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PREFACE

This thesis is the culmination of two summers of fieldwork and two months of lab
analysis. In the summer of 1990, I participated in the Alabama Museum of Natural
History’s field program, under the direction of visiting professor Paul Welch, of Queens
College, CUNY. The mound site being excavated that summer was of particular interest
to Welch, It wasa smgle Mlss:ssxpp:an mound in close proximity to the great site of
Moundv:lle and presumably under Moundvﬂle mﬂuence While much research had been
undertaken at the main site of Moundville, knowledge of Moundvilie phase sites in the
area remained sketchy.

The site is registered in state files as 1Tu56, and is known more affectionately by
the landowner and others as Hog Pen Hill. Previous excavations at the site were limited
to shovel testing and one exploratory 1x1m unit. Our primary research objective was to.
determine the mound’s function and role in the larger economy of the Moundville
chiefdom,

At the end of the first season, I knew I wanted to learn more about Moundville
and the surrounding area. I also wanted to know more about Dr. Welch’s research
questions and results. What was the mound used for by Native Americans, and how
would he be able to teil?

To my surprise, I received a letter from Welch in the fall of 1991 inviting me

back for another season in summer of 1992. 1 gladly agreed to another season- Only six
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of us went into the field this second summer, all of the others being students of Weich’s
at Queens or from Oberlin, where he taught previously. I immediately began looking for
a niche, something constructive that I could do to add to the results of the project.
Ceramics became the answer. I learned ihrough Welch that John Blitz, writing a
recent dissertation on another single mound site in Alabama, questioned some long-
standing theories in his ceramic analysis. I decided to try to replicate Blitz's work and
- compare results. In order to provide a true comparison, I wanted to ana'!y”z'e ceramics
from Moundville itself and at least two outlying sites. This proved too large-scale for
the scope of the current project, but remains a possibility for the future. I instead
decided to compare the ceramics from the Hog Pen Hill site with the ceramics from one
~ other single mound south of Moundville, the White site. Both of these ceramic samples I

then compared to Blitz’s data. The following paper is the result of my efforts,
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ABSTRACT

Archaeologists have found qerﬁcs to be one of the most useful types of
artifacts available to aid in the understanding and interpretation of past cultures because
of their widespread use and durability, a_s_ well as their expressive potential and variation.
This thesis is the result of two summers pf _argh_aeological ﬁe.idwork at a single mound
satellite site of the Mississippian mound'com'plek of Moundville, Alabama. Two months
of subsequent céramic analysis and comparison with a sample from another single mound
site equidistant to Moundville provided the data for this work. Ceramic refuse from
different social contexts are compared in an attempt to expose patterns in prehistoric
lifeways and mound-village relationships in particular, Rim diameter (roughly, vessel
size), vessel shape, and vessel function are presented for the two samples. The study is
modeled after recent research by John Blitz at the site of Lubbub in western Alabama,
and data from the two sites were compared with Blitz’s results. Interesting parallels
emerged as the result of this exercise, but certain differences in the samples offer exciting
directions for future research and provoke interesting questions about the sites’ roles as

peripheral focal points for power within the Moundville chiefdom.

A. P. Andrews
Professor of
Anthropology
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CHAPFPTERI

INTRODUCTION

The site of Moundvﬂle is located approttrmately fifteen rmles south of the modern
c1ty of Tuscaloosa on the Black Wamor Rrver in Alabama Itis the second largest
mound complex in North Arnenca, and 22 mounds remain mtact at the srte which is now
a state park. Much excavation has been conducted at Moundvdle over the last century,
| but only in the last few decades have we begun to ﬁll in some gttps as to how Moundbville
| 1tselfoperated asa complex cluefdom - .
| Paul Welch, dlrector of two seasons of ﬁeldwork at satellrte sites of Moundyville,

.. 1s mterested in the economy of complex chrefdom societies. By mvestrgatmg several
outlying sites of Moundvrlle he hoped to shed hght on Moundvﬂle 5 larger political and
.econormc mﬂuence over the surroundtng river valley By comparmg his results with data
.ﬁom other research a stlll larger prcture emerges |

Other research that I found mteresttng was conducted by John Blltz at the
| Lubbub srte on the Tombrgbee Rrver Bhtz wrote about other aspects of the site, but his
ceramic theory was of partrcular interest to me. He tested a theory of ceramic
distribution, and had a near tdeal s1tuatlon to do it in. H:s ceramic samples came from
easrly separable contexts and he compared mound and vﬂlage samples to try to

deterrmne mound use, Hrs theory was that certain ceramic vessel shapes and sizes would



differ from mound to viﬂege becsuse of different needs or uses. He expected a
household or village context to display the widest range of sizes, because of the variety
of ceramic uses and .ectiviti.es 1n e domestie context. Similarly, a mound context would
be expected to yield a larger number of specialty vessels, such as serving vessels for
feasts, and larger vessels for commumty meals. In fact, specxaltzed activities conducted
on the rnound whether ntual polmcal Of €conomic, should hypothetlcally be reflected
in the Ceramic sample | o

Even before I knew or fully understood the results of Bhtz 5 study, I wondered if
lus hypothesrs could be apphed to other contexts and how it could be tested and
rephcated It 1sa danger to assume that certain assemblages w1ll necessanly follow
certain pattems and my research became even more excttmg when I realized that it
wouldn t necessanly turn out how I expected it to In fact it tumed out nothing like the
sunple apphcatlon I thought it would be | -

| The followmg is a brief explanatton of my rnethodology, and my attempt to

model my expenment aﬁer Bhtz I began by loolcmg for two samples to compare and
this posed munedrate problems Hog Pen Hll] $ nndden area was located on the mound
.ttself and no outlymg vdlage area was extarlt or mvestlgated either year I did research
| there. All of the surroundmg area is currently plowed ﬁeld and has been for at least 100
.years I began to look elsewhere for companson. |

Welch’s work at the Whlte site, another satelhte of Moundvﬂle led me to believe
that a. cross-site companson was possxble. The Whlte site is roughly located as far south

of Moundville as Hog Pen is north. Actual fieldwork at the site was unnecessary, as the



artifacts from Welch’s pr_e\_fi_ous invgstigat_ions were housed at Moundville in the storage
facilities. I z.inalyzed. those cera;rl_jcs over _Christmas break in 1992,

Ipteres.te_d in c.omparing my results with the sample of ceramics actually
recovered from Moundﬁll:, I called Iim__ Knight at the University of Alabama. He
informed me of the great size of the Moundville sample, and that much work was needed
to ready the sample for analysis. I determined that comparison to be outside the scope
of t_he_present stu_dy. My gxpgriment_ is _the_refo_re expandable, and would greatly benefit
from ﬁjrther samples for compaﬁson. :

| _E_quipped thep w1th three data sets from Lu_bbub, Hog Pen, and White sites, 1
began. the long process of sorting _thrqugh data and learning about applic_able statistics
programs. In the process .of_'_ working with the ;:eramic_s, I begame aware first hand of the-
danger of human inconsistencies and slight differences in perception between individual
researchers. By.repl_icating as glqsely as possible the steps taken by Blitz and strictly
following_the sorting gujdcl__ines laid d_ow;'t. for M(_)undvillg by V'mcas Steponaitis, I
a&empted to minimize error. The follbwing pgragraphs outline this thes_is.

The seqond chapter chqses on Mo_.undville’s_ g_:ultm_‘a] pre_history and explains the
rise and fall of the Moundville chiefc.lqm.. Because the Moundville Phase sites are not all
contemporaneous, description of changing_ settlernent patterns is. provided in this
chapter. Moundville rgached its height around 1350-1400 AD. At that point in time, it
.was simply the most successful of w:hat began as several smaller in_depgndgnt sites.

Moundville, partly because of its superior location, dominated the river valley and



surrounding sites. The site also functioned as a creative &nier, with Moundville
influenced art found on the Guif coast and in surrounding states.

Chapter T is a brief overview of the history of research at Moundville. Because
of its size and proximity to the Black Warrior RiVér, Moundville is a highly visible site,
and one that attracted attention as early as the mid-1800’s. I explain in this chapter the
themes of research at Moundville over the years, in order to give the reader some sense
of the scope of Moundville archaeology. Important also is the background information
on the surrounding sites, especially Hog Pen and White. I will expléi:n my involvement
with two seasons of excavation at Hog Pen, and the main research objectives from those
seasons. Paul Welch is responsible for the planning and interpretation of those two
summers, and has applied his knowledge and interest to the ecohomy of complex
chiefdoms.

Chapter IV will turn away from general background and will focus on a
particular approach to ceramic analysis, type-variety systems. The development of this
methodology has greatly influenced ceramic analysis at Moundville. I will describe
 methods éfhployed to brgaﬁize'.and analyze ceramics at Moundville in the past. T will
also present a general description of the ceramic -satnple..

- My methods are outlined in Cha'pter V, as weli as the statistics | efnployed. My
data are presented in chart and table form in this chapter, but a more detailed
presentation is in the appendices. I preéent an interpretive and speculative section which

addresses the possible implications of my research.



Conclusions and final remarks are presented in Chapter VI. While my results
greatly differ from the findings of Blitz, some interesting similarities presented

themselves. It is my hope to provide raw data for future research with this thesis. I

gs 4

mention possible directions and interesting possibilities for further comparisons and

approaches in the final chapter.



CHAPTER I

CULTURAL HISTORY OF MOUNDVILLE

The site of Moundville is located in West-Central Alabama on the East bank of
the Black Warrior River approximately fifteen miles south of the city of Tuscaloosa
(Fig. 1). At the time of its height, Moundville controlled the surrounding 240 square
mule area (Peebles 1978b:5). The Moundville phase sites are dispersed over 75 river
miles, with Moundbville holding a central location (Fig. 2). Approximately five percent of
the 300 acres covered by Moundville proper has been excavated.

Location and size of surrounding villages was dependent in large part on the
productivity of the nearby land, as well as “administrative factors” (ibid: 15). As is made
clear on the map of Alabama’s physiographic regions in Figure 3 | Moundville is situated
in an auspicious location with an abundance of both floral and faunal resources. The site
sits on the Hale-Tucsaloosa county line. 1t is said that one can see farther north and
south from the site’s bluff on the east bank of a bend of the Black Warrior River than any
other bend in the river. The nearby Fall Line Hills separate the predominately oak-
hickory forests to the north from the pine forests to the south. These forests together
with the rich floodplain vegetation supported much deer and turkey (Steponaitis 1983: 4-

6).
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There are at least seven types of oak re’p’re'sented' in this transitional area (Powell
1988:7). Scattered outlying srtes were reﬂectlve of the relative fertility of the
surroundmg catchment basin. Also unportant was a reliable source of water, and all
Moundvﬁle phase sites had “unrestncted access to water” (Peebles 1978:411). In fact,
borrow prts at Moundvrllle have produced fishing gear in excavatrons indicating their
use as stocked, manfmade lakes._. There are ¢ four such lakes at the site which still hold
water. :

In part owing to its location, Moundville grew larger than its peer sites and
dommated the river valley, and sites that exhibit Moundville styles or influences can be
found as far south as the Guif Coast. There isa cluster of Moundvwille Phase sites south
" of Tuscaloosa in the Black Warrior River Valley, and another in the Tennessee River
Valley Much pottery from south Alabama and northwest Florida has been described as
“Moundvrlle-denved” “Standard utllrtanan wares” varieties Warrior Plain and
Moundville Incised make up the vast majority of cerarnies found at or near Moundville
Phase sites. Peebles has estimated their predormnance to be around 90% (1978: 370).

Moundvﬂle phase srtes have also been defined on the basis of the presence or
absence of certain items characteristic of the “Southe'r_n cult”. Also termed the
Southeastern Ceremonial 'Comple:.:,'.thi's “religious” system is expressed as common
symbolism appearing in art forms at l\dississippian sites across the Southeast. The
symbols include the “weeping eye”, bilobed arrow, cross, swastika, and crossbones,

among others. The syrnbols are comntonly' placed on oblong copper gorgets, stone
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palettes, and effigy pipes, as well as ceramic vessels (Griffin 1967:190; Peebles 1978

371; Waithall 1980: 194).

 Terminal Woodland Period (A.D. 900-1050)
' .Ac}c':o'rdir:lg'to Peebl:es, the Moundville Phase most probably grew out of the

West Jefferson Phase, which in turn prdbabl_y grew out of the McKelvey Phase.' Both of
these generative phases are Late Woodland in time period. (Peebles 1978: 372).

In late Woodland times, a transition was beginning which would ultimately result
in a more sedentary existence in West Central Alabama, A West Jefferson “village” from
this time period was located just west of the central plaza at Moundville (ibid.; Powel!
'1988: 8). This small community left refuse in the form of ceramics, which were grog |

tempered’, and other household trash.

'Moundville I Subphase (A.D. 1050-1250)
Corresponding with the ransition from “Woodland” fo “MiséisSip;ﬁan” lifestyles

is the gradual debendency upoh maize as a diet staple. This occurred over the two

! Tennessee Valley Tombigbee

AD 1600 (Late Woodland) McKelvey, Flint River Phases Miller ITI
AD 500 (Late Middle Woodland) Copena Phase Miller O
AD 100-300 BC (Early Middle Woodiand) Colbert Phase Miller I

In the Black Warrior River Valley, the McKelvey Phase overlaps with the West Jefferson Phase
al AD 900. This is the transition to what is called Early Mississippian (Walthall 1980; 111).
? Ceramics from the Woodland period were predominately grog tempered, which means that they were
strengthened by adding fired clay bits, often older broken pots, to the wet clay before firing.
Occasionally this process of tempering utilized sand as the strengthening agent, and pre-Woodland
pottery often was fiber-tempered as well.
11




hundred year period between 900 and 1100 A.D. The .mz;jority of the single-mound
centers (including Moundville itself) were built duning this transition (Peebles 1979: 2-3).
Around 1050 A D, thg West Jefferson site locate_d_ at Moundville expanded and
construction of a mound was begun. Several other single mounds were constructed in
the sq_rrounding area a_nd the general popu_la_tion began to exhibit Mississippian traits.
These inc_:luc_ied usipg mussel shell for tempering pottery, building r_npunds, and using a
number of mediums for expressulg a more symbolic art style. The four single mound
sites were roughiy equal in size. The general population lived in clustered villages
.around _these sites. It is during this subphasg_that Hog Pen Hill appears as a regional
~ center. Based on burial practices, Peebles sees a genealpgica] ascription _of rank in
Moundbville I. . .
Steponaitis dates Moundbville I from A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1250. Welch designates
it as a fully Mississippian phase based on the presence of shell-tempered ceramics,
__“maize dependency, a_rchitectu;ai style, platform moun_d constmction, and ranked social
organization” (1990: 21 1). A_t the beginning.qf the.Mpun_dyill_e I phase, the single-
mound centers mentioned above were nucleated villages; during Moundville I several
single mounds were constructed at these village centers, dispersing villagers out into the

countrysid;:.
Moundville IT Subphase (AD 125'0-.1400) .

*Moundville 1T and IH cover a span of 300 years, and the middte 100 years is
referred to as the “zenith of social complexity”. During this period, Moundville proper

12



reached 120 ha in size, Four more mounds were constructed during this subphase at
Moundville. These are Mounds C, D, H, and F. This information is as of 1978, and
since then an earlier date for the onset of construction of some of the other mounds may
have been obtained.? Although there is no eﬁd'ence that Mounds I, J, K, L M, or T
were under construction during this time, there is evidence that the site was already
largely .planned (Peebles 1978b: 10-12); There were cemeteries with Moundville I

| artifacts both north of Mound R and south of Mound M, as well as near Mounds C and
D. During this phase there are not only more people llvmg at the main site of
Moundville, but there is also a pronounced variation in the burial practices employed at
the outlying sites.

Aiso dunngthls tinte, so'm._e.sh.iﬂi.n.g er movement of minor centers occurs,
1Tu56 moves to 1Tu3,; I'Tu7 moves to 1Tu46,47; 1Tu42 is established; and 1Hal4,15
is constructed (Fié. 4). At this point, the population estimate of the sphere of influence
of Moundville is over 10,000 people. Roughly one third of these people resided at
Moundville itself, on either'. side of the palisade wall, construction of which began during

this period (ibid.).

Moundbville IIT Subphase (A.D. 1400-1550)
This time period saw the construction of all other mounds at Moundville, as well
as the completion of the palisade wall around the site. Residences lined the outer area

between the mounds and the palisade. Several settlements were clustered outside the

3 Especially Mound Q, as there have been several seasons of excavations there in the last five years,
13



West Jefferson Y Mounaville | AN
Develapment of the Moundville | A.D. 900-1050 ; A.D. 1050-1250

scttlemant pattern

& Milti-mound site
4 Single-mound site
« Non-mound site
A Found possibly in

use
------ fdge of alluvial -
valley
0 15 &m
| em——cre—ommre -

Moundville 111 v < % Houndville t¥

Moundv(1le 11 =~ :
) A-D. 1400-1550 ! | a.p. 15%0-1700

A.D. 1250-1400

Figure 4. Chronological Sequence of Moundville Phase Sites Along the Black Warrior
River (Weich 1991: 32)
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palisade. Altogether, the population has been estimated at 3000 for the main site and
immediate vicinity during this time. It has also been noted by Peebles that the northern
mounds closer to the river are larger and exhibit much more omate burials than the more
southerly mounds. Larger probably more pubhc or ceremomal structures are also found
in and around these northem mounds. The : areas of craft specialization and manufacture
are shown in Flgure 5. |

Not only were certaj.n:.afeas ;eséryed for certain ﬁmctiohs, but the site also seems
to be divided into east and west ﬁalveé by piglﬁlent'c.olors in gravé contexts. Animal
effigies in ceramic contexis were also divided in space, an.(.i Vernon Knight mentioned
that mounds opposite eacl.ll éther in the circle seem to have been used for similar
purposes (personal communication, July, 1992). 1t is tentatively believed .that mound
usage alternated between elite residence and burial uses from mound to mound, and
through time on the same mound.

Sometime befween 1450 and 1500 A.D. the number of people living at
Moundville began to decline. People gradually began dispersing away from the local
single mounds as well, and lived in scattered villages. By the time of DeSoto’s journey
t_hrough the .Sou_theast _in_the. mid-1 SOQ’s, none of the mounds in the Moundville area
were being utilized (Walthall 1980; 226-27).

It is clear that the elite at Moundville were dependent to some degree on the
labor force provided by the commoners. There appears to be a sharp decline in trade of

exotic goods to Moundbville around this same time period. If the elite depended on
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exotic materials for power and control, a breakdown in trade networks -- either because
of competition or decline of “supplying societies”— would have potentially been enough
to collapse the ranked infrastructure. There also may have been problems with both

population pressure and climatic change (Poi&ell 1988:11).

Moundville IV Subphase (A.D. 1550-1700)

Some scholars refer to a fourth Moundville phase durmg ffxe protohistoric period.
 This time period is also known as the Alabama River Phase during which the chiefdom of
Tascaluza was centered on the Alabama River and commanded n'l.uch. of fhe river valley.

" The Alabama River Phase exhibits its own po&ei'y and other artlfact étyies, most notably
large lidded funerary urns made to hold flexed burials. A smai] number of Alabama
 River Phase artifacts have been uncovered in the vmmty of Moﬁridville, but there is no
evidence 'tﬁat the site was bemgutlhzed as a center at that time.

