ornamental band, type 2 1 174, 5%
ornamental link object, 
type 1

1 162 5%

ring 1 162 5%
root pick 1 174, 5%
semi-lunar knife blade 1 167 5%
shovel, whalebone 1 150, 5%
side blade, type 6 1 166 5%
40 artifact types 22 burial features with artifacts
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At this level, there is no apparent trend to covariation of artifacts within clusters (Table 

5.5.6). Few artifacts recur frequently in any cluster, with the exception of arrowheads. 

Cluster 1, where 31 % of artifacts types occur in more than half the burials, is unusual, as is 

cluster 15 where openwork carvings are found in 90% of burial features. Curiously, 

animal carvings are one of the artifacts most likely to recur in a burial cluster, which again 

suggests connections between clusters rather than within them. The majority of artifact 

types occur in only one burial feature per cluster.

Table 5.5.6 Summary Table: Artifact types and clusters

Cluster % artifacts 
in 50+ % 

burial 
features

% artifacts 
in 25-50% 

burial 
features

% artifacts 
in < 24% 

burial 
features

%artifacts 
in a single 

burial 
feature

%

%artifacts 
in more 

than one 
burial 

feature

# burial types 
in cluster

1 31 4 65 65 35 fm fg no
4 6 12 79 59 41 co fg no
15 5 5 90 53 47 fm fg
7 0 5 95 56 44 co fm fg no
5 0 3 97 72 28 co fg no
2 0 0 100 100 0 co fg

There are no apparent patterns of either mortuary practice or artifact inventory in the 

spatially defined burial clusters. With a few exceptions, variation in mortuary practice and 

grave contents within clusters is consistent with variation occurring over the site as a 

whole.

5.6 Beach Ridges

The beach ridges at Point Hope formed “fan-like” from east to west, building up over time 

on the south shore, and eroding on the north shore (Hosley, 1967: 26). Consequently, 

archaeologists have argued that beach ridges to the north of the Point Hope spit probably 

contain the oldest archaeological features (Larsen and Rainey, 1948; Hosley, 1967; Mason,
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1990). An attempt to correlate the easternmost, more compact ridges near Jabbertown 

with those more widely spread in the west near Ipiutak, and thereby gauge the age of 

Jabbertown, demonstrated that Jabbertown was not, in fact, built upon the youngest beach 

ridges at the time of its construction (Hosley, 1967: 27). Construction upon a particular 

beach line is not, therefore, an absolute dating method, nor even a relative one, except 

inasmuch as it limits the existence of the feature to post- beach ridge formation.

Larsen and Rainey (1948: 2 Iff) defined five specific “avenues” or beach ridges, stretching 

east and west for some 1200m, upon the crests of which were built the houses, and laid 

the graves of Ipiutak. Although the houses were mapped according to their position in 

particular avenues, the spatial relationship between burial features and beach ridges was 

rarely mentioned in the site report. These relationships were occasionally noted by Marks 

in his field diary, however, making it possible to associate some of the burial features with 

their position on beach ridges (Joel M. B. Marks, Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, 

Accession 1940 -  1985, Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum ofNatural 

History). These burial features were plotted with their corresponding “avenue” and 

gridline (see chapter two) and a comparison suggests that there may be some relationship 

between the two (Table 5.6.1). Whether this does in fact have chronological significance 

will be considered below.

