Database of Published Radiocarbon Dates for Vermont
with a Brief Discussion of the Method
by Matthew T. Boulanger
Introduction
Few archaeologists today could imagine what their
profession would be like without the aid of radiocarbon
(14C) dating. Indeed, 14C dating is now so common that
the use and teaching of most previously used methods of
determining ages of archaeological sites have largely
been abandoned (O'Brien and Lyman 1999). Not so long
ago archaeologists derived dates from the layering of
sediments and from stylistic analyses. Dates determined
in this manner are considered relative to each other —
object A is o lder than object B, but how much older
cannot be determined. Dating in this manner typically
relies on artifacts such as p rojectile points or p ottery
types that serve as index fossils. An index fossil is an
object that only appears at a specific time, and therefore
its presence is inferred to signify that period of time.
Deriving absolute dates, that is, producing ages
comparable to the calendar year, from the archaeological
record was an unthinkable task prior to the 1 940s.
Indeed, when Willard Libby was initially developing the
14
C method, he “d id not tell anyone of his final goal of
proving radiocarbon dating would be able to reveal the
history of civilization because he f elt that if he t alked
about such a crazy idea he would be labeled a crackpot”
(L. Libby, quoted in Taylor 1985). Between 1946 and
1950, Libby and his team of researchers worked to
formalize, test, and refine their procedures until they
were confident that the results were valid. The first
published list of radiocarbon dates appeared in 1951
(Arnold and Libby 1951), and was greeted by a mix of
enthusiasm and skepticism by archaeologists (Taylor
2000). However, once the initial hesitancy of archaeologists to accept the (then) developing technique subsided,
archaeologists became the primary users of radiocarbon
dating. Indeed, most of the radiocarbon laboratories that
were developed during the 1950s and 1960s were
established specifically to assist archaeologists. Despite
these facts, few archaeologists understand the radiocarbon method, the assumptions inherent in it, and the
way it can be used to provide age determinations.
Here, I briefly discuss these topics as a preface to a
list of 247 archaeological and 26 geological radiocarbon

dates from Vermont. Radiocarbon lists have been
published for several New England states (Hoffman
1988; Maine Archaeological Society 2007) and
archaeological time periods (Hoffman 1998; Levine
1990), yet no such list has been published for Vermont.
This list is offered as e ncouragement for future
archaeological research in the state, and as an ai d for
understanding one aspect of the history of archaeological
research in Vermont (e.g., Lyman 2000; O'Brien 1995).
The Method of Radiocarbon Dating
Upon entering the atmosphere, cosmic rays b ombard
nitrogen atoms in the upper atmosphere. This
bombardment causes protons to be r emoved from
nitrogen atoms resulting in production of the radioactive
isotope carbon-14 (14 C). The 14C isotopes, as well as
atoms of unmodified (nonradioactive) carbon-12 (12C),
combine with atmospheric oxygen to form carbon
dioxide (both 14CO 2 and 12CO 2 respectively). Most of this
CO 2, both radioactive and stable, accumulates in the
world’s oceans or combines with calcium to form
limestone (CaCO 3), and a smaller portion is taken up by
organisms living on the Earth’s surface. The 14C and 12C
levels in the atmosphere and within living organisms are
in relative equilibrium. At any given moment, the ratio
of 14C to 12C atoms is roughly the same in the atmosphere
as it is in living things. Once an organism dies, however,
it ceases to take in any new carbon, and the radioactive
14
C decaying to the stable isotope nitrogen-14 (14N) at a
constant rate. Thus one need only determine the abundance of 14C in a sample, compare it to the abundance of
14
C in the atmosphere, and calculate the time needed for
the 14C to decay to the levels observed in the sample. The
last is easy to do given the known half-life of 14C;
precisely what a half-life is will be described below.
This is essentially what radiocarbon dating is—a
comparison of the ratio of radioactive carbon to stable
carbon in a sample to that same ratio in the atmosphere,
and the subsequent calculation of time required for the
sample’s ratio to have decayed to its present state. To
allow this comparison, samples are typically analyzed
along with a standard of known age. Initially, this stan1
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Figure 1. Hypothetical model of the decay of 14C after the death of an organism. Each point along the curve represents
one half-life of 14C. Because the amount of 14C always decreases by half, true zero is never reached.