Caleb Curren’s book on the pfbtohiétd:ic :period makes note of no more than six
Alabama River Phase vessels found on the site, inbéf of which were uncovered in burial
contexts. Curren makes an argument for 'protohisto:ﬁ.c ocwﬁatibn of tﬁe' site; if 50 it was

very limited (Curren 1984: 121-22).
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CHAPTER Il

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

Scattere;d refglfences were made to Moundville by t1_';—1_v¢l_ers or curiosity seekers
| th_rc_)ughoﬁt the 1800’_5. Most of ._these reports are brief notes as to the estimated size and
_shape of the mour_lds,_ and their rglaﬁons_hip tp any number of ‘_‘permanept” or “semi-
| permanent” -Iandmaric_s nearby. Those visitors who conducted_ actual fieldwork are
discussed below. |
L | pr_oféssor N;_thaniel T. Lupton, a cherni_stry professo_r at_SOuthérp University at
.the. tﬁne of l'us ﬁeld_wérl; _a:_xd later prgsidg_nt pf the Univ_ersity .of_‘ Alabama from 1871-
1875, wrote a lettgr_ of explanation of his résea;‘ch at Mou_lndville in 1869. He was asked
b},:r the seérgtgry of _the Smiths_oniﬁn Insﬁtution, Joseph Henry, to report on the ‘Indian
m_ounds on t_he Wa_ﬁpr River’ in i869_ (Steponaitis 1983b: 128). His account is
iﬁteresting be;:ause of ﬁis menﬁon of several features no longer visible at _the site. A
“large, irregular breastwork”™ was located at the south end of the plaza. This was
probably a low earthwork that supported the palisade wall, which enclosed the site on
the three sides away from the river. At the time the site was occupied, the palisade
consisted of a high defensive lumber wall with regularly spaced turrets. By the 1900’s,

the palisade was visible only as a soil discoloration. Also, four mounds are mentioned
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which are no longer extant -- one off the SW corner of the site, one off the SE corner,
| and two oﬁ‘ the NW cOrner. These mounds probably were leveled through many years
of farmmg Three mounds now referred to as “T” “C" and “D” were not mentioned in
| Lupton s report (Steponams 1983b: 129-131)

Professor Lupton also dug into Mound O and detennmed it to be a burial mound
constructed in three .stages (Stepona.itis 1983b: 130,141,156). This may be the first
| planned excavation on the site. He helped to begi.n.an' interest in Moundville that persists
to the present day 'I.'he.arti.factsthat he reooi/ered were sent to the Smithsonian, and
several letters that he wrote to that institution are all that remain of his fieldnotes. He
was followed by others wise enough to take descnpttve notes, lookmg for information as
wellasarnfacts” | o

James D Mlddleton, a ﬁeld agent for Cyrus Thomas of the Bureau of American
Ethnology, visited Moundvﬂle n 1882 (Steponams 1983b: 133) He described each
mound and gave a bnef hst of arttfacts found on or near each Mlddleton did not
excavate, but did send surface collections baok to' the Smithsonian. He also made a map
of the site although it was inferior in accuracy to Lupton’s map. Of interest is his
descnptlon of Mound B, whlch he said had a “dlstmct step in the profile” which is much
less noticeable today, but mdlcates terracmg (Steponams 1983b 135 6) Unfortunately,
| Mrddleton s report did not get publ:shed in Cyrus Thomas massive 1894 work on sites

in the eastern Umted States, but is kept on ﬁle at the Snuthsoman (Middleton 1882),
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| Both Lupton and Iyﬁddleton provide valuahle descrlptions of the state of the
mound complex then. known as the Mounds at Carthage, or the Princemounds after the
landowner at. the time. The site and the toyvn of Carthage have since been renamed
Moundville. Many of the mounds had been plowed severely at the time of their visits,
and both make mention of that fact. These mvestrgattons were prehmmary and
descnptlve in nature, but nonetheless called attentron to what would later be recognized
as the second largest Mrssrssrpplan mound complex in North Amenca
Clarence B. Moore conducted excavations at Moundvﬂle in 1905 and 1906. He
.wsned many mounds in the Southeast surveyxng for the Academy of Natural Sciences of
Phﬂadelplna He tested mounds along the Black Warrior River between the modern
cities of Tuscaloosa and Eutaw (40-50 mrles) durmg the same year that he first wsrted
Moundvﬂle All artlfacts from the expedmon were sent to that mstltutlon, except for
what Moore considered type duplrcates Whlcl'l were sent to Phrlhps Academy Museum
in Andover Massachusetts (Moore 1905: 140-l41) |
Moore opened all twenty major mounds at Moundv:lle keepmg fairly reliable
records (and sometimes maps) of hls test unit locatlons and some of the more
mterestmg artifacts he found These were almost always mortuary goods including
whole pots stone pa.mt palettes plpes and "chunkey-stones” Although skeletal
| remains recovered by Moore were all described as “badly decayed” and fragmented

certain specimens were retamed and ana]yzed Moore a]so sent ceramic samples to be
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analyzed, in order to determine the 'hature of the black coating presént on much of the
serving ware M6ore 1905:140). |

Moo.r'e.e_'préduced the ﬁrst puﬁlisﬁéd map of Moﬁndville from his work there, and
it remains the':t.nos't commonly printed map of the site to tI'us day (Fig. 6.; Moore
1905:128). Mooré’$ réport isa detaﬂed expi_ana.ti.on .of his work, down to a description
of each.inc.l.i.v{d_u.a} vessel eﬁfa_ct_éd. Mdpre nﬁtiééd in.ﬁis excavations that many of the
moundsl w.ere' cbriétructed in severalstages, and ;;as a poinf of interest”, Moore decided
to compare ceramics found in distinct layers of fill of Moqnd C. Unfortunately, he did
not.'récover enough vessels to. pr_ovide good data for comﬁaﬁson, and so offered no
ceramic interpretation. He was on the right track, howevér, and did apply the general
idea of comparison to an attempt to decipher the use of the mounds. He included for
this purpose descriptions of other ;noun_ds _in the Southeast which he had visited and
excavated (Moore 1905: 241-43).

Moundville recgived little attention between the time of Moore’s excavations
and the ﬁmher involvement of the University of Alabama in the 1920°s and 1930°s. This
renewal of interest is largely due to Dr. Walter Jones, professor and director of the
Alabama Museum of Natural History. Jones and one of his students, David DeJarnette,
began ﬁeld-work at Moundville_ in 1929 with t_h_e aid of other workers from the museum.
Work continued until 1938 with the help of the Civiliaﬁ Conservation Corps. During this
time period the extent of the site outside of the mound area was delineated. (Walthall

1980: 11). Beginning in 1930 the Alabama Museum of Natural History conducted a
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survey of the ﬂoodplaig_ visi.ting all knqwn outlying .s.ites, .and keeping a site file at the
| Univer_sity of Alabama. Fie}d notes from proje_cts_ are stor_ed at Moundville.

Dr Jones became personaliy mvoived ina consewatlon eﬁ'ort to save
Moundville, and helped to purchase fannland occupied by the snte Once Jones and the
Umyersny of A_jabama owned the site, plans to make it more accessible to the public
were initiated. In 193 8 a.ﬁer thorough_excevatiqn Qf the area to _be impacted, public
rqads were buil_t, as well as 8 museum (Walthall 1980: 11). |

: By far, the Alabam_a Museum of Natural __H_istqry and C B, Moore have
.conducted the most fieldwork at Moundville (Welch 1990:209). Moore concentrated
on mortuary information, while DeJamnette and relief workers focused on “the non-
moend area”. These efforts, while monumental, lacked strict stratigraphic_: control and .
rarely ix_leolved such i;atensive recovery teehniques as se_reeni_ng, thus severely limiting the
value of the resulte (Welch 1990: 210). |

The next survey of any size in the Black Warrior River Valley was not conducted
until the 1970’s.  Jerry Nielson and Ned Jenkins (1973) conducted a survey for the
National Park Service as part of the preiiminary work for the buﬂding of the Gaine.sville

Lock and Dam. This_ consisted of small surface colleetions at many of the outlying sites.
| John WaltPeII also surveyed a 6 ha.se.ction of the floodplain and vall.ey._ Christopher
Peebles’ Moupdville project visited severel ou_tlyinglsites in 1984, conducting surface
collectioqs and !umted mound tesﬁng (Welch 1990.:210). Lawrence A]_exander (1982)

provided another “intensely surveyed™ 4.45 square kilometers. “Pr_ofessional and
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' avocational arf:-haeoldgiéts have covered much of the rérﬁaihirig ﬂéédplaiﬁ” (Welch
1990: 210). In short, settlement pattern research in this area has been piecemeal. While
the majority of the river valley has been covered by surveyors, no extensive excavations
were conduc':te'd'duriﬁg this time periodf |

Of these seftlement survey pioneers, '.Cfu*'is.tbpﬁer Pééblés, has added the most to
our knowledge of the Moundville chiefdom. He distinguished between “local
communities”, “local c'exit.e'rs”, and a regional center at Moundville (Pee.bl'es: 1971: 68).
Peebles’ study depended not only on residence patterns and statistical analysis, but also
on ethnographic comparison. ”

Since the eérly. 1980.’5. the University of Alabama ﬁas been cohdﬁcting a field
school at Moundville. Directed by Vernon J. .Kn'ig'ht', the school has focused on Mound
Q in recent years, and is comparing its function with other mounds imniediaiely adjacent

to the plaza.

Lubbub Creek (1901, 1979-80)

The site of Lubbub Creek is located on the Tombigbee River in the West-central
" Alabama, 53 km west of Moundville (Blitz 1993:2). It is the only thorouéhly excavated
" mound along the central portion of that river (Welch, 1990: 207). The prbximity of
Lubbub to Moundville can be seen in Figure 7. A single mound center with a

surrounding village area (Fig. 8), Lubbub exhibits traits similar to other Mississippian
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sites,_ including thpse near Moundville. But Lubbub Creek is located on the periphery of
Moundville’s influence, and therefore was not part of the Moundbville chiefdom.

C. B. Moore visited the mound at Lubbub in 1501 . His test excavations followed
his approach at Mound_w'lle. _H_e_. sank_ “trial thes”_into the mound, which he called the
“mognd at Summe_n_riﬂe’f (Bli;z_1993: 74). __He noted exposed hearths ‘here and there’
(We[ch 1990: 208).

Over the years dgmage_ was -dpne by at least one la_ndowner to the uppermost two
layers _of ﬁll. .In the _ﬁrst of twq major modern excavations, Ned Jenkins “exposed a

Summervilie I cemetery and located the_levglgd mound” (Welch 1990: 207). He
published_ his findings m 1981. Peebles 'led_ the_seqond project in 1979-80 as part of the
Temeg'see~T(;mbigbee .Waterway prqject ir_l__whigh over two hectares were excavated “in -
a stratified systematic unaligned s_a_mple of t_he site” (Pegbles 1983, Welch 1990: 207).

- The crew cut trenches to determ_i:ne the extent of the mound, removed the plowzone,
mapped the mound,: and excavated into the pyemqund__surface (Blitz 1993: 74).

John Blitz, a crew chigf on Pee_ble_s’ project_? cqntinued analysis of t_hc site and
reported his ﬁndings_in sev_er_aj papers, in_c_luding his Ph.D. disse_r-_tation. Blitz was
interested in chiefd_oms. and social organization; he also examined the role of ceramic
distribution and prestige goéds in determining ranking and resource control._

Before destruction, the mound at Lubbub consisted of six fill layers, each stage

consisting of a band of sand with a cap of clay for stability and possible support of



* architecture (Blitz 1'993i74-5).' There is, hdv?ev:ér; no conclusive evidence of structures
on each level. There is definitely no structure on the lowest level '(Welch 1990: 209).

Lubbub has a premound ceremonial complex 'd'atihg to A.D. 1000. This consists
of six superimposed buildings, all paired. In premound days, the ritual area was
separated from the rest of the village by a partition or fence evidenced by surrounding
postmolds (Blitz 1989: 1-2).

The site is comprised of a bounded 19 ha area. There is evidence of a bastioned
palisade enclosing the site on the side not bounded by the Tdmhigbee River.
“Residences formed an arc around the mound, leaving a plaza to the east offhe mound.
On the south side of the mound was an inner palisade sep.afatihg the residential zone
from the plaza and the mound ramps” (Welch 1990: 208).

© Welch believes the Mississippian emergence to be a response to Woodland
subsistence stress. Along with a movement towards greater agricultural déﬁéndence on
large scale field farminig came technological advances in cooking and storage
implements. These innovations were just part of a larger movement toward social
ranking (Welch 1990: 209). The “Summerville mound” or Lﬁbbub Creek site is an
* example of this change in site layout which accompanied the transition to Mississippian

life. - -
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The White Site (1905 -1983 )

C. B. Moore did not overlook the White site in his travels. In fact, he visited five
subsidiary sites to Moundville in 1905, the White site included. Moore dug on top of the
mound to a depth of “four to five feet” (Moore 1905 127). He did find human remains
in his excavations, but was generally disappointed with '_'t'he yield at the site.

In 1930-31 the Alébama Museum of Namfai E%istbfy ﬁeld party under Walter B.
Jones and David L. DeJame&é came to the White site. The purpose of their visit was the
salvage of an eroding burial on thé east sid.e' of the mound. ‘Further investigation
revealed 29 burials in the area... No méps or drawings were made, but notes were kept as
to which artifacts. were associated w1th wlnch buri_.als. The mortuary remains were either
-Iqst or discarded, but the artifacts are still on fﬂe at tile Alabama Museum of Natural
History in Tuscaloosa (Welch 1.991:36—-7')_'. - |

The site remained untouched until -fﬁe University of Alabama field crew,
including Jerry Nielson, John O’hear, and'Cl.lar.les Moorehead visited in 1972-3. They
collected samples from the road Wthh érbssés fhe site (Fig. 9), and dug shovel tests to
determine the extent of the deposit. The crew realized that there was a village
component surrounding the site, but made no estimate as to its extent.

In 1979, Peebles’ “site survey and testing crew from the University of Michigan
Museum of Anthropology (UMMA) mapped the mound and delineated site boundaries

under the direction of Paul Welch, Two test units on the summit and two on the east
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side of the mound revealed two distinct construction episodes with prepared sand floors
on the initial summit (lower episode) (Welcﬁ 1991: 38);

There is a Late Woodland Period component at the White site, "fhis .earlier
component covers a larger area than the later Mississippian component, but predates the
mound. Through artifact analysis (more specifically ceramic stylistic dating techniques)
an occupation during Moundville III times was determined for the site. There may have
been some Moundville I and subsequent Protohistoric décupétion, as some ceramics
| represent those periods, but the mound building episodes at the site are striétly bounded
to Moundville IIT (Weich 1991:39-40),

Welch returned in 1983 to excavate 1% of the Mbundvﬂlé I aféa of .occupation.
This was accomplished with randomly placed 2x2m test units, followed by further
delineation of any features encountered. Units were placed r#ﬁdonﬂy within 10m blocks,
but no units were placed on the mound summit (Welch 1991 4'0-4'3).' o

The only unit yielding “unmixed Moundville -era deposits” was 2 4x6m
éxcavation of an intentional midden, or refuse area. The midden is located in the
residential area of the site, but “it is not pbssible to spéci'f'y which houséﬁolds in the
community deposited refise in this location” '(Wei'ch 1991; 56). This is because
individual h{_)usehbld structural remains were not able to be defined.

It was the midden area just explained that provided the sample for ceramic
~ comparison which I utilize. Clearly residential, and located well away from the mound

~ (see Fig. 9), the midden is a good indicator of household refuse at the site. In the
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absence of available data from the mound’s summit, this sample is compared to the data

from Hog Pen.

Hog Pen Hlll (1979—éresent)

One_of the fﬁur sites near M_ou_ndvil}e to display a Moundville I component is
1Tu56, bétter known as Hog Pen Hill. Hog Pen is }_ocgted within sight of the Black
Waﬁ-ior River aﬁproximateiy fifteen miles_ north of Moundville, j-ust_outside of the
modem city .of Tuscaloosa (Fig. 10). It is a single mound sit_e which has been partially
destroyed du¢ té_ t-hg housing of hogs on the top of the mound fqr many years early in
this ceﬁtury. _Al_s_o, at least once heavy farm machinery was driven up onto the mound to
avoid flood damagé, se\./ereiy eroding the southern slope in the process.

It is clear th.at the mpund ha%. se;*vec] a variety of purposes in recent times. What
remains uncleaf is. exactly what function the mound held throughout its period of
pre_lﬁsfofig use. Séveral seasons of archaeological work at Hog Pen, one in 1979 and the
others in 1990 gnd 1992, have revealed some clues. -
| | ’fﬁe 1.9_79 season was con_d__ucted by Christopher Pgebles..as part of his survey of
much of the__.Blac.:k. Warrior river valley. _Because of the _wide_spread nature of the overall
préject, only oné_ “télephone booth™ test unit was excavated, glong w1th some surface
collectiﬁn of the surrounding ﬁelds. This one meter by one meter unit was placed on the

northwest slope of the mound, and it revealed the remains of an “internal, prepared clay
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hearth” (Welch 1990: 213). Also, “...shell-tempered ceramics were present in the
submound soil” (Welch 1990: 213). That clay hearth was surrounded by a sandy

. _honzontal surface belleved to be a floor. These finds seemed to indicate a structure on
- the mound, and played an important role in subsequent excavations at Hog Pen.;

Hog Pen and a handful of other single mound sites have been referred as
“oolitical and religious centers for dispersed ‘neighborhoods’ of farmsteads and hamlets”
(Welch 1990, 212-213). It is important to note, however, that evidence is incon:clusive
as to what exact role those centers played in the lives of the populace.