Table 5.6.1: Beach ridge/Avenue and corresponding Burial Features

Avenue (L&R)
or Gridine (JN)

Corresponding Burial 
Features (JN)

Corresponding 25m‘i line 
(corroborated by fieldnotes)

Ave E
Ave D 20, 22 Gridline 2
Ave C 16, 17 and 27, 30 Gridline 2 and 5
Ave B 77, 83, 84, 85, 86 Gridline 5 and 7
Ave A 36 and 100(?) Gridline 8 and 5(?)
Line 11 ridge 13, 47 Gridline 11
Line 14 ridge 14, 56 Gridline 14
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There are two discordant notes to this scheme. First, BflOO was placed in Avenue A by 

Marks (Joel M. B. Marks, Point Hope Field Notebook, 1940, Accession 1940 -  1985, 

Division of Anthropology Archives, American Museum of Natural History). In re

mapping however, the position of Bf 100 in gridline 5 was determined from the position of 

Bf 83-86. Burial features 83-86 (B15-20) were described as “1st of group 1 mile east 

(app.) of the first series found. 885 paces from [B] 7-8-9”. This rather vague provenience, 

not noting any deviation north or south, may have resulted in placement too far north on 

the re-mapping. Possibly this particular cluster (cluster 7), which spreads over three 

gridlines (see above), should spread over only one, and Bf 83-115 should all be on the 

same gridline. This would move BflOO to gridline 8, which includes Bf36 from the same 

cluster, and would correspond with the beach ridges described by Larsen and Rainey 

(1948).

Bf 16 and 17 (M8 and M7) are both described as being in Avenue C, as are Bf 27 and 30 

(M5 and B7). When re-mapped the former fell onto “line 2”, the latter onto “line 5”, the 

difference being some 75m. The average width of the beach ridges is 207.04 feet (63m) 

with a small amount of variation (Hosley, 1967: 34). It is physically possible for the pairs 

to be on the same beach ridge, but this is complicated by the fact that Bf 77, 83 and 86 

(M9, B20 and B 17) are also in line 5, and yet originally described as being in Avenue B. 

Problems with re-mapping are not responsible for this discrepancy, rather there are two 

other possible explanations. Avenue C is poorly defined on the Ipiutak village site map in 

the site report, and it may be that the avenues were, for some reason, difficult to 

distinguish from each other (c.f. map, Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 21). Alternatively, and 

perhaps more probably, the beach ridges are noted to vary in width, and to “curve slightly 

from east to west, with the oldest ridges trending a few degrees north of west along the
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north shore.. (Hosley, 1967: 26), in which case Avenue C may cross gridlines 2 - 5 .  

Unfortunately it is not possible to test either hypothesis within the parameters of this study 

and the following analysis must be considered in light of these potential complications.

The “avenues” were tested for evidence of cohesive burial practices which may suggest 

chronological continuity. Avenue D contains two burial features, Bf 20 and 22 (Table

5.6.2). These units both contain human remains, but are otherwise dissimilar: Bf 20 

contains four skeletons, two different burial practices, and 93 artifacts covered by a small 

mound. Bf 22 is a partially articulated skeleton with only three undiagnostic artifacts, no 

surface indications, and a log lying with the body.

Table 5.6.2 Burial features in Avenue D

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

20 disarranged 
disarranged 
artic - supine 
artic - supine

disarranged
disarranged
east
east

Small
mound, 2m 
diameter

5 bearded seal bones
2 bird bones
bundle 18 arrowheads
diamond-shaped ivory ornament
1 arrowpoint
1 harpoon head
10 arrowheads
1 knife handle
5 unidentifiable fragments
2 whetstones 
9 flint flakes
3 flint sidescrapers 
25 arrowpoints
3 harpoon blades
6 blade fragments 
1 pentagonal blade 
3 inset blades
1 graver
2 mattock blades 
++ fragment

22 Partially
articulated,
supine

west Log along 
length of 
body

2 ivory objects resembling crude 
root picks 
Bone needle
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Burial features 16, 17, 27 and 30 are all placed in Avenue C (Table 5.6.3). The most 

striking observation is that none of these burials contain human remains. All are shallow 

deposits, which do not contain firepits or other burial furniture. All except Bf27 contain 

faunal remains and flint tools and chips. Bf 27 is somewhat anomalous in that it contained 

pottery sherds. Pottery is not considered diagnostic of Ipiutak culture. Bf 16 and 30 both 

contain discoidal blades, an Ipiutak diagnostic. Bf 30, although similar in appearance and 

composition to the others, contained a greater variety of artifacts (which led Larsen and 

Rainey to define it as a burial rather than a midden). In general, three of these burial 

features appear somewhat similar, which supports the theory that the beach ridge may 

stretch over two gridlines, and be chronologically inclusive.