dard was wood from A.D. 1890; later a standard of
oxalic acid (produced from beet molasses) was
developed.
The 14C method has been refined several times since
its inception. Major advancement has been made in the
instrumentation used in 14C dating; however, the most
important refinements have involved developing greater
understanding of the natural processes that affect
radiocarbon determinations. At the time Libby and his
colleagues were developing the 14C method, they had to
make several basic assumptions about the behavior of
14
C and real-world processes. Only two of t hese
assumptions are discussed below. Readers wishing to
know more about these and other assumptions are
encouraged to consult more in-depth discussions of the
history and technical aspects of th e 14C method (e.g.,
Taylor 1985, 2000).
Libby and colleagues initially assumed that the
amount of 14C in the atmosphere remained constant
through time. As stated above, if the amount of 14C in the
atmosphere is presumed constant, then determining the
age of the sample requires only determining how much
14
C remains in it, an d calculating how long it w ould
2

require to decay to th e present level. Importantly
however, atmospheric levels of 14C have not remained
constant, as Libby and his colleagues first assumed. We
know now that 14C concentrations, as well as 14C:12C
ratios, have f luctuated over time and that they vary at
different locations as a result of natural and humaninduced processes.
Atomic testing between 1930 and 1950 dramatically
increased the levels of 14C in the atmosphere (termed the
Atomic Bomb Effect, see Rafter and Fergusson 1957).
Burning fossil fuels introduces large amounts of
nonradioactive carbon into the atmosphere, thus
decreasing the 14C:12C ratio (termed the Suess Effect).
Variations in the earth’s magnetic field and the amount
of solar radiation entering the atmosphere have resulted
in secular variations, or differences in the abundance of
14
C within the atmosphere over ti me (the de Vries
Effect). The original source of the 14C carbon in a sample
also imposes concerns. This is particularly true for
samples obtained from aquatic contexts, where the ocean
or lake may have a higher concentration of nonradioactive carbon than the atmosphere (the Reservoir
Effect). Researchers discovered and documented these
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effects that violate the assumption of constant 14C
abundance only after the 14C method was developed and
was in regular use by archaeologists.
The second fundamental assumption involves the
half-life of the 14C isotope. The de cay rate of any
radioactive isotope is modeled in what are termed halflives. One half-life is the amount of time required for the
radioactivity in a sa mple to d ecrease by one-half.
Plotting this decay rate produces a decreasing curve
where zero is never reached (Figure 1). There always
will be a small amount of 14 C in organic matter, but after
a certain period of time it is p resent in such small
quantities that it is undetectable, such as with fossil fuels
today. The concept of a h alf-life is i mportant here
because the half-life of 14C must be known, or m ore
correctly, estimated to determine the age of a sample
being analyzed. By determining the quantity of 14C in a
sample, one can use the half-life to determine when that
sample was last in equilibrium with the atmosphere.
Libby and colleagues initially estimated the half-life
of 14C at 5720 ± 30 years. They revised this number to
5568 ± 30 several years later, and this value became
known as the Libby half-life. In the early 1960s, the halflife of 14 C was recalculated with more-modern equipment and determined to be 5730 ± 40 (known as the
Cambridge, or True, half-life), a figure much closer to
Libby’s original figure than it is to the Libby half-life
value (Taylor 1985). To ensure compatibility with many
previously determined dates, most laboratories in North
America continue to use the Libby half-life as the rate of
decay in their calculations; however, some laboratories
in Europe and Asia use the Cambridge half-life in their
determinations.
Calibration
Recognition of influential natural-world factors, as well
as other technical and natural processes, has led to the
understanding that radiocarbon “years” are not equal to
calendrical years. In fact, the actual length of a radiocarbon year varies depending on the combined influence
of the various effects noted above. Some radiocarbon
years are longer than a so lar year, whereas others are
shorter (Dean 1978). As such, radiocarbon dates must be
calibrated to produce a calendrical age. All radiocarbon
determinations are provided by laboratories in units
referred to as radiocarbon years before present (YBP,
with “present” being A.D. 1950 by convention). Because
one particular radiocarbon year may be 3 60 days long,
and another 372 days long, one cann ot simply subtract
1950 (the zero point for radiocarbon years) from a date