B In 1990 Welch had the op.portunity to return to Hog. Pen for e more thorough
investigation. The Alabama Museum of Natural Hlstory needed a location for its annual
summer dig, so the two teahted up, providing Welch with thirty high school and college
age studen.t‘s.as free labor, |

Welch had two main go.els f‘or'the 1990 field season. The first was to better

_ determine the rhound’s stratigraphy. Welch opened a line of units along the northern
slope of the rnoun_d.. Working horizontally downward, not with the slope, he sought a
“buried. mound sutnrhit“ or intact floor. It was determined that any intact evidenl:e of
such kmd below thlrty or forty centimeters would be too deep to completely expose in
the allotted tlme therefore it was hoped that the “summit” would be encountered within
the first week or so of excavation. It was clear by the second week of digging that the
desired surface actually occurred about one meter down, and that far too much fill would

have to be removed to properly expose it.
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Also, when shovel did strike sand, it was about twenty centtmeters above where
the sand around the hearth from the previous excavation would line up honzontally The
hearth was reexposed with the hopes that the sand layers would match. The sand from
around the hearth does slope up the mound but not wrthout mterruptton

Thus lookmg at the south proﬁle of those units, one may observe a curious
| thing. Aﬂer the sand rises approxtmately 25 centlmeters from the hearth, a gap occurs,

where the sand dlsappears and arow of postholes is visible. Aﬁer the postholes another
erosional surface of stlty wash depostts can be seen. These s:lty deposrts are not

| necessanly the same as the sand but are possrbly ev:dence of an outsrde butldrng on the
‘same summit, | | | | -

The second rnajor goal of the 1990 season was to look for a mtdden deposit at
1Tu56 srnular to ones located on mound slopes at Moundtnlle Three one by three meter
umts were opened ina lme down (as opposed to across) the East slope of‘ the mound.
This time the excavation followed the slope. The first twenty centtmeters were removed,
followed by ten centtmeter arbrtrary levels The uppermost unit yrelded the most
material, and it was there that the midden was first uncovered The uppermost unit was

| later connected with the next unit down (another one by three bndged the gap) to further
push the mrdden $ boundanes |

Auger tests were done in the area surroundmg the tmdden units to determme the
extent of the midden, as time did not allow more units to be cpened Whtle the auger

tests proved it to be smaller than Welch expectcd, the mldden boundaries were
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| .detemuln'ed..: ‘This provi.ded Welch with enough lnformation to \srarrant a retumn to the
field in 1992, - B |
In conclusiorl | the flrst goal of the seasorl \tvas not entirely met. It 15 still unclear
what the purpose of the structure on the mound was, but in order to rnake any type of
guess, it ls necessary to take all aspects of mvestlgatlon into account For example
| .sometlmes seasonahty can be deduced from enough bone or shell matenal
.Unfortunately, the Hog Pen sarnple does not even approach the size necessary for
| accurate results of that kmd By roughly comparmg the amount of rrudden material
| removed from Hog Pen with that of a comparable mound’s midden, say Mound Qat
Moundyville, we readlly see that there is not enough reﬁ.lse at Hog Pen to support
resrdentral use throughout Late Moundwlle I,a penod of 75 to 100 years It would be
more reasonable to argue a resrdentlal use of only 20 years dunng that tune Or quite
possrbly, the mound was not re51dent1al at all, but rather served rehgtous or emc
.funetlons It could easxly have enjoyed eplsodrc use over most of Late Moundville I if
that were the case. | -
I had the opportumty to be a part of thrs 1990 summer ng as my second New
College Independent Study Pro;ect I had attended the Museum 5 summer excavations
for the prevrous five seasons, and as a veteran was worklng that summer for the Museum
| for pay. As one of three students in that posrtlon, I led a ﬁeld crew of four to SIX

.students each of the four weeks of the dlg
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The team excavated most of three of the mound’s four slopes, and I had the good
fortune to lead the crew on the East slope of the mound roughly facmg the river. We
were n the uppermost nudden unit, and saw much of the action for the four weeks of the
project.

Weich determmed that enough was found in the three rmdden units in 1990 to
warrant a ﬁmher look at the East slope He apphed t‘or a research grant for the summer
of 1992 to open two large three by three meter umts adjacent to the top one by three
from the 1990 dlg He mwted two graduates he had taught at Oberlm and Queens
College CUNY along with two seniors ﬁ'om Queens and me to accompany him for
another summer at Hog Pen

- The goal of thrs follow up pro;ectwas sxmply to excavate the entire nudden this-
Iwas accomphshed w1th some excrtmg ﬁnds mcludmg a fragment of galena yellow and
red ochre and one Weeden Island duck eﬂigy vessel. The galena was probably imported
ﬁ'orn the upper Mrssrssrppl Rlver Valley, as that is the case for aIl ga]ena found so far at
Moundvﬂle and the duck eﬂigy vessel was most hkely manufactured in southern
.Georgla ThlS may mdrcate the presence ofa lugh status mdmdual or group, and the
..quantttres of ochre seem to mdlcate an extensrve use of ptgment Tlus is adrmttedly not

much to go on, however in deterrmmng mound use.

“ galena: lead sulfide occurring in lead-gray crystals, usually cubes; the principal ore of lead
(Webster’s); a trade item (see Fagan 1991:349-50); an exotic trade good used as a pigment, Galena
cubes from Moundville have been traced to the Upmr Mtsstssnppl Valley, north of SL. Louis (Welch,
personal communication: 1995),
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'CHAPTER IV
" THE TYPE-VARIETY SYSTEM AND CERAMIC ANALYSIS AT

MOUNDV]LLE

The durabdxty, versatility; and wide'accessibilityof clay as a medium has allowed
ceramics to become an ess'eutial'element of most societies in the world. Clay
mauipulatiou provides a direct outlet for human eapression and oﬂ‘ers .a.'limitless variety
.of posSibiliti.es in terms of 'shapes' sizes. and .decor.ative styles.of yessels Fired clay is a
good resistor to heat stress and it preserves well makmg it one of the rnost common
artifacts at sites. Adding to the importance of the study of ancient ceramics is the central
| role of the medlum in the daily life of most sedentary peoples (Redman 199 l)

In departmg ona study of a partlcular assemblage of ceramics, one must consider
which attnbutes, whether physzcal or functlonal or otherwrse, are relevant to the current
study. Also important to remeulber are other..r-esearchers’ :intere.s.ts. ’.l.".he availability of
the matenal coupled wrth prewous research goals and techmques wrll shape the
decisions made by the current researcher In any case, .a.workm,.g and acceptable
| typology is necessary before any companson or analysns can be performed (Smopoh
1991: 43-44). |

There are several ways to arrange or classify ceramic data in order to render it
more manageable. The first method of ceramic classification is termed the “intuitive”
approach, _aud'simply eonsis_ts of piling sherds with obs:ervably'similar attributes. This

groupiug method is based on the analyst‘s” discrimination of observable general

38



descriptive features but may not produce absolute types based on exclusrve criteria.
Cntena for type deﬁmtron could therefore change between types makmg replication of
| one researcher 5 work potentially quite difﬁcult |
WA thchie and R S. MacNeish for example developed a classdication
system for Owasco pottery from New York State in the 19405 ( 1949) Their unstated
.rules for type deﬁmtlon were accepted Ul’ltll Robert Whallon attempted in 1972 to outline
and verbalrze them Whallon $ study resulted in the “tree classrﬁcation" system for
Owasco pottery, in whlch attnbutes are tested for in sequence w1th each level examining
a srngle vanable ( 1972 15) Such systems for classrﬂcation as Ritchie and MacNeish’s
are better surted for g;roupmg chronological sequences and other general questions than
explarrung styhstic or technolog1cal dtﬂ'erences For answenng more specific questions, -
a more specrﬁc set of criteria must be used w1th1n the system of classnﬁcatron (Sinopoli
1991: 120) | | | |
The type-vanety system of analysns was ﬁrst proposed by Wheat Grfford and
Wasley in 1958. Their data base was pottery from the Southwestem Umted States and
emerged as a response to a growrng number of mdmdual researchers class1ﬁcatlon
schemes in the large region. For decades archaeologtsts had named and descnbed
..diﬁ'erentrations in ceramics, but a w1dely accepted termmology was not agreed upon,
By sunply o&'enng the terms “type” “vanety” “type cluster” and “cerarmc system”,
Wheat Giﬁ'ord and Wasley were verbahzmg a prevrously unstated hlerarchy in ceramic
| groups without placmg too stnct rules on the deﬁmtion of those terms. Here types and

var-ieties should be spatlaliy and temporally restricted, but the diagnostic traits used to
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| distlnguish between types could .vazy. d.e.pencling on the cerarnjc assemblege. Type
clusters and larger ceramic systems are hroader groupings which bound cultural areas,
further enabling researchers to .de.scr.ibe and compe.re date across regions (Gifford,
Wheat, and Wasley 1958: 34-37). | |

In the eontext.:of type-r/ariet)r identi.ﬁeetions; “\resse'l shape, pr.odnction
techniques etnd.details of vessel rnorphology are .not consiclered” (Sinopoli 1991: 53).
| Instead, three main vanables are used tempermg matenal surface treatment and
decorative rnotrfs Through expllert deﬁmtron and deﬁmte tu‘ne and space speelﬁcatrons,
the type-varlety method of classrﬁcatlon is much more rephcable than prevrous efforts
such as Ritchie and MacNersh’ | |

In the end it is not as 1mportent how.one arTives at the typology, but rather
| whether it is rephcable and statlstlca.lly venﬁable whether mtuttlve or ana]ytxc in gross
nature. Techniques should be relative to individual data sets and their particular quirks
(Smopoh 1991 45- 6) | | | ..

The development ofa typology can only work rf one assum.es.a dlstmct
.relatronshrp between ceramics and pohtrcal social, or culture hlstory” (Arnold 1985:1).
Early studles of ceramics in the context of‘ social orgamzatron used ethnographrc
analogres to make assumpttons about soc:al mteractron and stylistic drstnbutlon I,
Deetz (1965), 1. Hill (1970) andR. J. Whallon (1970) explore the relatlonshrps
between human mteractron and styhstlc srrmlantres in ceramic assemblages It was
assumed for the most part for these studres that “pottery mak:mg was a household

| mdustry (Smopolr 1991: 120). Clusters of individual style and productron technique
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were recognized as the result of shared learning patterns. This interpretation resulted in
- the 'i.mportant recognition that “.cerarnics could be used to consider.intra and intersite
‘social variation, that there could be more to ceramrc.analysrs.than deﬁmng regional
culture areas or chronologrcal sequences” (ibid.. 120) -

The concept of a ceramlc “type” accordmg to Deetz (1967 45 9) is
.' supposedly synonymous w1th the potter’s “1deal” or “mental template” This theory
arose out of the Boasna.n concept:on of mentahsm The ceramic type was compared to
the phoneme as the “basic umt of descnptlon” both bemg composed of features

That potters work from a set of “rdeal attnbutes” fora pot has been challenged
by the more recent work of P. Steadman (1980) Steadman lends more credence toa
person’s natural “motor” tendencies 'in.determjning.the end result of a pot than an
abstract 1deal It has also been suggested that potters n general use larger vrsual
 breakdowns such as vessel shape or supposed ﬁ.mctlon rather than smgle attrlbutes which
may tend to be more styhstrc (Amold 1985 7-8) |

In the 19605 an attempt was made to address the role of envrronmental effects on
ceramic vanablhty Termed ‘ceramic ecology by Matson (1965) th.lS approach caught
on and was utlhzed by many researchers throughout the 19705 and 19805

More than any other concept the deep seated behef in the “mterrelatedness of
N Culture 1S the backbone paradlgm for the entlre feaszbrhty of ceramic mference. Because
ceramics are accepted as bemg an mtegral part of culture they can be expected to reflect
changes in that culture By studymg the ceramic assemblage from an area, one can infer

through this theory many “non-ceramic” aspects of that culture, In thrs way, ceramics
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.can be. used for soc1al and cultural reconstructton” o.f past socaetres (Arnold 1985: 10-
1 l) Accordmg to Arnold less attention needs to be placed on craﬂ technique and
artlstrc detaﬁ and more needs to be drawn to the “ecology of crafts” or the relationship
between ceramics and other aspects of culture.

In Carla Smopoh § work on trade of Roman utlhtarlan and ﬁne—ware vessels, she
finds that the dlﬁ'erent classes of vessels clearly reflect dlﬁ'enng socnal contexts
'.Preferehtral access to fine wares is cnted as a s:gmﬁer of elite status Also she interprets
the standardtzatton of style in such fine wares as mdtcators of the “cohesxveness of the
| .anstocracy” (Stnopoh 1991: 121) | o -

The most hkely use of pottery mvolves food in some way, whether in the context
of cookmg, storage or servmg We have a strong sense of what type of vessel is
appropnate for use in dlf‘ferent socral and cuhnary contexts today Much is expressed
through our chorces or use of certain vessels as 1nd1catmg status ntual or partlcular
symbohc dmmg contexts. “Both the chﬁ'erentlatton of foods and of the access to spemﬁc
foodstuffs and the varymg soctal contexts of preparatlon and servmg at’fect and
determme the nature of the s1gmﬁcance of vanablllty in the vessels used” (ibid.: 123),

| The greatest vanety of classes of ceramic vessels 18 generally thought to be found
ina household context Tl'ns vanety reﬂects the larger number of darly tasks performed
by vessels ina domesnc rather than ina rltual settmg Much of the recent work at
| Moundwlle has focused on the 1dent1ﬁcatlon of ritual vs. domestlc contexts and their

srgmﬁcance.
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Ceramics at Moundville

The type-variety system is integral to my research, and a regional classification of
Moundville ceramics has already been defined (Steponaitis 1983). When Vincas
Steponaitis wrote the deﬁnitif/e bobk on Moundville ceramic analysis, he used two
samples. One was comprised orﬂy of whole vessels, the vast majority of which were
unearthed from buna]s at Moundbville. The other was a sherd sample taken from two
excavatlons north of Mound R directed by Margaret Scarry in the summers of 1978 and
_ 1979, The 1,812 usable sherds were exhumed from two 2x2m units taken down to
subsoil level (Steponaitis 1983: 9-14),

Steponaitis’s work was “.intended to clarify some of the observed variability in
the Moundville assemblage; and also to serve as the basis for the future technological
comparisons w1th culturéﬁy relatéd .assemblages, both across space and through time”
(Steponaitis '198.3: 7). .H:e.sugg.é.sts thét many stylistic changes are actually
technological advances, and attempts a chronology based on Scarry’s strictly
strangraphlcally controlled excavations.

It would be easy to dcscnbe in deta;l the clay and tempermg mate.nalls.used mn
forming the ceramics as well as actual building methods, but that has been accomplished
exhaustively elsewhere (ibid.: 18-45; Rice 1987: 31-166).

In categorizing and measuring my samples of pottery from Hog Pen and the
White site, I have followed Steponaitis’s rules of classification of Moundville ceramics,

It is important to note that while the types and varieties in the system are polythetic in

43



| ALL VESSELS |

SHELL
| TEMPERED

UNBURNISHED

BURNISHED

INCISED [INCISED J INCISED [ eLAIN BROAD-LINE | | FINE-LINE
ARCHES SCROLLS|  { RECTILINEAR INCISED INCENG
MISSISSIPPI  MOUNDWVILLE  ALABAMA BARTON BELL . CARTHAGE  MOUROVILLE
PLAIN INCISED RIVER INCISED PLAIN . INCISED NGRAVED
INCISED
GROG
TEMPERED
) INCISED INCISED &
nCTATe:
BAYTOWN  MULBERRY CREEK ALLIGATOR BENSON
FLAIN CORD-MARKED INCISED PUNCTATE
Figure 11,

Tree-Classification Chart for Moundville Ceramics (Steponaitis 1983: 51)




nature, and therefore “cannot be strictly defined by specifying a set of necessary and
sufficient conditions for membership” (Steponaitis 1983: 48), they do follow an internal
set of criteria in the process of classification. The “tree-classification” chart which
groups all .Moundville ceramics has been reproduced as figure 11.

Al types are grouped primarily by paste composition, Which largely refers to
tempering agent. The next grouping is by surface finish, and finally by additional tooled
decOrsrion. Highly specialized decoration, for example the depiction of a
representational motif, further discriminates between sherds otherwise alike in paste, etc.
Other variables include surface color, vessel morphology, and the addition of molded
appliqué or other secondary shape features to a vessel (see Fig. 12 for vessel shapes).
Each of these attributes can stand independently of the original three considerations
(ibid.: 48). See Appendix A for charts used to distinguish varieties based on surface
decoration. |

Therefore in walkmg through the process of classxﬁcatron, one must make a
series of dlscnmmatrons based on sherd attnbutes Whrle these dlstmcnons are
theoretrcally straxghtforward sometimes it is an mdmdual researcher s opinion which
deterrmnes whether a sherd shows srgns of burmshmg, f’or example

In my research, I followed _Steponej_tis’s system of classification execrly. Sherds
which were unable to be identified based on surface finish criteria were described as well
as possible (i.e. shell-tempered eroded, or unclassified incised). An explanation of the

lab procedure is available in the following chapter.
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Flgure 12. Bas;c Shapes (a) cylmdncal bottle (b) narrow-neck bottle, (¢)
slender ovoid bottle, (d) subglobular bottle with pedestal base, (e)... .
subglobular bottle with simple base, (f) subglobular bottle with slab base,
(g) cylindrical bowl, (h) flaring-rim bowl (deep), (I) flaring-rim bowl . -
(shallow), (j) outslanting bowl, (k) pedestaled bowl, (I) restricted bowl,

(m) short-neck bowl, (n) simple bowl, (o) neckless jar, and (p) standard . ..
jar.

Figure 12. Basic Vessel 'Shap.eg(S.tebohéjtis 1983: 67.')
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CHAPTER YV

VESSEL FUNCTION AND SOCIAL FUNCTIONS:

CERAMIC ANALYSIS AND RESULTS |

Problem

The preceding chapters have been an attempt fo familiarize the reader with the
backgro(md and general scope of the present work. For oiref one hundred yéars,
archaeologists have worked o piece 'ﬁ')géther a view of lifé in the pre-contact
Southeastern United States. Moundville and other -péfainount centers mthe .region have
received much attention, but centers could not be sustained as suéh.'without smaller,
local polities and their s'urro'u.ndin:g' farmsteads.

" Single mound sites and farmsteads éxemplifj stratiﬁ;cﬁfion, and are a necessary
part of any chiefdom society. Through innovative tecimit;ue's.of analysis and
comparison of these sites, it is possible to illuminate a much more complex and
'intéraétii/e view of daily commerce in the Moundvillé chiefdom.

The work conducted by John Blitz at Lubbub Creek illuminates interactions
between residents of a single mound site and those living in the surroundiné fannsteads.
By examining ceramic and other artifact distributions across differing social contexts,
Blitz addresses the possibility of ““preferential access” to craft items (Bhtz .1993:3, 136).
Blitz did not find what he considered to be a significant difference between mound and

viiiage samples in terms of vessel shapes,. décbratibn, or function .(.se'rving Vs, cooking).
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He did find, however, that vessels from the mound represented a much smaller range of
sizes, leaning tow;rds the large end qf _the scgle. Vessels from the village contexts
(farms;teéds off the rno_und) covered a large; range of sizes, reflecting the much larger
variety of uses of pottery in a domestic setting (Blitz 1993:93-96).

Paul Welch, working at the White site, a single mound site closer in proximity to
Moqndvi_lle than Lgbbub Creek, theorized that a rgsiden_tial midden present at the site
wéé éhared 5_y botﬁ elitc_e_.an.d_ commoner ho_useh_pldé._ This theory was based partly on the
céramic rﬁakeup ﬁf the n‘udden, ;:o_mbined w.ith. the assumption that preferential or
restric_ted acces§ to certain items was_the case at the site (Welch .1990:56-57).

| Eoth .Qf the above researqhe_rs are -cc__mqem_ed \yith_the tangible results of human
activ.ity. and interaction in.the context of a chigf_dor_n economy. It is a general assumption
that a ranked society will exhibit restrictions on access to high status articles. What
rgmﬁigs to 5e shown is whethgr articles whi_ch researchers perceiv.e to bg of high status
(1e. those _whicﬁ r.equ.ire.more_ gﬁ‘ort to produce thaq others) are in fact_unevenly
distributéd across the archaeé_l_oécai record. ._Also_ of interest is whether vessel size
ranges reflect sbeciﬁ_c ritua] or ceremonial mound use (i.e_. feasting or communal

storage).

Procedure
It is with these research questions in mind that I began this project. As
previously mentioned, I conducted two seasons of excavation at Hog Pen Hill (1Tu56), a

single mound site similar to but not contemporaneous with the White site (1Ha7). Under
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the direction of Paul Welch, I systematicaily amassed data from Hog Pen Hill and the
 White site which I could compare with Blitz’s sample from Lubbub Creek.