Table 5.6.3 Burial features in Avenue C

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

16 0 0 none Hematite used as paint 
Discoidal blade 
Red ochre grinding stone 
Discoidal scraper?
End blade for knife 
28 walrus bones (or ugruk) 
40 flint chips 
6 flint tools

17 0 0 none Flint scrapers 
Flint side scraper 
22 ugruk or walrus bones 
12 flint chips 
4 flint tools

27 0 0 none Pottery sherds 
W hets tone/scraper?

30 0 0 none Small no. seal, bearded seal, walrus & caribou bones 
10 flint chips 
1 arrowhead, type 1
13 arrowpoints, types 1 ,1a, 2, fragments 
8 inset blades, types 1, 2, fragments 
1 flaker handle, type 2
1 adze blade, type 2
2 flaker points
1 knife side blade, type 4 
1 discoidal blade fragment
3 retouched flakes 
1 flint core
1 openwork carving fragment 
++ fragment
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There are five units in Avenue B (Table 5.6.4). Of these, only Bf 86 contained human 

remains: disarticulated fragments, again associated with logs, and again oriented west/east, 

as was Bf 22 in Avenue D. Bf 77 consisted of a firepit, faunal remains, flint chips, and a 

number of artifacts, including pottery sherds and two harpoon heads. Bf 83 -  86, 

however, all contained a wide variety of artifacts, and openwork carvings.

Table 5.6.4 Burial features in Avenue B

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

77 0 0 0 Bone board
Flint flaker handle, bone 
Flint flaker point, bone 
Flint flaker point, bone 
Flaker points?, bone 
Bone arrow head handles?
Mattock handle or flaking hammer head
Whetstone (slate?) mortar for ochre
Flint side scraper
Blade
Pottery

2 harpoon heads

4 flint tools 
40 flint chips 
Mass of seal bones 
A few caribou bones

83 0 0 wood
fragments

1 openwork carving, type 10 
1 unidentified fragment

84 0 0 wood fragments 1 perforated brown bear jaw 
5 openwork carvings, types 8, 12, 14, 15, 
unidentified
1 carved ivory rod, type 4

85 0 0 wood fragments 1 swivel, type 3
10 openwork carvings, types 3, 7,10,13,14, 
15
1 ornamental link object, type 2 
1 carved ivory rod, type 2 
1 implement, use uncertain, type 3
1 rare implement, use uncertain
2 unidentified fragments

86 Disarranged
fragments

east/west? Wood 
fragments, 
Parallel logs

1 ornamental band, type 2

7 openwork carvings, types 13, 14,16, 
unidentified
2 rare implements, use uncertain
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In Avenue A, Bf 36 and Bf 100, both contained disarranged fragments of human remains, 

Bf 36 however was not associated with wood, whereas Bf 100 did contain wood 

fragments (Table 5.6.5). Both units contained walrus bones, type 1 arrowheads with four 

incised lines, and type 1 inset blades. Otherwise, Bf 100 was a much “richer” burial, with 

a greater variety of artifacts.

Table 5.6.5 Burial features in Avenue A

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

36 disarranged disarranged 0 1 walrus bone
4 arrowheads, type 1, unidentified 
3 arrowheads, type 1, fragments
1 inset blade, type 1
2 miniature harpoon foreshafts, type 2
1 adze blade, type 2
2 chisels
3 unidentified fragments 
+ endscraper?
+ flakes 
+ arrowpoint

100 scattered
fragments
scattered
fragments

disarranged
disarranged

wood
fragments

163 artifacts - see appendix for listing.