and consider it calibrated to the A.D./B.C. timescale.
Conversion of 14C dates to calendrical dates involves
comparing the 14C age of the sample against a list of
samples of known age, as well as to documented
fluctuations in atmospheric 14C content (known as a
calibration curve). Although this may be done by hand,
it is greatly facilitated by computer applications such as
OxCal (Bronk Ramsey 1995, 2001) or Calib (Stuiver and
Reimer 1993). However, there are many different
calibration curves available, depending on the age and
composition of the artifact, as well as the location from
which it was collected. It is the archaeologist’s responsibility to choose a calibration curve, and this decision
requires careful consideration of w hich curve is most
appropriate for the sample.
For example, a radiocarbon date obtained from a
dugout canoe found in Shelburne Pond (Chittenden
County) has an uncalibrated 14C age of 440 ± 60 YBP
(BETA-2502, Petersen et al. 1985). Using the OxCal
(v3.10) software package (Bronk Ramsey 1995; 2001)
and the IntCal04 calibration curve (Reimer et al. 2004),
the sample date has a 9 5.4% (2 standard deviations)
probability of falling between A.D. 1390 and A.D. 1640
(Figure 2). This example illustrates two points. First,
radiocarbon dating does not provide a single date but
rather a statistical range of probability. Second,
calibration of a date is necessary to convert a 14C
determination to a calendrical age range, and this
calibration is not as simple as subtracting 1950 from the
14
C determination (Stuiver and Polach 1977)
Range and Accuracy
Radiocarbon dating can, for the most part, provide fairly
accurate age determinations for organic material between
300 and 30,000 years old. However, calibration curves
are currently available only for the last 24,000 14C years,
with significantly decreased accuracy after 13,000 14C
YBP (Bronk Ramsey 1995; 2001). The actual range of
possible dating depends in large part on the
instrumentation used b y individual laboratories and on
the nature of sample being dated; however, after
approximately 50,000 years, the amount of 14C in a
sample is so small that modern instrumentation cannot
detect it (Figure 1).
Generally speaking, the standard analytical
uncertainty (error) of modern laboratories is 100-300
years at one standard deviation, or 68.2% probability, for
samples between 300 and 10,000 years old. Increased
precision of between 40 and 80 years (at on e standard
deviation) may be obtained through rigorous pre3
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Figure 2. Calibrated radiocarbon determination from a dugout canoe found in Shelburne Pond (BETA-2502; 440 ±
60 YBP). Date published in Petersen et al. (1985). Calibrated using the OxCal (v3.10) software package (Bronk
Ramsey 1995; 2001) and the IntCal04 calibration curve (Reimer et al. 2004). Note that calibration provides a
statistical range of probability, not a single date. At one standard deviation (68.2% probability) the calibrated date has
a 61.5% probability of falling between A.D. 1410 and A.D. 1520, and a 6.7% probability of falling between A.D.
1600 and A.D. 1620. At two standard deviations (95.4% probability) the calibrated date has a 95.4% probability of
falling between A.D. 1390 and A.D. 1640.

treatment of samples (a procedure discussed below), and
through use of more advanced 14C dating methods such
as accelerated mass spectrometry (AMS) (see Gillespie
et al. 1992 for a discussion of this technique).
Contamination
From its start, 14C dating was intended to provide
archaeologists with absolute ages for archaeological
material. Unfortunately, many archaeologists lacked
sufficient knowledge of physics to understand the
concepts used in 14C dating, and the physicists
researching the technique had not yet recognized that
4

some fundamental assumptions they made were in error.
Further, archaeologists working in the 1940s and 1950s
were only just beginning to understand the complexities
of geomorphology and physical geography. Not all of
them were as c autious when excavating as m ost are
today. Hence, some early 14C dates were dismissed as
having somehow become contaminated with moremodern carbon. Bliss (1952) issued the first warning
about contamination of such dates by stating that at least
six agents (chemical, water, plant, bacteria/mold, animal,
and mechanical) may contaminate charcoal with younger
carbon. Bliss did not demonstrate that these agents could
actually introduce younger carbon into a sample, nor did
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he show that laboratory treatment of these samples could
not remove younger carbon if present. However, the
possibility that contamination could be a com mon
occurrence in 14C dating took root in the minds of
archaeologists.
Contamination can, and does, occur. Roots from
living plants may penetrate a sample, and humic acids in
the soil may also introduce younger 14C into buried
organic matter. Careless sample handling both during
and after excavation also has the potential to introduce
younger carbon into a sample in the form of hair, oils
and grease, cigarette ash, and other materials that may be
present in the field or laboratory. To remove potential
contamination, laboratories subject samples to one or
more pretreatments. The typical pretreatment for wood
charcoal is a bath in hydrochloric acid (HCl) to dissolve
rootlets and other organic carbon, an alkali (NaOH)
wash to neutralize any acids in the sample, and a final
bath in HCl to neutralize the sample.
These acid-alkali-acid baths and other pretreatments
typically remove most natural contaminating agents. Yet,
when some archaeologists are presented with a radiocarbon date that does not fit their conceptions of how old
something should be, the dates is often dismissed as
contaminated. Five percent (n = 1 4) of the dates listed
here are considered by their reporting authors to have
been contaminated or to be u nreliable because the age
was younger or older than they expected. I am not
suggesting that these materials were not contaminated.
Rather, I point out the importance of critically examining
radiocarbon dates and the potential they have to
challenge existing notions about archaeological events.
Reporting Dates
When a radiocarbon (or other radiometric date) is
reported for the first time, it must be presented in a
manner that provides all the information necessary for
future researchers to make use of the date. Here, I follow
the recommendations made by the Society for American
Archaeology that authors providing radiocarbon dates
for the first time in a publication use the following
conventions (Society for American Archaeology 2003).
Dates should be given as uncalibrated and based on the
5568-year (Libby) half-life. Dates should be given in
radiocarbon years before present (YBP) rather than
being converted to ca lendrical years (B.C./A.D.). A
generally accepted convention holds that absolute dates
(such as t hose determined by 14C) are indicated by
capital letters (i.e., YBP) whereas artifact-based or index
fossil-like dates are indicated by lowercase letters (i.e.,