 Blitz compares sherds from many areas of the site of Lubbub Creek. I focused
‘on middens or refuse deposits from the two COfnﬁéﬁsbn sites. At Hog Pen the midden is
on the mound slope, and consisted of mound refuseonly At the.\ifflite site, the midden
is a residential one located well off the mound itself My intent is to -corhpare the mound
sample from Hog Pen with the mound 'sar.rip}'e' from Lubbub Cfeélg and the résidential
(village) sample at White with the village sample from Lubbub. Hog Pen and the White
site are also compared. N - -

" In order to prepare the ceramic .sainpléé for compériéon, sév.erél”stéﬁs were
necessary. At Hog Pen Hill, I participated in excavation, washing, édrtirig; fyping, and
measuring the artifacts. “Sorting” refers to .separa'ting' the ceramics from other artifacts
present, ihdlUding but cértéin]y'not limited to hthxcs dauﬁ, and bone. All artifacts were
weighed a.nd.t:ounted; with the exception of daub and sherdlets which fit through a 1/4 in
screen. These were weighed only, a

" “Typing” refers to the syst.ematié: process of differentiation between ceramic
types and varieties, aGCOrding to the system used by Steponaitis (St'e;.)'ona.iti.s.l983:47-75,
' 301-326). Because the White site sample had a]reéidy been sorted, typed and catalogued
for Welch’s 1990 publication and had been excavated a full 10 years before my work, it
was only necessary to check the typdl.ogies present on the catalog sheets and measure

and record data from the rim sherds,
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Measuring rim sherds invqlves:prqjecting t_he vessel’s original shape and size
pri:or fo bre.al.cage. The sherd is held .s.uch that three points _alpng the rim’s surface form a
horizénta] plane. This is the po_siti_o_p and ang-le. of the sherci whe_n i; formed part of the
larger vessel. The sherd is then flipped 180 dggrees so _that_the same t_hree points lie flat
oﬁ thg rim chart (see Fig. i3). The _s_herd is then manipu_l_ated_ aiong the concentric circles
on thé chart unﬁl a match is _f_ound Bet_weer; a circle__z;nd the curve of the sherd. The
nieasuremenf of diametgr and angle of arc present __are.r.l_oted_.. A larger an_g_le of arc
present in the sherd al.lows for greater accuracy in determining the dlameter When
enough of the vessel’s neck is present, a measurement of the neck inside diameter can
a1s§ be .measur_e_d. |

A sh%ipe analysis form was co_mp_leted. _fo_r each she_xjd in th_e_-samplgs_._ This form
. préyigied .-each individﬁa] sherd with a number for de_si_gnati_on, complete provenience, the
type, variety an& vgssel shapg reprcsentgd, a measurement of oxjﬁce diax_neter, a note of
the angié éf arc¢ préseﬁt, a cross section drawi_ng indi_c_:ati_ng the angle of tl_u; rim, and a flat
drawing of the exterior of the sherd. Examples of _thg data she_gts are presented in
Appendix B A summary of the data is proyided Appendix C.: |

The ceraxnx;c sa:ﬁple was divided__igto village and _mognd samples and compared in
order to.iilu‘rnn.in_ate any d_iﬁ‘erenqes betwgen the two that could provide clues as to mound
use. B[ltz hyp.o-thes.ized that cerami_c_ sampl__es should differ from vill_age to mound
précinct depending on “specialized ritual, political, and ecqnon_]ic_:. activities such as

redistributive feasts, ceremonies, or large-scale storage” (Blitz 1993: 2).
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Figure 13. Rim Diameter Template (Not to Scale)
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Within the Moundville ceramic sample there lies a strong dichotomy between
physical attributes of vessels which serve different functions. The most common use
categories for pottery are serving, cooking, and storage. The distinctive attributes for
serving ware are ﬁﬁe shell tempering and burnished surface treatment. There are also
patterns of incised and eﬁgraved gurfacé decoration which correlate with serving vessels.
Serving vessels are generélly bottles or bowls.

Cooking and st'ora.ge' vésséis tend to have thicker paste with coarse shell
tempering. Generally uhﬁu_riﬁshed, coolciﬁg vessels exhibit distinctive incised decoration,
when decorated at all. Standard jarls are the main cooking and storage vessels.
Occasionally, simple hemispherical bowls can serve a cooking function.

I present ratios of serving to cooking vessel sherds within these separate
~ contexts. This distinction is based solely on surface finish, as burnished and black-filmed
finishes are not appropriate for cooking vessels. The finishes do not hold up under the
stress of repeated heating and cooling that vessels are subjected to in cooking activities
(Steponaitis 1983: 17-45). Serving to cooking ratios are based on the total sherd count
from the three sites.

Also, a breakdown of vessel shapes is given for the sites. As vessel shape is
related to Vt;ssel function, this comparison is used to back up the surface finish
breakdown just explained. Because vessel shapes are most easily identifiable when
portions of the rim is present, only the rim sherd samples were examined for this
comparison. Chi-square tests are utilized to determine the significance of distribution of

the vessel shapes across the areas in question.
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Following Blitz, vessel sizes based on onﬁce diameter are provided. Vessel sizes
are compared across all samples. In these tests, orifice diameter was the main indicator
of vessel slze For size within shape comparison, | jars and bowls were chosen because

| they represent the most agreed upon idea of functtonal contrast. Bottle sampIe sizes are
rarely comparable to jar or bowl samples and bottle shape is such that bottle rim

dtarneters are rarely mdlcatwe of vessel size (see Flg 12 on pg 46).

Results

| The vessel types and thelr frequencres in each sample are presented in Tables 2-4.
Blitz used his serving to cookmg ware companson to test a hypothests that mound
activities may have included “large -group feasts” whlch may have in turn requrred a
larger number of servmg vessels H.IS nuil hypothesrs was that there would be no
dlﬂ‘erence in mound and wllage samples |

He fajled to reject his null hypothesis. | The ratios are not significantly different

for the two samples at Lubbub (0.09 for the mound and 0. 07 for the village). These
ratios were produced by dmdmg the smaller number of servmg vessels by the larger
number of cookmg vessels® . Hog Pen s mound sample hasa servmg to cookmg ratio of

20, and the W}ute site’s wllage ratlo is .24. In other words:

* Total sherd counts from the sites were used for this comparison. Hog Pen’ s sample consists of 429
serving and 2,133 cooking. White's sample consists of 3,304 serving and 13,619 cooking. Lubbub’s
totals are shown in Table 2.
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Table 1. Serving to Cooking Sherd Ratios at the Three Sites

Sérving: 'Cooking | - Servingf C.ooldng.
Hog Pen (Mound)  1:5.0 (20) 1:11.1 (.09) Lubbub (Mound)
White (Village) 141 (24) 11143 (.07) Lubbub (Village)

It 1s clear from this éxei‘éiée théf the twb satellite sites 6f Moundville in question
exhibit a faf greétér percéntage of sérving ware than Lﬁ:bbub. This coﬁld be due to both
sites’ closer proximity to Moundville. Compared to each other, the Hog Pen and White
site data do not seem dramatically different from each other, although it .is interesting to
hoté that the 'ﬁlla.ge sami)le has a'.hi.gher .p'ercent'age of séfv{hg waré than the mound, the
opp'bsité of t.he data from Lubbiib. h |

Vessel shapes are z;lso in.c'l.icati\.re. .of' .'ve's.,sel' ﬁxﬁdtion. In ge.n.éral. it 1s argued that
bottles and ﬂa.lrir.lg' rim béWl.s' are.sérving iressélé; Whereasjars and .siz.n.;.ile bowls are
mainly used for cooking or storage. Ve'és'el. shapes for eaéh site afe bresenfed in Tables
. _ _ _

Tﬁé béréeﬁtages of :l.)c.)'ttl.es.,”b.:ow.ls, and jars from eéch éité are similar, with sr;me
" notable éxceptiohs. Orily. one bottle .is pfesént in t.he White sﬁe sanible, and only four
were .prése.nt ét Hog Péﬁ, dompafed tb 34 in ihe Lubbub villagé samplé and 16 in the
Lubbub mound saxhplc. Also, Lubbub -shdﬁs a much largef peréeﬁta;ge of bowls than the
other two sites. In fact, the percentage of jars at Lubbﬁb is closer in comparison with the
percentage of bowls at Hog Pen and White, while the percentage of bowls at Lubbub, in
the 60% range for mound and village, dwarfs the 17% and 20% range represented Ey

Hog Pen and White, respectively.
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A chi-square test was performed companng dtstrtbutlon of four basic vessel
shapes between s1tes (TabIes 8 11). These are standard Jars bottles ﬂanng-mn bowls,
and smple hermsphencal bowls. The results of the chi- square test are significant: for
Lubbub Hog Pen X"2—24 82, a’f‘3 for Lubbub Whrte X"2=36, 23 dﬁ3 and for Hog
Pen: Whtte X"2.=16. 94 df-3 (Table 9- Il) These results are all much hrgher than
Blitz s of Mound Vlllage X"‘2—4 77, #3 The Lubbub sa.tnple when compared within

1tself does not exhrbtt sxgmﬁcant differences in drstnbutxon of major vessel shapes
across contexts at a 05 level. All three compansons hsted above for the other sites, in
contrast show sngruﬁcant dlﬁ'erences in distribution across contexts to a 05 (and even to
a 001) Ievel - N

Seerng many slmllanties b.etw.een the mo.und and village samples at Lubbub, Blitz’
looked at vessel size to see if size patterns would reﬂect socral settmg It was hoped that
| vw.t}un a socral context, certain sized vessels would be more abundant For example, a
| domesttc context would hypothetlcally require the greatest number of dtﬁ’erent activities,
therefore producmg the greatest range of vessel sizes for each shape (Blltz 1993,93). A
more specnahzed context mvolvmg a greater number of people would necessanly result
in a smaller variation in size, focused at the larger end of the size scale.

I present Bhtz ] vessel size > ranges in the hlstograms in Table 12. Stze ranges for
Hog Pen and Whrte are shown in Tables 13-14. The medtan onﬁce drameters for jars
(Hog Pen 28 Whnte 24) and bowls (Hog Pen 24; Wlute 20) at the two
companson sites do not exhlblt as great a diﬁ'erence as Lubbub jars (mound 34,

village = 26) and bowls (mound 32, v1llage = 19) While the median sizes at Hog Pen
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aﬁd White are rﬁubh Smaile'r.t.hanf at Luﬁb-ub, both Hog Pen and the White site vessels do
cover a wider rénge 'of 'sizés,'with isdlafed 6utliér .\.re.SseIs at the large. end of fhe scale, In
| fact,. all samples from thé corriparison sites exce;it for Wiﬁt.e .s..ite bc.)v.vl.s sﬁow vessels
larger than 45cm in diam'eter; which is the (I:ut..off poiﬁt at Lubbub. |

" As a final means of coinﬁarisbh of céfzmﬁc variab'iﬁty, 1.3.Ii'tz cbﬁsidered the “social
impiications of ﬁﬁeWa:e dis.t'ributions’.’ (Blitz 1.993: 132). Because the diﬁéréﬁces in
ratioé 6f debbfatéd fd 'ﬁndeco'ra.téd .s.he'rds”in m:o'und and villégé éafnples are ﬁét great
(.06 ﬁilagé to .04 nioﬁﬁd), Bhtz xfxade the éséumption that rﬁéuﬁd aéti;/iti'es.c.iid not
fequire more -de'cbrated. ware. 'Ixi.fa.c.t, contrary t'o.'v\.whﬁ.t w.a.s'.p.redi.ctéd, t.he. village ratio
was actually higher than the mound ratio. The total ceramic sample. (nét jhst rim sherds).
| were used in this ..tabulﬁation.. o | |
D'écofatedﬂjndec.:dratéd raﬁo$ for Hoé Pen and thé.Wﬁite site are x;iuch larger
' than the ratiﬁs at Lubbub: .16 and 12, respeéltivély.(;l"able's. 1.5;16.). They are not
appropriate for direct co:ﬁpaﬁson with Lubbub -Beéause.on]y vessel nm sherd-s.. were
available for ihis 'compa.risbn.' Thé ratios. are not sigm"ﬁcahtly. c.l.iﬁ'er'en-t fr.om'ea.ch other,
but it. 1s interésting ihat the .xﬁou'hd (Ho'.g'Pen)'sa.mple faﬁd ié hlgherthan t.h.e ﬁﬂage
(White). This is what Blitz exi)e&cd, but did not get in his :rééuits. |

The three ceramic sérnﬁles co.ml.)'afed' i-r.i'this..t'he'sié 'réﬂect. the vanety of ceramic

pr:o'ﬁles ai}ailabie in the archéeoiogical récérd. Co.rr.lp.aﬁs'ons. betweén the Moundville
outlying sites and Lubbub reveal vast differences in the functional, morphological, and
st.yl'i'st.ic rhakéup of the'assernbl.z.lgés. Poééib]e exialanatiohs f.'o.r. thesé ciiﬁ‘éfences are

discussed in the c'on'c'luding chapter. |
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Table 2. Lubbub Creek Ceramic Sample: Count and Percentage
(Blitz 1993: 131)

Type Variety | Total Count Mound Count iViltage Count
l No. % No. % No. %
Alabama River Applique
var. Alabalma River 67 0.119 22 0.367 45 0.09
] : '
Barton Incised i
Undetermined 12 0.021 12 0.024
var. Demopolis 3 0.005 3 0.006
Beli Plain
var. Big Sandy 157 0.28 8 0.134 149 0.297
var. Hale | 3,180 5.663| 408 6.809 2772 5.526
Carthage Incised o b
Undetermined - 106|. 0.189 14 0.234 92 0.183
var. Carthage 31 0.055| 4 0.067 27 0.054
var. Foster 8  0.014 . 1 0.002
var. Moon Lake 51 0.091| 13} ... 0.217 38 0.076
var. Summerville 1. 0.002 1 0.002
Mississippi Plain L R
Undetermined 93|  0.166 .10 0.167 83 0.1685¢"°
var. Warrior 49,3687 87.918 5297| . 88.401 44070 87.861
var. Hull L}ake 24 0.004 1] 0.017 23 0.046
Mound Place Incised _ L e .
Undetermined 8 0.014| o 8 0.016
var. Akron 72 0.128! 12 .. 0.2 60 0.12
var. Havana 33 0.059 3i. 0.05 30 0.06
Moundville Engraved o : :
Undetermined - 169 0.283 28 0.467 131 0.261
var. Hemnphill 72 0.128 4 0.067 68 0.136
var. Maxwell Crossing 2 0.004 2 0.004
var, Taylorville 26 0.046 26 0.052
var. Tuscaloosa 25 0.045 3 0.05 22 0.044
var. Wiggins 64 0.114 9 0.15 55 0.11
[
Moundville incised
Undetermined 4383 0.86 56 0.935 427 0.851
var. Moundville 102 0.182 19 0.317 83 0.165
var. Snows Bend 108 0.192 24 0.401 84 0.167
var. Carrofton 1855 3.304 57 0.951 1798 3.585
|
Parkin Punctated
Undetermined 42 0.074 42 0.074
Total 56151 100 5902 100 50152 100
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Tabie 3. Heg Pen Ceramic Sample: Rim Count and Percentage -

. Type Variety |

%

58

No.
Mississippi Plain var. Warrior . 108 55.50%
Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake (g) 5 2.62%
Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake (s) 12 6.28%]
Mississippi Plain var.unspecified 3 1.57%
Moundviile incised var. Moundville 3 "1.57%
Moundville incised var. Snows Bend 1 0.52%}
. |Bell Plain var. Hale 34 17.80% -
{Bell Plain var.Big Sandy (q) KK 0.52%]
Carthage Incised var. Moon Lake 10| 5.24%
Carthage Incised var. Akron. 4 - 2.09%|
Carthage Incised var. Summerville 1 0.52%]
Carthage Incised var. unspecified 1 0.52%]
Unclassified shell ternpered incised 4] 2.09%)] :
Unclassified shell and grog incised 1 0.52%]
“|Unclassified engraved = : 1 0.52%
Indeterminate rims - 3 1.57%|
|Shell tempered eroded 1 0.52%
TOTAL 181 100.0%)




Tabie 4. White Site Ceram:c Sample Rim Count and Percentage

Type Vanety [ No. | %
M|55|55|pp| Plaln var. Warmrior -~ | - 770 63.1%
Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake (g) 11 0.9%
Mississippi Plain var, Hull Lake (s) 10! . 0.8%
Bell Plain var. unspecified o1 0 0.1%
Kinnswick Fabric impressed 1 0.1%)|
|Bell Plain var. Hale o 107  8.8%
Bell Plain var. Big Sandy (qg) B 189  15.5%
Beli Plain var. Big Sandy (s) .4 0.3%
Alabama River Appliqued . - : 1 0.1%
Carthage Incised var. Akron =~ - 8 0.7%
|Carthage Incised var. Carthage o 11 0.9%
Carthage incised var. Fosters : .7 0.6%
" |Carthage Incised var. Moon Lake 13] 11%
Carthage Incised var, unspec;ﬁed - 25 2.0%
Red Painted . e : o AL 3.3%
White Painted . : : - B 0.5%
Red on White Painted ' 12 1.0%
Unclassified Shell Tempered Incised 2 0.2%
Shell Tempered Eroded 3 0.2%
Total 12211 100.0%
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Table 5. Lubbub Creek Vessel Shapes: Village and Mound Samples (Blitz 1993: 189)

Vessel Shapes : Village | _ ! Mound |

No. % | | No. %

Bottle 34 ' 5 - 16 7
Cylindrical bowl 19] L3 4 2
Flaring-rim bowl. 108 16/ 46 21
Miscellaneous bowi N AT I 15] | 23 11
" |Outslanting bowt 521 8 19 9
. "|Restricted bowl - 18 3| 6 3
" |Short-neck bowl ] 3} - | -5 | 9 4
Simple bowl . | 125] . 19! | 32 14
Terraced rectangular bowl |~ 5[ - <t 1 ' <1
Standard jar 173 26| 65 29
Neckless jar St ' <1 A <1

- [TOTAL 663 e 221
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Table 6. Hog Pen Vessel Shapes: Mound Sample

Vessel Shapes No. %
Bottles (all indet.) 4 2.09%
Shaliow flaring rim bowl! 19 9.95%
Outslanting bowl R 1.05%
Restricted bowl: : -3 1.57%.
Simple hemisphericat bowl - 9 4.71%
Other bowis—Rectangular 2 1.05%
Flaring rim 1 0.52%
L Other o) 0.52%
Standard jar - 80[ 41.88%
Neckless jar 10 5.24%
Other jars--Bumished 6 3.14%
Unburnished 16 8.38%
Indeterminate shape--Bumnished 6 3.14%
S Unburnished 32 16.75%|
TOTAL 191! 100.00%
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Table 7. White Site Vessel Shapes: Village Sample