The next beach ridge mentioned by Marks as containing particular burials is not identified, 

but both units fall upon gridline 11 of the 2002 map (Table 5.6.6). Bf 13 was an 

articulated supine burial, placed in a wood coffin, oriented west, and accompanied by 

some 58 artifacts. Bf 47 was a disarticulated burial not associated with any wood. Type 2 

arrowheads and leister prongs were associated with both burials, but otherwise there was 

no similarity in artifacts.
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Table 5.6.6 Burial features in Avenue Gridline 11

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

13 articulated, supine west wood coffin 58 artifacts -  see appendix for 
list

47 disarranged disarranged 0 36 artifacts -  see appendix for 
list

Finally, gridline 14 contained two units described as on the same, southerly beach ridge, Bf 

14 and Bf 56 (Table 5.6.7). Both contained articulated supine skeletons, oriented west, in 

wood coffins. Bf 14 however contained no artifacts to use in further comparison.

Table 5.6.7 Burial features in Avenue Gridline 14

Bf Skeletal
Arrangement

Skeletal
Orient'n

Burial
Furniture

Artifacts

14 articulated supine west wood coffin 0

56 articulated extended, 
prone

articulated extended 
supine

north

north

wood coffin 

wood coffin

3 salmon spear prongs (center & 2 
sides)
barbed point
long ivory sword-like object 
unworked flint flake 
ivory rod
1 rare implement, use uncertain

Although there may be a correlation between the beach ridges and the clusters that fall into 

particular gridlines on the new map, there does not seem to be any homogeneity to the 

burial features that fall upon those north-south beach ridges (Table 5.6.8). Of these six 

avenues, only Avenue D did not display some connection between at least two burial 

features ascribed to it but each Avenue seems to show a variety of burial practices, which 

suggests that there is no chronological significance to their placement on particular beach 

ridges.
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Table 5.6.8 Burial features by gridline

North-South
Gridline

B u r i a l  f e a t u r e s

Gridline 1 116-122

Gridline 2 1 - 5 ,  1 6 -2 4 , 106, 120, 124-176

Gridline 3 None

Gridline 4 None

Gridline 5 15, 2 5 -3 1 , 7 7 -7 9 , 8 2 -8 9 , 9 6 -1 0 1 , 107-108, 113 -1 1 5

Gridline 6 None

Gridline 7 9 0 -9 5 , 102-105, 109-112, 123

Gridline 8 3 2 - 3 6

Gridline 9 3 7 - 3 9

Gridline 10 4 0 - 4 3

Gridline 11 6 - 1 3 ,  4 4 - 4 8 ,  8 0 -8 1

Gridline 12 None

Gridline 13 None

Gridline 14 14, 4 9 - 7 6

Gridline 15 none

Although it seems that there are no culture chronological implications to the beach ridges 

that run from the north to the south of the western end of Point Hope spit, it is possible 

that an examination of the west-east patterns of burial may prove more useful. As the 

beach ridges formed from east to west, with those at the east being particularly compact, 

this may be where the older burial units are found. Our previous examination of burial 

types suggests that this is a possibility: the majority of burial features at the east end of the 

site are fragmentary, suggesting greater deterioration over time. Although there does not
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seem to be any difference in types or variety of arrowheads used between the west and 

east end of the site, they do vary between different burial types, and other artifacts such as 

the openwork carvings are found only in the eastern units. The best-preserved, and so 

arguably younger burial type, are the coffin burials, found at the west of the site (with the 

exception of isolate bf 176). In addition, burial clusters with the greatest variation in 

burial type, possibly indicating longer use of the cluster, are found at the western end of 

the site. It may be that variation, rather than homogeneity of burial clusters and specific 

placement on beach ridges, is the best temporal indicator.
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Chapter Six 

Conclusions

Burial types at Ipiutak are reflected in the presence and organization of skeletal remains 

and associated wood. They are the result, in part, of site taphonomy, and demonstrate 

temporal differences; thus coffin burials are younger than frame burials, which are younger 

than the fragmentary burials. Measurable variables such as orientation, body position, and 

grave goods are similar throughout three of the burial types, and exhibit no differentiation 

that is clearly attributable to age, wealth or social status. Such differentiation may be seen 

within burial type however, as all groups include features with both large and small 

amounts of artifacts. The burials not associated with wood appear to represent a specific 

variation in burial practice: they diverge in both orientation, and skeletal composition.