ybp). The analytical error at one st andard deviation
(68.2% probability) provided by the laboratory should
follow the date, and the sample identification number
issued by that laboratory should also be given. The type
of material from which the date was obtained should be
reported. Correction factors to the date should be
provided if th ey have been applied (e.g., isotopic
fractionation [ä 13C]). See Morlan (1999) for a discussion
of this more complex subject. The resulting citation
should therefore appear as follows: 5000 ± 60 (BETA12345; wood charcoal [Acer spp.]; ä 13C = -25‰).
In some instances it m ay be desirable to use calibrated dates in a publication. If this is the case, authors
should cite a primary source where the uncalibrated date
and sample information are given. If the date is being
reported for the first time, it should be provided in both
uncalibrated and calibrated form with all the necessary
sample information. Such dates should always be
identified as having been calibrated, and the specific
calibration method used should be identified. Calibrated
dates should be labeled with either cal B.C. or cal A.D.
Note that the abbreviation cal precedes A.D. or B .C.,
because the date does not represent an actual calendrical
year. Rather, this is a calibrated radiocarbon determination representing a statistical probability of falling
within a sp ecific range of calendrical time. Authors
should also state whether the calibrated date range is
within one or two standard deviations of error (68.2% or
95.4% certainty, respectively). If calibrating the date
provides two or more possible age ranges, these should
be provided, and probabilities provided for each (see age
ranges at one standard deviation given in Figure 2).
A complete and accurate citation to the original
publication containing the date should be made any time
a previously published date is used. When citing
previously reported radiocarbon dates authors should be
aware that not all readers may have access to the original
material (e.g., cultural resource management reports or
confidential literature).
History and Description of the List
The radiocarbon-date list presented here (Appendix A)
constitutes a large body of information gleaned from
published references over a period of more than five
years. Initially, I began this listing while I worked for
Archaeology Consulting Team, Inc. (ACT), and credit is
given to m y colleagues there for supporting and
contributing to this work. The ca talyst for creating the
list originated in my own interest, but these colleagues
supported and encouraged the project and provided me
5
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Table 1. Fields and field descriptions of the 14C data base.
Fields
Lab Number
Site Number

Site Name
Submitted By

14

C Age

±
ä 13C
Material
Species
Provenience
Feature Descrip.
Diagnostic Descrip.
Notes
Reference

Field descriptions
Official laboratory number assigned to this sample.
State-designated number for the ar chaeological site from which the sample originated.
Numbering scheme follows the Smithsonian format. Note that the preceding “VT-” has been
dropped to conserve page space.
Site name as registered with the VDHP, or as published in the literature.
Name of individual, institution, or organization that submitted the sample (if available).
DMC: Dartmouth College; WMNF: White Mountains National Forest; UVM: University of
Vermont; VAS: Vermont Archaeological Society; UMF: University of Maine at Farmington;
HAA: Hartgen Archeological Associates; ATL: Atlantic Testing Laboratories; ACT:
Archaeology Consulting Team; UMASS: University of M assachusetts; NYSM: New York
State Museum; NYSED: New York State Educational Department; GA: Garrow &
Associates.
Uncalibrated 14C age in Years Before Present. Asterisks indicate dates considered by the
authors to be unreliable or contaminated.
Analytical error of the 14C determination at 1 standard deviation (68.2%).
13
C determination (if given).
Nature of the dated material. (B: burned; U: unburned; W: woody)
Species, if identified, of the dated material.
Archaeological context from which the material was obtained.
General description of feature from which the material was obtained.
Temporally diagnostic material associated with the dated material (if given).
General comments provided either by the original author or (if in brackets) added by me.
Bibliographic citation to the document from which the entry was obtained. Dates with no
reference provided were obtained from the archaeological site files at the VAI in Montpelier.