Vessel Shape ! No. %
Bottles (all indet.) 1 0.08%
Shallow flaring rim bowl 3| 0.25%
Qutslanting bowl Q| - 0.00%
Restricted bowl - 5 0.41%
|Simple hemispherical bowl 117 .- 8.58%
Other bowls--Shori-neck . - - 74| 6.06%
Deep Flaring rim 52 4.26%
Other ' 21 1.72%
Standard jar 464 38.00%
Neckless jar T 0.57%
Other jars—-Bumished 15/ 1.23%
Unbumished 96 7.86%
Indeterminate shape--Bumished : 15 1.23%
- Unbumnished 351 - 28.75%
Sl 1221] 100.00%

TOTAL
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.‘l.'a'ble 8. Chi-square Shape Comparison: Lubbub_ Mound Sample/ Lubbub Village Sample

Lubbuby Village

Total

Lubbub/ Mound
SJ - 85 173 2381
BOT 16 34 50|.
FRB 46 108 154
SB 32 125 157
Total 159 440 . 599
Fo |Fe - - |Fo-Fe ... i(Fo-Fey*2 |[(Fo-Fe)"2)/Fe

65| 63.17529215| 1.824707848| 3.329559 0.052703495

173]°  174.8247078| -~ -1.824707846] 3.329559 0.019045127

16| 13.2721202| 2.7278798| 7.441328 0.560673659

34 - 36.7278798} -2.7278798| 7.441328| 0.202607072

46 40.87813022 ~ 5.121869783| 26.23355 0.641750245

108 - 113.1218698|  -5.121869783| 26.23355 0.231905202

32| 41.67445743 -9.674457429| 93.59513 2.245863109

125 115.32554261 9.674457429; 93.59513 0.811573286

= 2 XA2=" 4.76612117

df=3 not sig. at .05 level
(not greater than 7.82)
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Table 9. Chi-square Shape Comparison: Lubbub Mound Sample/ Hog Pen Sample

Lubbub/ Mound |Hog Pen/ Mound | Total
SJ ' 65 80 145
BOT 16 - 4L .0 20
FRB 46 20 66
SB 32 9 41
Total 158 113 272
Fo Fe Fo-Fe (Fo-Fey*2 |[(Fo-Fe)"2)/Fe
65| 84.76102941 -19.76102941| 390.4983 4 607049798
80| 60.23897059 19.76102941| 3904583 6.452485999
16| 11.69117647 4.308823529; 18.56596/ 1.588031817
4| 8.308823529| - -4.308823529| 18.56586|. 2.234487246
46| 38.58088235 7.419117647| 55.04331] 1.42669901
201 0 27.41911765]° -7.419117847| 55.04331| . 2.007479138
32| 23.96691178 8.033088235) 64.53051| . 2.682483171
. 9| 0 17.03308824| -  -8.033088235! 64.53051|: . 3.788538268
R R " 24.82725445)
C=.30 indicating a moderate significance .- |[df=3 sig. at .05 level
' (greater than 7.82)

(C is the contingency coefficient)



Table 10. Chi-éduaré shape comparison: Lubbub Village Sample/ White Village Sample

Lubbub/ Village |White Site/ Village |[Total
SJ ' 173 132 305
BOT 34 1 35
FRB 108 32 140
SB. 125 53 178
Total 440 218 658
Fo Fe Fo-Fe (Fo-Fe)*2 |[(Fo-Fe)*2)/Fe
173] 203.9513678 -30.95136778| 957.9872| 4.697135292
132|  101.0486322 30.95136778| 957.9872 9.480456553
- 34| 23.40425532 10.58574468| 112.2698, 4.796982592
1] . 11.59574468 -10.58574468| 112.2698| - 9.681983213
108| 93.61702128| 14.38297872| 206.8701| 2.209748549
32| 46.38297872{  -14.38297872| 206.8701| 4.460042944
125/ 119.0273556 5.972644377| 35.67248 0.299699852
93| 58.97264438] = -5.972644377| 3567248 - 0.604898784
D T . " [XA2= 36.23094778)
C=.23 indicating a slightly moderate df=3 sig. at .05 level
' B (greater than 7.82)

significance.
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Table 11 Chi-square Shape Comparison: Hog Pen Mound Sample/
White Village Sample:

Hog Pen/ Mound |White Site/ Village [Total
SJ 80 132 212
BOT 4 1 5
FRB 20 32 52
SB 9 53 62
Total 113 218 331
Fo -~ |[Fe . - . |FoFe (Fo-Fe)*2 [[(Fo-Fe)*2)/Fe
- 80|  72.37462236| 7.625377644| 58.14638 0.803408464
132 139.6253776| -7.625377644| 58.14638 0.416445672
4 1.70694864 - 2.29305136| 5.258085 3.080399968
1]~ 3.29305136] -2.29305136| 5.258085 1.596721084
20| 17.75226586 2.247734139] 5.052309 0.284600783
32|  3424773414| -2.247734139| 5.052309 0.147522424
9| 21.16616314| -12.16616314| 148.0155 6.993025831
. 53 40.83383686 12.16616314! 148.0155 - 3.624825316
XA2= 16.94694954

C- 23 mdicatlng a slightly moderate

dr=3

sng at .05 level

_gmf" icance.

{greater than 7.82)




Table 12. Size Ffé'quer'lcy. Hi.sto'grams of Lubbub Mound and Village Jars and Bowls
(Blitz 1993: 94).

VILLAGE JARS
N = 51
14.54

1.10

¥
5

45

MOUND JARS
= 217

= 31,54

= 6.89

M
%=
B

VILLAGE BOWLS
NI &4
i= 19 a7
$T 9,74

NUMBER OF RIM SHERDS

45
MOUND BOWLS
4

9 71
T ois

w1
nonn

45

" ORIFICE DIAMETER (Cm)
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Table 13. Size-Frequency Histograms of Hog Pen Jars and Bowis

Frequency

Hog Pen Jars

Frequency
o -~ Mooow
awm-Lomwt A
1 1 l_l_.l'_l

Hog Pen Bowls

v ®o o @ g x 8 § 8 € ¥ 8 o
Rim Diameter (cm)
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Table 14. Size—Fréquency Histograms of White Site Jars and Bowls

White Site ._Jars
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Ta_ible 15. Hog Pen'Dé'cq'ratedl'Undeqb_rated Rim Comparison

- 70

Decorated Sherds - No. © . Undecorated Sherds No.
Moundville Incised var.- Moundville: 3] [Mississippi Plain var. Warrior 106
Moundville Incised var. Snows Bend 11 [Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake (g) 5
Carthage Incised var. Moon Lake .10} [Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake (s) 12
Carthage Incised var. Akron 4| |Mississippi Plain var. unspecified (s) 3
Carthage Incised var. Summerville 1| |Bell Plain var. Hale 34

JCarthage Incised var. unspecified 1] [Bell Plain var. Big Sandy (g) 1
Unclassified shell tempered incised 4( lindeterminate plain 3
Unclassified shell and grog incised | 1] ]

Unclassified engraved SR 1
TOTAL 26 | 164
|Ratio of decorated to undecorated potteryis [0.159




" Table 16 White Site Decorated/ Undecorated Rim Comparison

Decorated Sherds

No;

Undécorated Shérﬂs |

'._{

IA

No,

_|Carthage Incised var. Akron . 8] |Mississippi. Plain var. Warrior 770
{Carthage Incised var. Carthage 11| |Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake 11

Carthage Incised var. Fosters 7| [Mississippi Plain var. Hull Lake 10

Carthage Incised var. Moon Lake - 13| |Bell Plain var. Hale = 107

Carthage Incised var. unspecified 25| |Bell PLain var. Big Sandy 189,

Alabamna River Applique - . 1] |Bell Piain var. Big Sandy (s) 4

Kinnswick Fabric impressed 1] IBell Plain var. unspecified 1
Junclassified incised .. 2| |shelleroded ... ... .. .. 3

Red Painted ' 40

White Painted il

Red and White Painted 12

TOTAL 126 1095

Ratio of decorated to undecorated pottery is .115




CHAPTER V1

CONCLUSIONS

Description of Data

The work that John Blitz did at Lubbub is innovative in that it tests a specific
theory of c_ultura_tl_ patterns at l\/[isslssippian_si_tes. The expected outcome, that ceramics
from a mound context _would differ sigm'ﬁcantly ﬁorn those from a village context in
amount of decoratlon, vessel ﬁmctxon and vessel morphology, _was not obtained.
Instead the current theory of artlfact dlS‘tI‘lbUthl’l was challengeti

The data from the Hog Pen and Wlute snes contmues to challenge the accepted
' assumptlons about artlfact dlstnbutlon Both Hog Pen and Wlute dlsplayed a much
larger propomon of servmg ware than Lubbub. Pattems of servmg and cooking vessels,
while sumlar between the two newly analyzed samples do not follow the trend between
" mound and village samples at Lubbub. A shghtly hlgher percentage of serving vessels
was found in the village context at the White site than the mound context at Hog Pen.

Distribution of vessel shapes differed dramatically between the two test sites and
Lubbub. Internal differences between Hog Pen and White, while still significant, are
much smaller than the comparison with Lubbub. It is clear that while the ceramic
samples at all three sites are similar in typological aspects, large differences exist in terms

of representation of certain vessel shapes and types.
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Bowils, for example are more highlv represented at Lubbub than the other two
sites. There is also a much grea.ter variety of bowl types Hog Pen and White, while
.exhlbrtmg a much hlgher percentage of serving ware, show less vanety tn those
burmshed sherd types mcludtng a notable absence of Moundvdle Engraved ware.

The sw.e-frequency hrstograms provlde a glance at the overall vessel size ranges
from the three sites. Both the Hog Pen and Whrte samples show a mder range of sizes
than Lubbub Hog Pen does not demonstrate the bounded low end of the range that

| Lubbub does (>20cm for }ars >13¢m for bowls at Lubbub) In fact there is an added
element present at the Moundville outllers which i is not found at Lubbub — a distinct
.mode of larger vessels measunng on average between 45 54crn in chameter The Lubbub
data does not mclude vessels over 44cm in dlameter There is as of yet no conclusrve
-explanatron for such larger vessels use, .. but there 1s evrdence of such vessels at

MoundvrIIe proper (Welch 1995 personal commumcatlon)

Cultural Context
Lubbub Hog Pen, and the Whlte site share quahtles whlch lend them to
comparison. All three are smgle rnound sites, and are roughly the same size in terms of
| surroundmg.vrllagc area. Although the mound at Lubbub was sllghtly larger than Hog
Pen or Whlte and there was a pahsade present there there is no ewdence of more than
' erght houses in use at any point in Lubbub ] occupatton (Welch 1995 personal

commumcatron)
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It ts the dtﬁ'erences in the ceramic sarnples outlmed here wluch present interesting
challenges fori mterpretatton In order to make sense of the samples it is necessary to
look at the larger cultural contexts for each sample Lubbub is located well away from
the powerful Moundville 51te and whtle people at Lubbub traded and had other social
contact w1th resrdents of Mound\nlle there is no evxdence that they were under
Moundwlle s control There is no major multt mound center in close proxtrmty to
Lubbub thercfore.Lubbub was respons:ble for conductmg all ntual activities for the
tmntedtate area.on its mound Lubbub also was occupled fora longer ttme penod than

| the other two s1tes (from Late Woodland to Protolustonc ttmes) Thxs isa possnble
.explanatton for the greater vanety of ceramic types present at Lubbub

Hog Pen and the Wlute site, on the other hand exlsted as satelhte. sites to a much
larger center, Moundvﬂle ttself Moundvﬂle undoubtedly had control over the ritual
calendar for all surroundmg srtes, and routinely demanded trtbute from them. At the
same time, Moundville undoubtedly controlled the amounts of non-local and trade goods
present at outlying sites. The mere proximity of the two test sites to Moundville explains
thenr much greater percentages of servmg and decorated wares.

| The blggest dtﬁ'erence in the samples stems ﬁ'om the closeness of the sites to
Moundwlle -.Moundwlle was su'nply a more complex chtefdom, and as such had more or
| dltferent ntual uses for food throughout its area of mﬂuence than dld Lubbub

Prehnnnary serving vs. cool-ong ratios run as htgh as .60 at areas of Moundville and as

low as .15 for the limited farmstead data (Welch 1995: personal communication). Even
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the lower number here is significantly higher than the mound ratio at Lubbub, indicating

the great amount of wealth generated by Moundville as a multi-mound center.

Future Possibilities

The data generated by this excercise are useful in terms of more than the current
comparison. The angle of rim arc preéeut for each sherd was noted as the rim diameters
Were being measuréd. .Thére has been. some interest (Blitz 19§3: personal
communication) in a possible pattern of vessel breakage by shape that would cause
differing rim arcs. This speculation has not been tested for, but could be with the data
amassed for this thesis as a starting point. If a relationship between arc angle present and
vessel shape became evident, that pattern could be evidence for differential ‘
fragmentation, which in turn could provide a method for arriving at the minimum number
of vessels in a sample.

Also interesting would be the comparison of this data with similar data from
other sites, including Moundville proper. The ideal situation for comparison would be
another single mound site with excavated data available from differing social contexts. It
is only in the past few decades that we have really begun to understand the complex
workings of the Moundville chiefdom and its economy by focusing on these smaller sites.
By investigating patterns in the artifact distribution within and between sites, we may
shed light on the interworkings of Moundville’s political influence over the surrounding

river valley, and how that influence differed from other smaller chiefdoms nearby,
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 APPENDIX A:

SURFACE DECORATIONS FOUND ON MOUNDVILLE VESSELS
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Representational Motifs: (a and b) bilobed arrow, (c) crested bird (in the round), (d)
feather, (e) feathered arrow, (f and g) forearm bones, (h) forked eye surround, (i} Greek
Cross, (j-1) hand and eye, (m) insect, (n) ogee, (0-q) paired tails, (r)paired wings, (s and
t) radial fingers, (u) raptor, (v) rayed circle, (w) scalp, (x) skull, (y) turtle, (z and aa)
windmill, and (bb) winged serpent (Steponaitis 1983 61).
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Moundville Engraved designs: (a) variety Cypress, (b} variety Elliots Creek, (c) variety
Englewood, (d) variety Havana, (e) variety Maxwells Crossing, (f and g) variety ‘
Northport, (h) variety Prince Plantation, (i) variety Stewart, (j and k) variety Taylorville,
(1) variety Tuscaloosa, and (m-p) variety Wiggins (Steponaitis 1983: 55).
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Carthage Incised designs: (a) variety 4kron, (b) variety Carthage, (c) variety Fosters, (d)

variety Moon Lake, (e) variety Poole, and (f) variety Summerville (Steponaitis 1983;
53).
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Moundbville Incised designs: (a) vanety Carrollton (b) variety Moundville, and (c)
variety Snows Bend (Steponaitis 1983: 57).
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APPENDIX B:

SELECTED EXAMPLES OF VESSEL SHAPE ANALYSIS DATA SHEETS
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vesse! Shape Analysis

sherd to. 4 site ne. ___ [Tu St

Tvpe variscy (uaHicer (e Akrow provenisnue 2N [2E L3
/ . o
S R r B CLet (FG ne. -

Vasse] shapa

wide: mouth fottie

tarrove-rock botttie

Cylirdricz] botila

a-ing-rim 9owl

et Do T

g Tow fliaris

nimg g hamts., Eovs HJK ——

R s 4 v i b o

Bin debweese: (02t .5-9 0 rgiss af ars 1S

top crtrior Tlak

RS XLSRUS Y
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Sherd No. 3V -~ . -~ - .site no. {TuSlo .

Type variety Miss >y Facroe Srovenisnce L2 NI E

Lot (FS) no. 5

Vessal shapa

wWide mouth bottla
Narrow-neck bottile —
Cylindrical bottle

Deep Flaring-rim bowl

Shailow flaring-rin bowl

Quteianting bowl
restrictaed scwl e ; \
Simple hemis. bow) e A
Short-nacs 22w]

Stancard ia. )(__-..
Neckless jar-

Cther

{‘)or;.l S

fw trEEswer (ol 1S {B.

5
(A RSN
cach nsica Lf""i""?"“ef‘ {cm) ]Q | B :

4

Angles of arc__é_Q_'__

—\. iu '- wCoil
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sherd No. 3L site no. |TuSl
Type variety Niaa Pl. Wi rriay Provenience_{p 2N !la’lE L3

tot (FS) no. 5

Vessel shape -

Wide mouth bottle
Narrow-neck bottle
Cylindrical bottle
Deep flaring-rim bow)

Shailow fizrina-rim bowl

Resﬁﬁ'cte:d Sy . .
Simple hnemis. bow!

Shart-neck bow: -
Stancard ‘rar . _
Maclless jar & —_—

2d o . L. . : 2
Tim :-r-ez-e-—-a’,._" { 1) 14-15 Angiles of arc_40O
rodaag , "
Gach dnzice tmeETaS (em) | 5 -1 -

Qy‘f' Fl'A.J{"' . . - . 1
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Shers No._D2 gite ne. JTu Sig

Type variety Musm Pl Wovrriow Provanisnce (a?_hf‘ ISE -3

Lot (Fé) no. Q?

Yessal shaps

Wide mouth bottla
Narrow-neck bottle
Cylindrical bottia _
Deep Flaring-rim bow!
3haliow flaring-rim bowl
Cutslianting bow! )(
Restricted bowl

Simple namis. bowl

Short-reck bowi

Angles of arc_wéaa_

Mast ineids radiuvs {cm) :

e o Sl

fa

rellica vy
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Sherd No. ;lq ‘site no. | i

Typé variety, prL}B FN lllﬂlAiﬁr’. Provanienca lkﬁikff:'L

Lot (FS) no._ 1A T

Vasse] shaps

Wide mouth bottle
Narrow-neck bottls
Cylindrical bottls

Oeep Tlaring—rim bowl
Shallow Tlaring-rim bowl
outslanting bowl
Restrictad bowl

Simple hemis. bowl
Short-rack bowl

Standard jair 5
Meckless Jar

Other

Rim radius (cm) (0"‘ 7 H—

Anglea of erc
Neck insids radius (cm) 45’ SS :

ext. _-"P
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Shard No, 6“8 Site no. [Hﬂ r:l'
Typa variety Rau Pl H’dﬁﬂ ) 'Provanienca_[(i"{N‘!'if)'b—E

Lot (FS) no.-foq

Yessel shape

Wide mouth bottle
Narrow-neck bottle
Cylindrical bottla
Deep flaring-rim bowl ‘b?chJ
Shallow Tlaring-rim bowl
Outslanting bowl

Restricted bowl

Simpla hemis. bowl | X Jﬁiﬂd&

Short-neck bowl
Standard jar
Nackless dar

Cther

Rim radius (cm) ' ' —
. vilb - Angies of arc ‘2
Wack insida radius (cm) 10 V2.5 0 ﬁ;&' / .
4 \") EARER [
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Vessel Shaps Analysis

Sherd No. %ch{ : Site no. 14}

Typa vartety (g tliac, Loe & ﬂiA]Q&\L_Provanienca Mﬂ#fiz'ySE
J

'
v

1
Lot (Fs) no. d'T

Vessel shaos

Wide mouth bottle

Narrow-neck bottle

cylindrical boitle

Deep flaring—-rim bowl

Shallow flaring-rim bowl

outslanting bowi

Raatricted bowl I
Simple hemis. bowl o

Short-nack bowl _ —

Standard jar

Wackleses Jar

Other _ .