Treatment of females and males is generally similar in most aspects of burial practice, 

however more than twice as many females in coffin burials are accompanied by artifacts of 

all types, including those traditionally identified as “male oriented”. A number of artifacts 

are exclusive to female burials: flint flaker handles, discoidal blades, harpoon socket 

pieces, ice picks, wedges, swivels, needles, ornamental bands and animal carvings. The 

majority of burials not associated with wood, and those associated with dog remains are 

also female.

Artifact inventories mirror many of the patterns seen in burial practice, however quantity 

of artifacts does not appear to be connected to preservation of burial type, suggesting 

underlying differences in mortuary behavior. This overall homogeneity in burial types is 

reinforced by the number of artifacts held in common, and may be particularly reflected in 

the co-occurrence of impractical items. All four burial types include animal carvings,
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ornamental bands, and some form of mask or face covering. Openwork carvings, chain 

link objects, ivory rods and artificial eyes occur in various combinations in three out of 

four burial types. Closer examination of these “impractical” artifacts may indicate the 

degree to which this is a manifestation of a single belief system, with differences related to 

change over time.

The clearest differences between burial types are seen through examination of artifact 

classes. The coffin burials show the greatest divergence, with the emphasis on sea 

mammal rather than terrestrial mammal hunting equipment. Arrowhead types are also 

more restricted. This is probably reflected in the relatively low numbers of flint artifacts, 

which are mainly arrowpoints. The limited faunal remains support this, with walrus and 

whale dominating, and no caribou present. The coffin burials also contain considerably 

more equipment for hunting fish and birds, such as leister prongs, and salmon spear 

prongs. A comparison with faunal remains recorded from the houses may shed further 

light on this question of variation in subsistence. Tools and utensils, and impractical items 

also make up a larger percentage of artifacts included with the coffin burials.

The frame and fragmented wood burials are virtually identical, and are probably a single 

burial type whose differences in preservation are mainly due to taphonomy. This implies 

that the fragmented burials are older than the frame burials, being in a greater state of 

decay. There are some anomalous frame burials described as “floor” or “wood” layers 

which should be examined more closely, as they may reflect different, albeit connected, site 

activity.

Burials with no associated wood also differ by artifact class, although to a lesser extent
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than the coffin burials. Although they contain more terrestrial mammal hunting equipment 

than the coffins, it is noticeably less than the frame and fragmentary burials, but there is no 

accompanying rise in sea mammal hunting equipment. All recorded types of fauna except 

polar bear are represented. The flint industry comprises over 50% of artifacts, and over a 

quarter of all artifact types, while impractical items are only one fifth as common. These 

indications of subsistence do not seem particularly divergent from the frame and 

fragmentary burials, but there are other differences in mortuary behavior. Burials without 

wood also contain the greatest number of artifacts not found in other burial types, some of 

them, such as diamond shaped arrowpoints and arrowhead Types 9, 11 and 12, distinctly 

different from their equivalent in other burial types. Despite these many differences, they 

still hold some 34% of their artifact inventories in common with the other burial types.