with many suggestions on how to improve it.
Most entries in this date list were gleaned from
cultural resource management (CRM) reports,
professional journals, and other publications owned by
ACT. Data are organized in tabular fashion, with
columns as indicated in Table 1. All published dates
encountered were entered into the database, regardless of
whether reporting authors considered them culturally
significant. When possible, I located and reviewed the
primary source (the earliest publication) of a date. This
was not possible with all dates. For example, two dates
from the Glacial Kame burials on Isle la Motte (VT-GI2) were cited in calibrated form by Blakely (1996). No
additional sample information was given in the
publication. Unfortunately, the researcher who provided
these dates to Blakely is deceased, and I was able locate
detailed information for only one of these dates. When
I was unable to locate a primary source, I have included
an entry in the “Notes” field to indicate the secondary
source from which the date was recorded and the citation
used in that secondary source.
After a thorough search through the ACT library, I
6

gathered as much information from the Vermont
Archeological Inventory (VAI, the Vermont Division for
Historic Preservation’s official repository for archaeological information) as was possible. Given the size,
extent, and condition of t he VAI, I did not, and could
not, conduct a systematic review of the inventory.
However, my impression is that the VAI does not
currently contain records for all dates obtained within the
state, as there are several presented here that could not be
located in the VAI files.
Dr. John Crock of the U niversity of Vermont’s
Consulting Archaeology Program provided a partial list
of radiocarbon dates obtained by that organization. The
list, prepared by Prudence Doherty prior to 1999,
contains 70 radiocarbon dates, all of which except three
(BETA-37140, BETA-30865, and BETA-48390) had
previously been recorded from extant literature.
Representatives from other regional CRM firms were
contacted, but none could provide an up-to-date list of
radiocarbon dates obtained during their projects.
The Canadian Archaeological Radiocarbon Database
(CARD) (Morlan 1999; Morlan and Betts 2005) was also
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consulted. CARD contains only 85 radiocarbon
determinations from Vermont as of July 2007, compared
to the 247 l isted here. This discrepancy seems to have
resulted from reliance upon secondary sources, likely
because of inaccessibility of primary sources. CARD
contains listings for only two 14C determinations from
Canaan Bridge (VT-ES-2), whereas the 1994 CRM
report for the Canaan Bridge project lists 15 dates
(Bolian and Gengras 1994).
The Future of the Database
After leaving Vermont in 2005, I have verified some
dates and added a few additional ones from back issues
of the journal Radiocarbon (available online at
http://www.radiocarbon.org). Some dates have also been
added from new publications (e.g., Petersen 2006),
though as with the dates from Isle la Motte, sometimes
these dates are published in calibrated form and without
any sample information. I believe that most—though
certainly not all—dates available in the published
literature have been included. I welcome any corrections
or additions to this date list, and encourage the
publication of su ch dates in a manner similar to that
described above.
Work on the database has n ow shifted to include
geological dates that may be of archaeological interest.
These dates are provided in a table organized similarly
to, and following, the archaeological dates (Appendix
B). Work on a s eparate database has beg un for r adiocarbon dates from across New England and eastern New
York. Currently, this list contains roughly 1200 dates not
including those from Vermont, and contributions are
welcomed from all researchers in New England.
Conclusion
The database is offered as an aid for regional research
both of the archaeological record and the history of
archaeological research in the state. I n concluding, I
offer some suggestions on how this list may be used to
pursue these goals.
Close inspection of these data reveals several trends.
Most dates have been obtained from sites located in
Chittenden and Franklin counties (Table 2), clearly
showing that our knowledge is biased in favor of the
northern Champlain Valley. This bias is almost certainly
a result of higher populations in this portion of the state,
which in turn have led to increased development, and
therefore greater numbers of archaeological projects. The
range of these dates also appears to be biased, with most

dates being less than 4000 radiocarbon years old (Figure
3). Importantly, the only dates that exceed 6000 14C
years were obtained from two sites (Johns Bridge and
Besette), both in Franklin County. Thus, much research
remains to be done outside of the Champlain Valley and
of the timeframe between initial population of Vermont
and ca. 4000 14C YBP. This is hardly groundbreaking
news to anyone familiar with the archaeological record
of Vermont; however, it is evidence of the spatial and
temporal biases that influence our understanding of the
human prehistory of Vermont. Such biases are often
suspected but rarely are quantified.