1789 C
. Anglas of arc
Neck insida radius (cm) . -
ot flox g | nt ot

Rim radius (cn)
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Ehers No, __gé_Q S

Tvpe variety Mina Pl (Maanoy

-
i
[
(]
ur

el shaps

Wida mouth Gohtia
Narrow-neck bottis
cylindrical bottia

Deep Figring-rim howl
Shaliow Tlaring-rim bowl
Qutsianting bawi
Rastrictaed boul

Simple baada. Lol
Shnrt-nach Dowl

= ) 5=
SLARGET2 v

Mackieas g
Cuner —

Site nc. _Liil;}___ e e
Provanicica Lo dh U3 £
. r

Lot (F57} r.o.__fLQL_',._ e

X
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Deep flaring—-rim bowl ‘
Shaliow flaring-rim bowl
Outslanting bowl

Restricted bowl

Simple hemis. bow? -
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Other

Rim radius (cm) r7__(?

Anglas of arc 2(2

Neck dinsida radius (cm)
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Sherd#| Site] Unit Des.| FS] Type/Variety| Ves. Form| Rim Dia.(cm}| Midpt.| Neck Inside|Arc Angle
. |Lot# . ' ' Low-High Diameter
e o Low-High/Mid.

1[1Tu56|  62N1SE| 3 M.P. War. indet.| - 27-30f 285 - 15
2[1Tus6] 62N15E] ~ 3 M.P. War. Y 13| 13 10 5/20
3[1Tus6]  62NT1SE! 2 MP.War; . - SJ 1 32-38 35 .. 15
4[1TuS6;  62N12E[ 4 MP. War| - NJ 50-54 52| - 46-50/48 10
5[1TuS6]  62N12E} 4 M.P. War. . SJ S . 8-15/11.5 10

6|1TuS6|  62N12E| 4| CIM. (ake| . = SFB indet | '
~ 711Tus6 §2N12E 5| CiAM.Lleke|.. - SFB| .~ 22-30 28 5
1Tus6|  EIN12E| 5| C.LM. Lakel - - SFB| 30-38 K] 15
~ 91Tu58 82N12E 5/ C.I.M. Lake SFB| ;- 28-44 360 - 5
10[1TuS8] 62N12E| 5| C..M.Lake| = SFB 48-54 51 <5
11|1Tus58 B2N12E 5[ C.M. Lake SFB} 3242 37 5
12(1TuS6|  B2N12E] 5] M.PH.L.(9) - NJ 3242 37 10-5
131Tu56] 62N12E] 5] M.P.HL(@) sJ 29-39 4] 5
14|1TusS6 62N12E 5 C. I. Ak. S8 13-14] ~ 13.5] . 15
151TuS6 62N12E| " 5| .. C.I,Ak[ . - .SB 13-14] 135 15
16]1Tus6].  62N12E] 5|  MPH.L(g)] oB 36-42 39 10
171Tus6| ° 62N12E] 5] - M.P.H.L.(9) NJ 13 11| 5
1811TuS6  62N12E] - 5]  B.P.BigS(g) NJ 16-26 21| 5
19]1TuS6| - 82N12E[ S| Und. sh.inc. NJ 10-20 15} - 5
_ 20[1Tu56]  62N12E| 5] . B.P.Ha SFB 36480 41| . 5
21]1Tus6| 62N12E] 5 B.P. Ha sJ| - 21-26] 23.5/° 18-23720.5 15

22, 23[1Tu36|  62N12E]  § B.P.Ha| Recl. 8. indet |~

24[1TuS6{ 62N12E[" Si" B.P. Ha "~ SFB 22-30 26 10
25(1Tu56!  62N12E[ S| B.P. Ha| 5J - 16-22 18 10
26[1TuSB|  B2N1ZE| '8 B.P. Ha| "SFB “24-36]  30] 5
2TMTuS6|  62N12El 5 B.P.Ha| . .. SFB 32-40] 38| - 20
28[1TuS6 B2N12E[ '§ - B.P,Ha BOT - 3-8l 4.5] 10
29[1TuS6| G2N12E| 5 B.P. Ha SFB[ 7 17230 20 15-10
30[1Tu56|  B2N12E] 5 B.P. Ha -~ 8B[ 18] 8] 20-15
31{1Tu58 62N12E 5 M.P. War. SJ| 35-37| 36 30-34/32 60
32[1Tu56]{ ~62N12E| 5 M.P, War, - NJ 28-30|. 29| - 226-28/27 40
33[1Tus6j  62N12E| 5 M.P. War.[: s aB44)l 41 _ 10]
34|1Tus8| ~ 62N12E] 5 M.P. War | s 44-56 50| 10
A5/1TuS6|. 62N12E 5 M.P. War, | . Sl . 47-53 50 - . 10
36(1TuS6]  62N12E| & . M.P. War. SJ 27-35 31" 24-32/28 10
37|1Tus6 62N12E 5| . M.P. War,| JAR - 36-82|- 44| . i 5
331Tub8|  62N12E] 5 M.P. War. 8 . 35-46] 405 10
39|1Tub6 B2N12E| 5 M.P. War, SJ 40-568] 48] . 5
40[1Tu58] - 62N12E] 5 M.P. War, sJ 30-40[ 35 28-38/33 5
41[1Tus56)  62N12E{ § M.P. War, SJ| indet. ' <5
42[1TuS6 62N12E] 5 M.P. War.| SJ 48-56 52| 25
43[1Tu58|  82N12E[ S M.P. War. indet. | 24-32 28 10
4411Tu56 62N12E 5 M.P. War. SJ >24 >21 <5
451TuS6] = 62N12E[ & M.P. War, sJ 26-38 32f 5
46[1Tus6 62N12E 5 M.P. War. - 8J 38-50 44| - 26-48/42 5
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indet.

47[1Tu58 62N12E 5 M.P. War. SJ 5
48[1Tu56 62N12E 5 M.P. War. indet.i. 22-26 24 10
48/1Tu56 62N12E 5 M.P. War. - 5l indet. 5
50[1Tus56 62N12E 5 M.P. War. indet.| - indet. 15
51{1Tu56 62N12E 5 M.P. War. SJ|. indet. <5
52[1Tu56 B2N12E 5. M.P. War, “8d 34-50 42 5
53[1Tus6 62N12E 5/ M.P.War. 8d] - >24 5
54[1Tus6 62N12E 5t - M.P, War. SJ indet, <5
55(1TuS6 62N12E 5 M.P. War. SJl indet, <5
56(1Tus56 62N12E 5[ . M.P, War.| S 8J indet. <5
57[1Tus8 62N12E 5 - MP.War| =~ 8J 12-18| 15.5 10-5
58[1Tu56 62N12E S| M.P. War. SJ| - 24-32 28 5
59[1Tus6| 62N12E] 5] M.P, War.| - SJ| _indet.] . :

60)1Tus6 62N15E 8| 8.T.U.1. 8J}. - 16-22 19} 14-2017 20-15
61]1TuS6| = 62N1SE 6l . ST.UL SJ| - 32-38 a5 28-34/31] . 20
62]11Tus6 62N15E 6 - 8. T.UL SJ indet, :
63/1Tus6/ 62N1SE 6] MPHL(s)] - indet| indet. <5
6411Tus6 62N1SE[ 61 MP.H.L.(s)| . NJ|. - >4B1 5
65{1Tus6|  62N15E 6] MPHL(s). SJ . indet.

66[1TuS6|. 62N15E 6] M.PHL{)} JAR| : o »34 5
87/1Tus6 62N15E 6] MPH.L.(s) JAR] 13-16f- 14.5 15
68|1TuS6|. 62N15E 6| M.P.H.L(s) . 8JE indet. | ) ]

6911Tu58( .  62N15E 6| Un.S+G inc. SJ 10-14 12 B-12/10. 5
70[1Tus8 62N15E 6 B.P.Ha. SFB 2938 325 10
7111 Tu58 62N15E 6 C.l. Unsp. ] 18-24 21 17-23/20 20
T211TuS6]  B2N15E [:] 8.P. Ha.| BOT| . .. 7-B] 7.5 15
T31Tus6|. E2N15E 6. B.P. Ha.| - §B| . 16-28 22 5
74{1Tu56 62N15E 8; . C.IL Sum, RB 16-22 19 15-10
75(1Tus6 62N15E 8] - B.P. Ha.| RBj - 16-24 20 10-5
76 [1Tus6 62N15E 6 B.P. Ha. SB| . . . 1521 18 ) E 10
77[1Tus6 62N15E 6 M.P. War.i SJ 21-25 23 18-22/20 20
78[1Tus6 62N15E 6 M.P, War. sJ 32-38 3as| - 27-33/30 15/20
79[1Tus6 62N15E 6 .- M.P. War, SJ 26-32 29 10
8011 Tus8 B2N15E 8] - M.P. War. NJ|. 28-32 30 ~ 15
81{1Tu56] 62N15E 8. - M.P.War.[ SJ . >54 10
B2[1Tus6 G2N1SE|. 6 M.P. War. [s]:] 26-36 a1 L 20
B3[1Tus6 62N15E 6 M.P. War. SJ| - 20-26 23 15-21/18] - 15
B4 [1Tub6 B2N15E 6| M.P.War SJ 33431 38 10
85[1Tus6 62N15E [] MP. War.} - SJ 243y 275 15
86|1Tu56 62NT5E ] M.P. War.} . SJ 18-23 10
871 Tus6 62N15E 6 MP, War.| - SJ 21-26[ 235 10
88[1Tu58 62N15E 6| .- MP. War|- -] indet.| . . ] . 10
89(1Tus6 §2N15E [] M.P.War.| . .5l 14-17| 155 11-14/125 10
B80|1Tus56 62N15E 6 M.P. War.| . . =Y . 14-20 17 13-18/16 10
91[1Tu56 G2N15E 6| M.P.War.| - - 8J " indet,

92 [1Tus6 82N15E 6| - M.P. War, 8J 28-38 33 10-5
93[1Tus6 62N15E [:] M.P. War.| . 8Jj 31-38|- 345 5
94 [1Tus6 62N15E 6 M.P. War: - 8J indet,

95(1Tus8 G2N15E 6 M.P. War. indel.| . indet, | :

96|1TusG B2N15E -] M.P, War, JAR 18-25| 21.5[: 10-5
8711 Tus6 B2N15E 6 M.P. War, JAR indet, '
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98[1Tus6 62ZN15E 6 M.P. War. indel. >8 . 10-7
99(1Tus6 B2N12E|] 12| Mo . Ls8.[ = SJ|: 20-24 221 - - 20-22721; 20735
1001 Tus6 G2N12E[ 12} . -  B.P.Ha.l: - JAR|. 16-18 17 16-17/16.5 30]
101 [1TusS6 B82N12ZE[ 12 . B.P.Ha.| JAR) 18-24 21 - 142218 15
1021Tuss{  62N12E| 12| . - M.P.War.| - SJi°. .49-58| 53,5 - 1510
103 |1 Tus56 62N12E| 12] . M.P. War| - SJd|- 36-44 40! .. . 15
C104[1TuS6  62N12E] " 12]  "MP.Warf.. - sJ| - indet, '
10511 TuS8| -~ 82N12E| 12| - M.P. War. SJi “indet,
106[1TuS8; -~ G2NT12E| 12| . M.P, War.| SJ| indet,
107[1TuS6f° 62N12E; 12| . BP.Ha.| . - indet.| -~ indet.
108[1TuS6|  62N1SE! 13| .. M.P. War. : N 26-34 30| - 21.27724|. 10
109[1Tus6 62N15E[ 13| MPMH.Lsand| - . 8Jji- >34 N 10
110{1Tus56 G2N1SE|" 13| MP.War| - - SJj:i: 2032  26]. . ’ 10-5
111[1Tu56 B62N15E| 13| M.P. unsp. (s)| . NJ|18-24 (insde) R . 15
© 112[1Tus6 G2N15E] 13! -MPH.L. (s} . indet.] . '24-28 26 ) 15},
113,114[1Tus6 62N15E| 13| Bay. Pl. Roper indet.| : indet. | ! '

- 115/1Tus6 62N1SE| 13| MPHL. (s}  ~ indet| . = 814 11
MG[1Tus6|  S82N1SE| 17 . B.P.Ha.| SFB| 36842f 39 - 15
117{1TuS6 62N1SE[ 17| ©  'B.P. Ha. JAR| . - 18-23f 20.5]. 16-21/18.5 25-20
118[1Tu56 B2N15E] 17| ... M.P, War.| SJI - 30-38 34|. 26-35/30.5]° 10

1191 TuS6 82N15El 17(. . M.P. Whr, coo 8d : Do | 24-34/29 5
120|1Tus6 62N15E[ 17) MP. War]. - SJ[.. T >45 N 10-5
121[1Tub8| ~ 62NI1SE| 17] - M.P. War, indet.| . 1 : . 25

S 12211Tus6] ~ 82N15E| 17} 8P.Ha, = - BOT| . 7-8| 75 15
123-124[1Tus56 62N15E| 17 MP . War|: -~ &J o indet.|:
125-127 [1Tus6 B2N1SE| 17| M.P. War.|: indet.| - . indet. .
) 128)1Tus56 E2N1SE| 17| - "B.P.Ha.l . JAR| . indel.}
129-131{1Tus6 62N1SE| 17 = B.P.Ha.| .. indet.|’ indet. e

: 132[1TusS6 B2N15E! 17 MPHL. @l . s8] ... 2230 26 - 20

133[1Tus6 62N15E[ 17| unclass.eng.| - FB| . 24-30 271 - [ 20
C134|1TuS6|: B2N12E| 18| . M.P.War., . JAR| - >40f . e 10-5
135(1Tus6| © 62N12E| 18] - BP.Ha.. . §B| - 2028/ 24 : 10
136[1TuS8|.:  62N1SE] 19f - MP.War!i - 84| indel.[ ol 30-42/36 5
137[1Tus6 62N15E]" 19| .+ " B.Pha.l. .. JAR| - 1g.29] - 24| L)
138,139/1TuS8| — 82N1SE|  19] - M.P. War. indet.| .. “ipdet.] . o} N :

7 140{1Tu58 B62N1SE[ o MP War] - SJ| 32-40 sl 10
141[1TuS6 62N12E] 14 M.P. War, . JAR} - w2500 - 10
142|1Tub6( .. G2N12E} 7 C.IL.M. Lake - SFB - o»aal : S 20
143|1Tu56 G65N12E[ 18[ .. Mo.l.Mo. SJ| 0 3842 40 34-36/35 30 '
14411Tu56] - 65N12E| 18! = M.P. War. indet. - indet.) - .
145[1TuS6|" GSN12E| 18 ~M.P. War.| - . SJ - 28-36(: 32| 24-32128 15-10
146|1Tud6| -  65N12E! 18| . M.P. War. . SJ| oo 24439 31.5] - 10-5
147 |1 Tu56 65N12E| " 18| - - B.P.Ha. BOT| .~ .- 8] 20
148[1Tu56 65N12E| 18| .. 'B.P.Ha.| - SFB ) 36-46]. 41} 10-5

o 14911 Tuse GON12E[ 18|:. B.P.Ha.| RBI . 10-14}) 12 : 10

150-1521TuS6 /| . B65N12E] 18| - M.P. War. . sS4 indet.
1531 Tus6 6SN12E} 18 M.P. War.|: indet.| - indet,
154[1Tub6]  65N12E[ 18] MPHL (5] . indet.| . indet.
155|1Tus6 65N12E| 18] B.P. Ha, indet. .indel.} - .
156/1Tus6| 65N12E[ 25 Ma.l.Mo. SJd . 233 27| .. 18-26/22 20
1571 TuS6]. . 65N12E| 25 M.P. War, BOWL T O18-301. . 24 . : 15-10
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indet.

158{1Tus6 65N12E M.P.H.L. (s)
159|1Tus6 65N12E[ 25 B.F. Ha. - JAR 17-24| . 20.5 15
160[1Tus6 B6SN12E| 25 C.M.Lake| - -~ SFB 16-22 18} 15
161,162|1Tus6 65N12E| 25 M.P. War, indet. indet.{. ..
1683[1Tu56 §5N12E] 25| C.l. Ak, SB| - indet.
164 |1Tus56 BSN12E| 25 = B.P.Ha.|- SFB|. - ~indet,
165[1Tus6 B5SN12E| 25 M.P.War.|. indel]| . - | >40| . 20
166 |1 Tus6 B5N1SE| 77 M.P. War. C 8 16-24 20| 5
167 1TuS6 G6SN15SE| 77| M.P.War.] - ndet. indet.
16811 Tus6 65N15E| 86 MP. War.l . JAR 44-52 48 20
169-1711Tus6 B5N1SE; 86 M.P, War,| =~ indet.| . - indet, S
172|1TusS6 BSN1SE| 86 MPHL.{(5)] . indet] . - indet. . 28-36732 10
173|1TuS6 65N15E| 86| - M.P.War| . sJ - indet .'
A74[1Tus8 65N1BE| " 86| - C.I.M.Lake] "= SFB|. . ' 26-28. 33 5
~ 175]1Tu56 65N15E| 88]. -~ C..M.Lake SFB|: indet.| .
176,1771Tus6 65N15SE| 85 B.P.Ha.; .. . indet.|: . indet,}] .
178[1Tus8 G5N1SE| 8B6|: = M.P, War.| © 8J]oo . indet].
178-181[1Tu56 65N15E| 86 M.P. War. indet. - indet.
1182[1Tu56 65N1SE| B8] M.PH.L. (s) “indet.| indet. ’
L 183{1Tub8 BEN15E] 86 - C.l. Ak.|: S8l 9-16] 125 10
~o- 1B4[1TuS8 B2N12ZE[10Nf} - MP. War| = 8J . 53-56| 545 10
185|1TuS56 G2N12E[10hf| .~ MP. War | - 8J. . 2128 23 25
186 |1 Tu561 62N12E|10 hf| - - M.P. War.| SJ| 18-22 20 15
187|1Tu56 82N12E[10 hf M.P. War: - 8J U o 3A2-48/40 10
188{1Tu58 62N12E]10Nhf; - B.P.Ha.l.- = JAR|. 20-22 21 20-24722 20
189|1Tus6 62ZN12E[10 hf} © - Mol Mo,! - = 8J| - ©13-14] 135} 1] 40
190[1Tus56 62N12E| 10! = ‘sh. eroded|: - JAR]. .- indet. :
191[1Tus6 62N15E| 13 MPHL (9))- indet. indet.| .
192-193] 1Ha?] 162N105E| 123 M.P.War| .- SJ| . indet. |
194-214! 1Ha7| 162N105E; 123 . M.P.Warl- . indet.| - . indet.]" .
215! 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 123 M.P War - 8J 5421 38.51 10-5
216 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123| .- MP.War| SJi. L4044 42 5
217| 1Ha7] 1682N105E| 123| - M.P.War| SJ| . 43-50(. 46.5 15
218] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123!  M.P.War] SJ| indet.
219| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123| - M.P.War| - SJd| indet. B
220| 1Ha7| 182N10SE| 123 MPWarl- -~ SJ 18-24 21} 10
221| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123 M.P.War| - indet. 10-14| 12 5
222| 1Ha7| 182N10SE| 123 = B.P.Hale - 8B “17-24 208 15
223] 1Ha?| 162N105E| 123 B.P.Hale| - . Indet, indet.| .
224[ 1Ha7| 162N105E! 123 -~ B.P.Hale| indet.| - 20-251 225 15
225| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 123 B.P.Big S(g) 88| . 10-16§ 13 10
226| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 123| B.P.Big S(g) 88| indet.j . - .
227] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123| B.P.Big S(9) NB 22.26 24 L 20-24 5/18
228| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123] B.P.Big s@ NB - 16-24 20 5
229-231| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123} B.P.Big S(g)| . NB indet.] = | indet.
232| 1Ha?| 162N10SE| 123|  B.P.Big S(g)} JAR - 12-15) 135 10
233| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 123| B.P.Big S(g)|. . indet. - 26-30 28 15
234 1Ha7| 162N105E[ 123| B.P.Big S(g)| * indet, . 2327 25 10
235| 1Ha?| 162N10SE| 123] B.P.Big S(g) indet. 17-23 20, 10
238-238| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 123] B.P.Big S{g) - indet. indet.| .
2391 1Ha7| 162N10S5E| 123 B,P.Big S(g)| - RB 12-15] 13.50 10
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240] tHa7] 162N105E! 1231 B.P.Big 5(s) SB indet,
241] 1Ha7] 162N105E] 1223 C.l.unsp. NB 2331 27 10

242-243] 1Ha7|. 162N105E| 123| C.l.Certhage SB indet.
244| 1Ha7| 162N10SE] 123 C.|.Fosters DFRB 3642 39 14
245| 1Ha7| 162N105E[ 123] C.IM.lake|]  DFRB . 17-31 18] 25
246| 1Ha7|{ 162N105E! 123 C.IM.Lake|. . DFRB 28-31| 285 20
247] 1Ha7[ -182N105E| 123| C.I.M.Lake CFRB 24-32] 28 10
248] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123] Red Painted indel. indet.]