These differences between the coffin and “no wood” burials compared to the frame/ 

fragmentary burials may reflect changes in behavior over time, and the spatial patterning 

and co-variation of burial types within clusters support this hypothesis. Significantly 

greater homogeneity in burial practice is displayed within burial type than within burial 

cluster. In fact clusters are likely to contain a range of burial types, and thus also the range 

of burial practices associated with those types. There also seems to be slightly more 

homogeneity of artifacts in burial type, compared to burial cluster. This could be 

explained by the clusters re-use over relatively long periods of time. The fact that burial 

features do not disturb each other suggests that either group memory, or visible surface 

deposits existed to control the placement of individual burials within clusters. It is unlikely 

that different burial types were in use contemporaneously, as taphonomic processes are 

unlikely to affect features in the same cluster differentially.
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Accelerator Mass Spectronomy (AMS) dates from five clusters support the theory of 

long-term site use (Table 6.1). The calibrated dates range from 2139±42 BP to 

1602±35BP, and accord well with a previous radiocarbon date of 2050±70 BP (Mason, 

1998). These dates are somewhat earlier than the six provenienced dates obtained from 

the Ipiutak settlement, which range between 1490±70 BP and 1290±55 BP. This suggests 

that the site may have had a long history of use before the existence of the “permanent” 

settlement as represented by the 72 excavated houses. Of course earlier settlement may be 

represented by some of the 500+ unexcavated house depressions. Interestingly, a number 

of artifacts that are common in the frame and fragmented burials, such as the openwork 

carvings and Type 6 and 7 arrowheads, are not found in any of the houses, and further 

study may reveal that such variation reflects different patterns of site use throughout its 

Table 6.1 AMS Dates from burial features at Ipiutak, Point Hope

Laboratory
Number

Material Provenience Calibrated Date

AAR-7372 antler bf 38
(wood fragment burial)

1602+35 BP

AAR-7373 antler bf 38
(wood fragment burial)

1614+38 BP

AAR-7462 antler bf 118 
(wood fragment burial)

1800+38 BP

AAR-7374 antler bf 138 
(wood frame burial)

2139+42 BP

AAR-7463 antler bf 138 
(wood frame burial)

2111+39 BP

AAR-7460 antler bf 141 
(no associated wood)

1713+37 BP

AAR-7375 antler bf 167 
(wood fragment burial)

1929+34 BP

AAR-7461 antler bf 167 
(wood fragment burial)

1987+39 BP

RASMUSON LIBRARY
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA-FAiRBANKI



100

history. The oldest dates, and generally the fragmented, and most disintegrated burials, 

also occur at the eastern end of the site, furthest from the Ipiutak settlement, and the 

oldest part of the Point Hope spit.

At the western end of the site the placement of burial features on beach ridges does not 

appear to correlate with temporal patterns as represented by burial type. Beach ridges 

rightly play an important role in dating archaeological sites and features, but results here 

suggest that they cannot be depended upon as the sole dating method, particularly when 

there are no other major changes in site use indicated, and should be reinforced with 

absolute dates wherever possible. Site taphonomy is an important variable in the 

examination of site history and chronology. In fact there are indications that site use 

varied in time from east to west, with the older burials tending towards the east, and 

longer re-use of specific clusters at the western end of the site.

The nature of site use at Ipiutak is only hinted at through this study, although the large 

number of houses, and the variety of artifacts, burial types, and other features not yet 

examined indicate its importance over time. Re-examination of the burials has proved 

profitable. A similar re-examination of the houses is now called for, and contrary to the 

view expressed in the site report, further excavation of house features could yield valuable 

information, particularly in light of the apparent differences between the coffins and the 

other burial types. It may also be that structures from the earlier part of the site’s history 

exist outside the Ipiutak settlement site: House 24 may be representative of these (Larsen 

and Rainey, 1948: 165-166). Evidence for the use of specific subsistence practices over 

time would be valuable, and as the faunal collections were not retained by the 

archaeologists, this may also require further excavation of the settlement site.
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Despite the amount of time elapsed since the excavation and publication of the Ipiutak 

type site at Point Hope, it remains a valuable site for further study. The sheer amount, 

uniformity and the variety of archaeological remains have important implications for the 

elucidation of culture history patterns in northwest Alaska that have not, as yet, been 

reported elsewhere.
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