Table 2. Total number of 14C dates and archaeological
sites listed in the database. The single date for the
Elephant Hill stone chamber (P-2475) is not included in
this list, as no l ocation was provided. Note that
Chittenden and Franklin counties have the highest
numbers of recorded dates and sites with dates.
County
Addison
Bennington
Caledonia
Chittenden
Essex
Franklin
Grand Isle
Lamoille
Orange
Orleans
Rutland
Washington
Windham
Windsor

14

C Dates
2
32
0
53
15
92
6
9
0
3
7
0
3
20

Sites
1
6
0
15
1
10
2
2
0
2
4
0
2
5

As stated above, one intent of publishing this list is
to encourage a greater historical understanding of the
history of archaeology in Vermont. McLaughlin and
Thomas (1994) have briefly outlined some of the major
events and players in the history of Vermont archaeology; however, their summary was necessarily brief and
made little mention of the impact radiocarbon dating had
in the state. My impression is that radiocarbon dating has
had little real impact on the ar chaeology of Vermont
precisely because archaeological projects in the state
between 1950 and the late 1970s consisted primarily of
poorly funded and loosely organized efforts. Indeed, the
history of radiocarbon dating in Vermont mirrors the
7
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Figure 3. 500-year-interval histogram showing the temporal distribution of radiocarbon dates obtained from
archaeological sites in Vermont. Note that dates between 6000 and 8000 14 C YBP were obtained from two sites, both
in Franklin County.

development of professional archaeology within the
state.
Radiocarbon dates produced from Vermont archaeological sites were initially obtained by archaeologists
based outside of the state. The first published radiocarbon date on m aterial from Vermont (Y-1157) was
obtained by Howard Sargent from Sumner Falls (VTWN-2) in the town of Hartland (Stuiver et al. 1963).
Between 1963 and 1975, only two other dates were
determined, both from material from Ketchums Island
(VT-RU-1) in Rutland County (Stuiver 1969). Both of
these dates were submitted by William A. Ritchie, state
archaeologist of New York. This period of time, between
ca. 1950 a nd 1975, was one during which Vermont
archaeology was defined in terms of how it re lated to
that of other nearby states. Importantly, no serious
8

attempts were made to undertake research-oriented
archaeology within the state. B y research-oriented, I
mean archaeological projects designed to test hypotheses
rather than to obtain museum pieces or to salvage
artifacts before they are destroyed by construction.
Most of the 14C dates listed here were obtained after
1990, and virtually all of these are associated with
regulatory and compliance archaeology projects
mandated by state and federal laws. This seems to be a
reflection of th e substantial increase in regulatory
archaeological projects within the state beginning during
the 1980s. Further, most 14C dates obtained after 1990
were associated with a relatively low number of
individual sites subjected to intensive excavation efforts.
To me, this suggests that 14C dating is primarily being
used only during large archaeological projects involving
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substantial excavations. Reasons for this may include
benign neglect of the technique during early stages of
project stages or reservation of the technique for projects
with large budgets. Alternatively, this may be a
reflection of h ow few charcoal-containing features are
identified during the initial phases of projects. If this is
the case, perhaps adjustments to standard survey
methods may be appropriate or perhaps archaeologists
should consider using alternative dating methods during
initial surveys. Regardless of the reasons, the date list
here reveals a clear bias towards recent large-scale CRM
projects. From a historical viewpoint, it becomes clear
that the discipline of archaeology in Vermont remains
quite young, and that we have invested much of our
effort on data collection and salvage work.
This database is suitable for addressing myriad other
research questions and topics not identified here, and the
biases revealed by this database suggest that much work
remains t o be done in t he state. Towa rd that end,

corrections and additions to the database are welcomed
either within the pages of this Journal or through the
Vermont Archaeological Society’s Newsletter. Providing
these data to a wider audience serves to aid in
recognition of and compensation for these biases, and to
begin synthesis of data that have been collected over the
past 50 years.
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