249( tHa7| 162N105E[ 123 Wh, Paimed indet. indel.

250 1Ha7| 162N105E| 123 R/W Painted SB 22.26 24 25
251 1Ha7] 162N105E] 123] R/W Painted SB 68 715 10
252] 1Ha7]. 162N105SE] 123 R/W Painted JAR 28-36] . 32 10
253; 1Ha7| 162N105E] 127| Red Painted sJ 2433 28 10
254| 1Ha7| 162N10SE] 127 Red Painted SJ 22-30] . 26] 10
255| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 127 Red Painted| 8J| 18-23] 205" 15

256-258| 1Ha7! 162N105E| 127 Red Paimted) - sJ indet,{ - -

260] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127] C.I. Fosters DFRB 3540] . as| - '20-15
261| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 C.i Fosters| . OFRB 30-36 kKT 15
262| tHa7| 162N105E| 127 C.I Foslers| . DFRB 17-33]. 25 15
263| 1Ha7] 162N10SE| 127 C.IM. Lake] - NB 24-28 26 20
264| 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 127[ C.LM. Lake NB 16-20 18 10
265] 1Ha7| 162N105E! 127] - C.IM. Lake SFRB 24-29] 285 5
266| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127] CJAM:.Lake] - SFRB| - - 11-18] 13.5]. 10
267] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 C.L. Akron sBl 1248 15[ 5
268] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 C.I. Akron| SB 1347 15 20
2608] 1Ha7[ 162N105E| 127]-  C.Lunsp. NB 16-18 17] 17-20118.5 20
270! 1Ha7| 162N10SE! 127| R/W Painted! - NB| 18-22 20 15
271| 1Ha7| 162N105E[ 127] RAW Painted] NB 11 10
272] 1Ha7l 162N105E] 127 R/W Painted SB|: indet.

273-274! 1Ha7; 162N10SE| 127| - sh. eroded!. . indsl. indet.} - _
275' 1Ha7, 162N105E! 127/ B.F.Big S (@);- NB 2327 25 ; 15
276{ 1Ha7l 162N105E; 127| BP. BigS (o) -. . NB . 32.38 35| [ 10-5
277 1Ha7] 162N105E’ 127 BP.BigS{@)l..  NB T 1928] 225 P 1510

~ 278| 1Ha7| 162N105E] 127] B.P. Big S {g) NB - 2B-34 31 ; 10
279| 1Ha7| 162N105SE; 127] B.P. Big 5 (@)] NB . 17-19 18] 20
_280] 1Ha7| 182N105E[ 127| B.F. Big S (g) NB ~20-26] - 23 15
- 281] 1Ha7] 162N105E] 127] B.P. Big 5 (a)| NB indet.] B
282 1Ha7] 162N105€| 127] B.P. Big S (g) NB 1416 15[ 30
283| 1Ha7! 162N105E[ 137| B.P. Big S () NB 23-268] 245 15
284 1Ha7[ 162N105E] 127 B.P. Big S (@] _ NB 11-16] 13.5] 20

285-287} 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 127| B.P. Big S (g)f - NB indet. :

288 1Ha7| 162N10SE[ 127| B.P. Big S (q) S8, . 24-28 26/ 15
288] 1Ha7| 162N10SE[ 127] B.P. Big S (g) SB indet.| - -
290| 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 B.P. Big S (9)] . SB 2333 28[- 10
291[ 1Ha7| 162N10SE| 127| B.F.Big S (@) .. SB 18-23] 205 15

292-295] 1Ha7| "162N105E| 127| B.P. Big S (g) SB indel.| -

296] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127| B.P. Big S (g) S8 26-36 3 10-5

207|-1Ha7| 162N105E| 127| B.P. Big S (g) indel, 14-17] 155 20
258-303| 1Ha7| 162N10SE[ 127] B.F. Big S (g) indet. indet.| -

304] 1Ha7! 162N105E| 127| Kian. Fab: Im. indet. indet,

305! 1Ha7] 162N10SE] 127] ~ B. P. Hale “indet.




162N10SE

B, P. Hale

indet.

306] 1Ha7 127 SB
307] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 B. P. Hale SB indet.
308] 1Ha7| 162N105€| 127 B. P. Hale DFRB indet.|.
309[ tHa7] 162N10SE| 127] MPHL (g) sJ| “11-14] 125 10
310] 1Ha7] 162N105E| 137] M.P.H.L (g) 54 indet. _
311} 1Ha?{ 162N105E] 127 M.P.War NJ 2531 28 15
312[ 1Ha7| 162N105E[ 127 M.P.War sJ 22-26 24 20
313| 1Ha?] 162N105E| 127 M.P.War 8 18-24 21 20-15
314] 1Ha?| 162N105E| 127 M.P.War SJ 35-48] 415] 15-10
315] 1Ha7! 162N10SE| 127 M.P.War SJ] “11-12]  11.5] 25
316| 1Ha7] 162N105E| 127 M.P.War SJi 7 2428 26 20
317] 1Ha?, 162N10SE| 127 M.P War| 54| -14-15] - 145 20
318] 1Ha7}  162N105E| 127 M.P_.War SJ 20-24| - 22| 15
" 319) 1Ha7! 163NI0SE| 127 M.P War sJJ: 12-15] 1351 " 8-11110]  20/40
320} 1Ha7{ 162N105E] 127 M.P.\War| - SJ 26.32] T 29 15
321} 1Ha7| 162N165E| 127. M.P.War JAR| 3749 43 10
322] 1Ha7| 182N105E[ 1271 M.P.War JAR 24371 305] - 10
323] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 127 MPWar[- . JAR 3343} - 38 10
324-414] 1Ha7| 162N105E]| 127 M.P.Warl-  SJk44] T Tindet|
: indet=21 T indet
_ ) ~ | JAR=31 - indet|
415] 1Ha7| 162N105E| 133 MPWar| ~~ SB 15-17 16 20
416} 1Ha7] 162N105E] 133 M.P.War sJ] 3040| - 35 15-10
417{ 1Ha7; 162N105E| 133 M P War JAR 22-27| 245 15
418-448] 1Ha7' 162N10SE| 133 M.P War| 5B=2 indet]| -
Do 133 M.P.War SJ=15 " indet! .
: 133 M.P.War| indet=14 S indet| -
449-450] 1Ha7i 182N105E[ 133] MP.H.L () indet Cindet| [
451]| 1Ha7[ 162N10SE[ 133 8. P. Hale DFRB 1347 15 20
4524531 1Ha7' 162N10SE| 133 B.P. Hale indet indet| . | -
__454; 1Ha7, 162N105E| 133| B.P. Big S () -~ BOT 7] 6.5 . 5
4554571 1Ha7, 162N105E| 133 B.P. Big s (g)[ ~ SNB=1 "~ indet K
i THa7 162N105E] 133 indet=2] T
458| 1Ha7’ 162N10SE[ 133] Red Painted]- SJ[ o 22.30 26| © 10
453 1Ha7. 162N105E| 133] Wh. Painted 8J -~ indet Do '
460| 1Ha7! 162N105E| 166 M.P . War - 8J| . 28-29] 285] 23-24/235 40745
461 1Ha7; 162N105E| 186 M.P.War| SJ - 1619 175 20
482| 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 104 M.P.War|. SJ 18-30] 24 10
463[ 1Ha7| 164N105E| 104 M.P.War T 8d 18-24. 21 10
484] 1Ha7| 164N105E| 104 M.P.War " 8J 24-35] 295 10
485| 1Ha7| 164N105E] 104 M.P.War|. SJ 1217 14.5 20-15
466} 1Ha7! 164N10SE[ 104] MP War| . = SJ 1347 - 15 20
4671 1Ha7: 164N1CSE|[ 104 MPWar| - S| indet - 10 50
468 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 104 M.P.War!_ JAR indet
469-495( 1Ha7| 164N105E| 104 M.P War| indet=18 indet
R - o JAR= ~Indet
496| tHaT7! 184N105E| 104 - B. P. Hale 'SB 18-22] 20 15
497] 1Ha7] 184N10SE| 104 B. P. Hale SR 10-12 11 25
498-499| 1Ha7] 164N10SE| 104]. B.P. Hale SB indel :
500-501] 1Ha7| 164N105E| 104 B. P. Hale DFRB|. indet
502-503] 1Ha7! 164N10SE| 104 8. P. Hale indet indet
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504] 1Ha7] 164N105E[ 104] B.P. Big S (g) SNB 23-32] 285 10
505-514| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 104| B.P. Big 5 {g)] DFRB=1 indet
1Ha7] 164NT0SE| 104] B.F. Big S ()} ..  SB=4 indet
1Ha7| 164MN10SE| 104] B.P.Big S (g)| .. SNB=1 indet
1Ha7| 184N105E| 104]| B.P. BigS(n)|  indet=4 indet|
515| 1Ha?! 164N10SE| 104]  Clunsp.|. - sB 20-32) . 26] 10|
516] 1Ha7| 164N105E[ 104 C.Lunsp.[.~ DFRB Jindet| -
517 1Ha7| 184N105E] 100 M.P.War| JAR 23-32[ 275 10
518! 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 M.P.War JAR] 14-20]- 7 17 10
518| 1Ha7| 164N105E!] 109] °  M.P.War . JAR 21-26] . 23.5]- 10
520( 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 M.P . War JAR 1318 14,5 10
521] 1Ha7| 184NT05E] 109 M.P.Warl - 8J 31-48] . as|- 20
§22| 1Ha7| 164N105E[ 109 M.P War SJ 35-48f 435 10
523| 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 109 M.P.War| - 5J] 2435 2958 10
524| 1Ha7| 164N105E] 100[ MPWarl. . JAR >40 5
525} 1Ha7| 184N10SE| 109] . M.P.War|. 8 >46] 10
$26| 1Ha¥;{ 164N105E] 109| M.P.War SJ 3042 36 10
§27| 1Ha7| 184NT05E| 109 MPWarl .~ SJ 30-38]: 34 10
528! 1Ha7| 184N105E| 109 . M.P.War . 8J] 27-38] 315 10
529/ 1Ha7| 184N105E] 109 MP.War]. . . &J 12-17]  14.5] 10
530| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 - M.P.War| - sJ 14.25] 195 20
531] 1Ha7] 184N105E| 109 M.P.War|. SJ 30-38] 34 15
532 1Ha7| 164N10SE[ 109 M.P.War Y -~ 17-22] - 195 15
533! 1Ha7, 164N105E; 109 M.P.War SJ 11-18] 138 10
534| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 “M.P War| . SJ 19-25( . 22[" 25
535] 1Ha7| 184N105E| 109] ~ M.P.Warl.. = 19-23] - 21, T15.19/17 30
536, 1Ha7| 164N105E! 109]  M.P.War| - . &J 16-24 20 E 10
537] 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109] M.P.War| - SJ 15-20{. 17.5 10
538] 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 MPWarl . 5J 16-20 18 15
539| 1Ha7| 1684N105E| 109 M.P.War| - sJ 17-21f - 19 20
5407 1Ha7! 164NT105E| 109 M.P.War, SJ; 22-30] - 26! 10
541! 1Ha7| 184N105E| 100 M.P.War = 18-22[ . 26] 15
542° 1Ha7i 164N105E| 109 M.P.War SJ 68 - 70" 20
543! 1Ha7| 164N10SE] 109] MP.Warl ... SJ 20-28| - 24[ - 10
544' 1Ha7! 164N105E| 109 MPWarl.. . - &I 1517+ 16]- 15
- 545] 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 100 - M.P.War| .. SJ 15-20{ . 17.5] 15
546-642! 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 MP.War| .. SJ=38 indet|
| 1Ha?! 184N1O0SE| 109 M.P.War| indet=44 indet| - .
1Ha7| 164N105E] 109 M.P.War| - JAR=17 Indet|
643[ 1Ha7{ 164N105E| 109 M.P.War| =G 1317} 15 15
. 644| 1Ha7| 184N105E| 109 M.P.War SB indet] . -
645| 1Ha7{ 164N10SE[ 109 B. P. Hale SB 1315 14 5
646: 1Ha7| 164N105E| 100|  B.P. Hale S8 18-20 19 20
647 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 B. P. Hale sSB 18-22 20] - ] 15
648| 1Ha7| 164N10SE] 109 B. P. Hale . SB 20-25/22 5 15
- 649 1Ha?{ 164N105E| 109 B. P, Hale 5J 20-26] " 23 15
850-653| 1Ha7| 184N105E| 108] ~ B.P. Hale| DFRB=1 indet
1Ha7| 1684N105E| 109 B. P. Hale SB=2 indet
: 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 B.P. Hale]  SNB=1 indet] .
854| 1Ha7| 164NT0SE[ 108] B.P.BigS(g) SB 18-20] - 19 30
6551 1Ha7| 164N10SE[ 108] B.P.BigS(g) S8 23-29 28] 20

99




BPEs@

SNB]

18.5

656| 1Ha7| 184N105E| 109 17-20] . 15
657| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 108] B.P.BigS(g)l- . SNB 30-38 34 5
658| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 B.P.BigS(g) DFRB 15-17 16 20
658-671{ 1Ha7| 164N105E| 100 B.P.BigS(g)| DFRB=1 indet
1Ha7| 184N105E| 109 B.P.BigS{g}|- 5B8=2 indet
1Ha7] 184N105E| 108] B.P.BigS(g)| SNB=5 indet
1Ha?; 164N105E| 108 B.P.BigS{g)| = indet=5 indet
672| 1Ha7|- 164N105E] 109| AL River App.| - 8J indel
6§73] 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 109| M.P.H.L. ()] JAR indet
674) 1Ha7| 164N10SE[ 109] M.P.H.L. (g) indet indet
675: 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109] Red/Wh. Pud.[- SNB indet
676{ 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109| Red Painted| 5B 23-25| 24 20
677| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109 Red Painted SJ; 32-35/. 4| 15
678| 1Ha7| 164N10SE] 108 Red Painted sJ 32-38) - 35 . . 15
679| 1Ha7| 164N105E( 108| Red Painted| SJi . 10-12 11 7-8/1.5 20720
680-682| 1Ha7| 164N105E| 109| Red Painted SJ= indet} ) '
1Ha7| 164N105E| 109] Red Painted] - indets=1 indetj
683! 1Ha7| 1684N105E| 114 M.P.War} S8 1315 14| - 20
684 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 114 M.P.War 8] 34-44| ag| 15
685| 1Ha7| 164N1OSE| 114 M.P.War SJ 18-21 19.5 20
686 1Ha7: 164N105E| 114 M.P.War 8J 24321 - 28 10
687 1Ha7| 164N1Q5E{ 114 M.P.Warj 5J 16-17| 18.5 35
688 1Ha7| 1B4N10SE] 114 . M.P.War CSJ| 16-20 18 20
689| 1Ha7| 164N10SE| 114 - M.P.War R 28-38 33 10
590| 1Ha7| 164N105E[ 114 - M.P.War| . " 8J 28-34 3 25
691-699| 1Ha7! - 184N105E| 114 M.P War|. DFRB=1 indet| .
1Ha7| 184N105E( 114 MPWar| - &J=3 indet
] 1Ha7| 184N10SE| 114 - M.P.War| indet=5] .. indet
700! 1Ha7| (164N10SE{ 114| uncl. incised| - indet . indet
701-703| 1Ha7! 184N105E| 114 8.P.BigS{g)| DFRB=1 indet
1Ha7; 164N105E} 114 B.P.BigS{g)| - - SbB=1 indet
1Ha7: 164N105E| 114 B.P.BigS(g) SNB=1 indet| -
704-706| 1Ha7{ 164N105E| 114 B. P. Hale| - 5B=1 " indet
1Ha7l: 164N105E| 114 £. P. Hale SNB=1 indet '
707| 1Ha7| 186N105E| 85 - M.P.War - &) 20-24) . 22 10
708| tHa7| 166N105E] 85 M.P.War - 8d 22-33| 27.5. 10
709{ 1Ha7| 166N105E| B85 MPWar|  S5J 34-38[ 35 25
710] 1Ha?| 186N105E| 85 M.P.War|- JAR 25-38| 315 5
711! 1Ha7| 166N10SE[ 85 MPWarf - &8J| 17-23[- . 20 10
712| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 MPWar|: © RB 20-24 22 10
713-722| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 M.P.War| ~ SNB=2| - indet '
1Ha7| 166N105E|{ 85 M.P.Warl|- - indet=8 indet
723| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 B.P. Hale; SNB 21-27 24 15
724-730| 1Ha7| 1G6N10SE| 85 B. P. Hale - S5B8=1 indet
1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 B. P. Hale indet=6 indet
731| 1Ha7; 166N105E; 85 B.P.BigS(@)] - SNB 18-20 19 15
732| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 B.P.BigS(g)| -~ SNB 17-22] 195 10
733-738| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 B.P.BigS(q) SNB=1 indet]
1Ha7] 166N105E| 85| B.P.BigS(g)|  indet=5 indet|
7391 14a7! 166N105E| 85 C.lunsp.|.. - SNB 17-20| 8.8 10
740! 1Ha7| 168N105E] 85| C.I. Carthage DFRB indet
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166N105E

101

741/ 1HMa7| 166N10SE{ 85| Red Painted JAR 30-338 34 10
742-743| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85] Red Painted SNB=1 indet
1Ha7| 166N105E| 85| Red Painted] . = SJ=1 indet
744| 1HaT| 168N105E[ 85 - M.P.War|. JAR 18-24| - 21.8] - 15
" 745| 1Ha7| 166N10SE[ 85 M.P.War - 8J 25-30| - 27.5 10
746! tHa7| 166N10SE| 85 M.P.War JAR 16-26] 21 10
747| 1Ha?| 188N10SE[ 85 M.P.War|. -+ 8B g-101 6.5 25
748-759| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 85 MPWar[ - SJ= indet| -
1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 M.P.War{ indet=10 indet}- -
760( 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85| MPH.L. (s} .- - SJ| 14-42 as 10
761 1Ha7| 188N105E| B85[ M.P.H.L. (s) JAR indet| :
762] 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85| B.P. unspec. 3B indet
763-767| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 B.P. Haie|  indet=1 indet|
1Ha7| 166N{105SE| 85 B.P. Hale| DFRB=1 indet|
1Ha7| 166N10SE| 85 B.P. Hale SB8=1 indet
1Ha7| 166N105E| 85 8.P. Hale| .- SNB= indet;-
768| 1Ha7| 166N105E|] 85] B.P.BigSig)l: - - SB indet! -
768| 1Ha7| 168N105E| 85| B.P.BigS(g) SB 11-15 13 10
770] 1Ha7| 166N105E| 85| B.P.BigS(g) SFRB 17-24| 20.5 15
771| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 85| B.P.BigSig) ~indet indet
772| 1Ha7| 166N105E[ 91 C.lunsp.| ... - FRB] indet
773[ 1Ha7| 186N105E[ 91} Red Painted| .- DFRB indet| . -
74| 1Ha7| 166N10SE{ 91| Red/Wnh Pid indet indet
7757 1Ha7| 166N105E| 0t M.P.War| - . 8J 23 27 15
776| 1Ha7}|: 166N105E| o1 MPWarl : .- 8J 18-24 21 15
777-789| 1Ha7| 166N105E[ 91 - M.P.War!: - SJ=5 indet
1Ha7| 166NT105E| 91 M.P.Warj . JARS=8 indet )
790| 1Ha7| 166NT0SE] 919 M.P.War SNB 12-151 135 20
791] 1Ha7| 168N10SE[: 91 M.P.War SNB 32-38f: 35| 5
792 1Ha7| 168N105E] 91 M.P.War SNB indet! -
793| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 91 M.P.Warj. . S8 11-13;7 12 20
794| 1Ha7| 166N105E| o1 M.P.War| . DFRB 31-39 35 15
795 1Ha7| 166N105E| 91 M.P.Warl .- DFRB 15-25; 20 10
796) 1Ha7| 16BN10SE[ &% M.P.War|-. indet 30-38| - 34 .
- 797-826{ 1Ha7| 168N105E[ 91 M.P.War| indet=30 indet
B827) 1Ha7| 186N1GSE| 61| M.P.H.L (s) indet 26-32|: 29 10
828| 1Ha7| 166N10SE[ 81 MP.H.L. (s) indet - 11-13 12 20
829| 1Ha7] 166NTOSE[: 81] M.P.H.L (s) JAR 20-24| - 22| 15
830| 1Ha7|  166N10SE| 91 B.P.BigS(@) OFRB ©19-23 21 20
831! 1Ha7| 168N105E| o1 B.P.BigS(g) DFRB indet[ - -
832) 1Ha7| 188N105E[ 91| B.P.Big5(g) SNB 15-18| " 16.5} - 25
833-834| 1Ha7| - 166N105E[ 91 B.P.BigS(g) indet indel
835 1Ha7] 186N105E|- 91] B.P.BigS(g) indet g-11] 10) 20
B836-838| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 91 B.P. Hale| SB=2 indet, ’
1Ha7| 166N105E} 91 B.P. Hale indet - indet] -
839; 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 91| C.I.M.Lake DFRB .. 2428 26 15
840( 1Ha?7! 1B8NT0SE| 91 C.l.unsp. SB 12-13| 125 30
B41-842| 1Ha7| 166N10SE[ 91 C.l.unsp. indet indet| -
843] 1Ha7{ 166N105E| 91] Red Painted SJ 20-30 25 10-5
844| 1Ha7: 166NT05E] 91 Wh Painted SNBE - indet} - .
845| 1Ha7 a7 M.P.War SJ - 40-48 44 15




166N105E

- M.P.War

22-28

846| 1Ha7 97, 84 25
847| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 97 M.P.War SJd 25-35| a0 15
848| 1Ha?7| 166N105E| 97 ~ M.P.War SJ 18-24| . - 21 10-5
848 1Ha7| 166N10SE; 97 M.P.War| . 5J 3748|415 5
850! 1Ha7| 166N105E[ 97 M.P.War|- 8J 17-22| .- 19.5 20-15
851] 1Ha7| 166N10SE| o7 M.P War SJ 16-26{. - 21 10
B52| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 97 M.P.War] 8J 16-22) . 19 20-15
B53| 1Ha7! 166N105E| 97 . M.P.War; . SJ 14-20 17 - 15
854| 1{Ha7! 166N10SE| 97 ‘M.P.War| . 8J 20-32 26 )
855 1Ha7; 166N10SE| 97 M.P.War sJ 18-26| - 22 10
B56| 1Ha7| 166N10SE;| 97 M.P . War SJ 21271 24 10
B57) 1Ha7| 166N10SE; o7 M.P.War = 20-30{.- "~ 25| 15
858{ 1Ha7| 166N1QSE| 97 MP.Warl - S&J 21-30{ 25.5 10-5
B59-874| 1Ha7| 16B8N10SE| 87 M.P.War{ - .. SJ=18 Indet| -
_875( 1Ha7| 166N10SE[ 87  MPWar| . SB 3849 435 10-5
876| 1Ha7| 186N105E| 97 M.P.War - .58 indet
877-889| tHa7| 166N10SE] 97 M.P.Warl - indet=13 indet
890| tHa7| 166N10SE! 97| Red Painted| . SJ 15-22] - 18.5 10
891 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 97| Red Painted| . SJ 34-40| - 37 15
892-893| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 97 Red Painted SJ indet
__884| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 97| C.L Carhage - - 1517 16) - 30
895| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 87| C.l.Fosters|.© DFRB 24-31(. 275 10
B96| 1Ha7) 166N10SE| 97| B.P.BigS(g)l .~ SNB 8-10 9.5 15
897| 1Ha7} 166N10SE{ 67| B.P.BigS(g)| - DFRB 32-38( - 35 10
898 1Ha7| 166N105| 97| B.P.BigS{g)|- 58 20-231 - 21.5 15
899-901{ 1Ha7| 166N105E| 87| B.P.BigS(g)| DFRB=1 indet] - -
1Ha7| 166N105E| 87| B.P.8BigS(@ SNB= indet
902| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 87 8.P. Hale} . SB 14-168] - 15 30
903| 1Ha7| 166N10SE! 97 B8.P. Hale| . SB 15-22/ - 185 10
904! 1Ha7| 166N10SE! 97 B.P. Hale DFRB 2227 245 15
905-909] 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 87 8.P. Hale 5B=3 indet| -
1Ha7| 186N105E|- 97 B.P. Hale|: indet=2 indet] -
810 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 97 B.P. Hale SNB 19-22| -~ 20.5 10
911-912| 1Ha7| 166N105E[ 87{ M.P.H.L. (g) indet indet} - :
913| 1Ha?, 166N105E| 97 M.PH.L. (s) SJ indet|
914-815| 1Ha7] 166N105E| 183| Red Painted SJ indet| -
916| 1Ha7! 166N105E| 193 B.P. Haie| = - "SB 12-18 18] 10
917 1Ha7[ 166N105E| 193 B.P. Haie S8 1518y - 17 20
918-818| 1Ha7| 166N105E[ 183 B.P. Hale SJi indet
820| 1Ha?| 166N10SE| 183 M.B.War SJ 10-12 11 20
921| 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 193 M.P.War| - 8 14161 . 15 15
822| 1Ha7| 166N105E| 193 MP.War| - 8J 24321 - 28 15
923-920] 1Ha7| 166N10SE| 193 M.P.War indet indet
~930] 1Ha7| 168N105E]| 193 -M.PWar SB. indet
931-838 1Ha7| 166N105E| 193 M.P.War] - SJ indet|--
939] 1Ha?| -166N105E{ 183 M.P.War} . sJ indet
840 1Ha7| 166N105E| 193 M.P.War| - Sd indet{ -
841| 1Ha7] 166N105E[ 201 M.P.War| - JAR ~_indet; :
942| 1Ha7| 166N105E} 207]. C.l.unsp. SNB 22.26 24 15
843! 1Ha7| .166N105E[ 207] C.i. Certhage DFRB 20-30: - 25 15
544-946] 1Ha7| 166N105E| 20T M.P.War SB=1 indet
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iHa7! 166N105E] 207 M.P.War SJ=1 indet
1Ha?| 166N105E| 207 M.P.War indet=1 indet )
947) tHa7| 168N105SE] 207 M.P.War| NJ 25-31 28 15-10
948[ 1Ha?7| 166N105E| 207 M.P War SJ 23 19 80
849| 1Ha?| 162ZN107E| 42 M.P.War SJ indet{ -
850| 1Ha7| 162N107E] 42 M.P.War SJ indet|
951| 1Ha7{ 162N107E| 42/  M.P.Warl SJ) ~'indet] .
952| 1Ha7| 162N107E| 42[  M.P.Warl .. S| ~indel
953; tHa7| 162N107E| 42 - MP.wWar| - SJ " indet
954-957| 1Ha7| 162N107E| 421 - M.P.Warl . S.J=, indet
i 1Ha7| 162ZN107TE] 42 M.P.War| . indet=2 _indet
958-860( 1Ha7! 162N107E| 42 B.P.Big5(g)| . - SB=1 indet
1Ha7| 162N107E| 42 8.P.Bigs(g) SNB=1 indet
1Ha7| 162N107E} 42 B.P.BigS(y) indet=1 indet
961 1Ha7| 1B2N107E| 42 C.1M. Lake DFRB - indet} - B
962| 1Ha7| 162N107E| 42| Red Painled - 8J 24.33( 28.5] - 20-15
963) 1Ha7| 162N107E| 42] Red Painted| .. - - SJ} 21-28] - 24.5: 10
964| 1Ha7{ 162N107E| 45 M.P.War| SJ 22-21 28,51 . 15
965| 1Ha?| 162N107E|] 48 M.P War 8 indet
866 1Ha7| 162N107E| 46 “ M.P.War| - 8J 24-36| . 30] - 5
967 1Ha7| 162N107E[ 46] - M.P.War SJ 32-44( . 38) . 15
868| 1Ha7| 182N107E| 456 . M.P.War SJ 13-18} : 14,5 20
969-873( 1Ha7]  1862N107E] 46 M.P.War =5 indet
974-986| 1Ha7| 152N107E| 48 M.P.War|  indet=13] indet] .
: 987] 1Ha7| 162N107E| 46[ . M.P.War JAR{lug) indet :
988[ 1Ha7| 16ZN10TE[ 46] . B.P. Hale SJ 13-22]- 17.5] . 10
889| 1Ha7| 16ZN107E| 48] MPH.L {g) indet indet|
990| 1Ha7] 162N10TE| 46 B.P.Bigs{g)| - SB indet]
991 1Ha7| 162Ni07E[ 46 B.P.BigS(g) SB 14200 17| - 10
- 992 1Ha7| 162N10TE| 48 B.PBigS(@)] .. -  SJ 12-16| 14 15
- 9931 1Ha7| 162N107E] 48] B.P.BigS{g) "indet indet :
994| 1Ha7| 162N107E| 46] C.I. Carthage(-- DFRB 18-25| 21.5} - 15
995] 1Ha7] 162N107E] 46 C.IM. Lakej. NJ 20-27|. 235 15
996-987| 1Ha7| 162N107E[ 46| Red Painted| - - indet indet{ - - :
998) 1Ha?]| 162N107E| 50| Red Painted -1 indet| .- . e
899| 1Ha7| 162N107E| 50| .. 8.P. Hale . 8B1 ... -32-38[.... 35 15
1000| 1Ha7]. 162N107E[ 84  B.P. Hale| . .- indet| indet S
1001( 1Ha7i 182N107E{ 50( - . uncl. inc. Toy ) indet| . |
- 1002] 1Ha7| 162N107E}f 50 . M.P.Warl LSS 32.37] 345 10
: 1003| 1Ha7| 162N107TE| 50 MPWar{ . . SJ| 24.30] . .- 27 15
1004-1006| 1Ha7| 162N107E] - sO[ - M.P.Warl . JAR indet| - ’
1007 1Ha7| 162N107E| S0 M.P.War|. .~ indet 16-24| .- .20 5
1008-1010| 1Ha7] 162N10TE] 50 M.P.Warj| . indet - indet :
1011 1Ha7| 154Nt107E[ 54 M.P.War|. SJ - 18-22| 20 20
1012-1014] 1Ha7| 184N107TE| 54 M.P.War =3 indet| -
1015| 1Ha7| 164N107TE] 54 M.P War| - S8 indet
1016-1018|- 1Ha?| 164N10TE| 54] - M.PWar|  indet=3 indet .
1019] 1Ha7| 164N107E] 54 B.P. Hale - 8B indet] -
1020| 1Ha7[ 164N10TE| 54 B.P. Hale "~ SNB indet
1021) 1Ha7| 164N107E| 54| Red Painted - 84 “indet| - -
1022-1023; 1Ha7| 164N10TE| 56 M.P.War SJ indet
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M.P.War| .

1024| i1Ha?| 164N107E| 56 NJ indet
1025] 1Ha7{ 164N107E] 58] . M.P. War SB| - indet
1026| 1Ha7| 164N107E| 56 M.P.War| . &B 12-15 135 20
[1027-1034| 1Ha7| 164N107E| 58 M.P.War indet indet| -
1035-1036] 1Ha7: 184N107E| 56 8.P. Hale indet indet| - -
1037[ 1Ha7| 164N107E| 56| B.P.BigS(g)| .. DFRB| - 24-34 29 15
1038| 1Ha7| 1B4N107E[ 56! -~ C.lunsp: DFRB indet - 1
1039| iHa7| 164N107E| 56| - C.I; Akron ) S8 14-18 16 30
1040| 1Ha7| 184N107E| 58| C.I. Fosters DFRB indet|
N041-1043! 1Ha7| 164N107E| 61 M.P.War| - SJ indet} .
1044| 1Ha7| 184N1GTE| 61 B.P.BigS({@)| . . 8B, 13-20 16.5 10
1045] 1Ha7,| 164N107E| 61 B.P.BigS(g) indet; . indet|:
1046-1047| tHa7| 164N107E| &9 M.P.Wart = SJ=2| .- indet|:" .
1048) 1Ha7] 164N107E| 68 B.P. Hale| = Toy Jar| 11 . 10 20
[1048-1050] 1Ha7| 164N107E| 69 B.P. Hale|- - S8=1] indet :
1Ha7| 164N107E| 69 B.P. Hale; indet=1 indet "
1051] 1Ha7| 164N107E| 68 B.P.BigS(g) : SBj. - 10-14 12 20
1052| tHa7| 164N107E| 198]. M.P.War| SJ 812( . 11 30
1053 1Ha7| 166N107E! 62 - C.Lunsp.| FRB indet
10541 1Ha?| 166N10TE| 62| B.P.BigSig) indet indet .
1055| 1Ha7| 166N107E| &2 B.P.BigS(S) . 8B 20-26 23 10
1056] 1Ha7| 166N107E| 65] - -~ M.P.Warj &J 27-311 29 20
1057] 1Ha7| 168N107E] 65 M.P.War . 8J 38-48| 42 15
1058| 1Ha7| 166N107E| 85 M.P.War NJ 33-29)°. 38 15
1059 1Ha?| 166N107E| &5 M.P.War| - sJ 32-38f° 35 25
1060-1069| 1Ha7| 166N107E| 65 M.P.War indet indet :
1070) 1Ha7| 186N107E| 65 B.P. Hale} - SB indet
1071) 1Ha7{ 166N10TE] 65! - B.P.Hale| - SB indet
1072] 1Ha7| 166N10TE| 65 __B.P.BigS(n) SNB . indet
10731 1Ha7! 166N107E| 72| - 8.P. Hale JAR . indet
1074| 1Ha7| 166N107E| 226 M.P.War] . ' SJ indet|.
10751 1Ha7: 166N1Q7E| 226 M.P . War! indet indet|. .
1076] 1Ha71162N107.5E| 118 - M.P.War| SJ(Toay) 8-13]° 105 15
1077| 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118 © M.P.Warl|' S| . 15-28]° 21.5] - 10
1078| 1H4a7|162N107.5E[ 118 - M.P.War NJ 18-25f 21.5¢ 5
1079 1Ha7[182N107.5E| 118 . M.P.War JAR 32-48|: 39 10
10801 1Ha7|162N107.5E[ 118 M. P.War -84} 18-32| 25 5
1081] 1Ha7/162N107.5E| 118 - M.P.War . 84 3244 38 10
1082] 1Ha7[162N107.5€| 118} . M.P.War| SJ 22-28] 25 ] 20-15
1083| 1Ha7[162N107.5E( 118 MP.War| . . 8J -31-36| 335 24-28/26 20
1084-1089| 1Ha7[162N107.5€| 118] -~ MP.War| ~  5J=5 indet| . = . L
1Ha7|[162N107.5E( 118 MP.War] © - NJ=1 indet| .
1090-1103| 1Ha7|162N107.5E| 118] -~ M.P.Warl . indet indet
1104| 1Ha7{162N107.56] 118 - B.P. Hale SB indet]
1105-1106| 1Ha71162N107.5E! 118] ~ B.P. Male|- SB=2 indet| -
1107] 1Ha7162NT07.5€; 118 - B.P.Hale| .- indet indet| .. - |-
1108] 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 118 B.P.BigS(g}| " SB 24-34 29 10
1109| 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 118 B.P.BigS{g)| . SB - 20-30 -25 10
1110 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 118] B.P.BigS(o) sJ indet
1111| 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118 8.P.BigS(g) DFRB 24-36 30 10-5
1112 1Ha7[162N107 5E| 118] B.P.Bigs(g) DFRB 16-30 23 5
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1113| 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118]  B.P.BigS(g) s8 18-24 21 10
1114 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118 C.l.unsp, - 58 20-28|. 24 10-5
1115] 1Ha7/162N107.5E] 118 C.l.unsp. DFRB indet
1118 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118] C.IM. Lake SNB indet| .- -
1117] 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118] "Wh. Painted SNB 1418 18] . 20
1118] 1Ha7(162N107.5E[ 118] Red/Wh. Pid|.. ... 8B R ) 40
1118; 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 118] Red Painted indet indet)
1120| 1Ha7{162N107.5E| 118] Wh. Filmed indet __indet| .
1121] 1Ha7|162N107.5E] 121 M.P.War| . =) 32-40| - - 38| - 15
1122| 1Ha7{162N107.5E| 121 M.P.War SJd| 39-48| 435/ - i0
1123] 1Ha7[182N107.5E| 121] . M.P.War sJ . 25-34| 29.5{. - 10
1124/ 1Ha7[162N107.5E} 121 S MPWarf - - 8 1521 18 10
1125 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 MPWar. . = 8J 13-20| . 16.5| : 10
. 1128) 1Ha7[162N107.5€1 121]  M.P.War| .- - SJ 14-20) .- 17] 10
1127-1133| 1Ha7|162N107.5E| 121] - M.P.War SNB=1 indet[- -
: | 1HaT[162ZN107.5E] 121]  M.P.War| =5 indet: .
1Ha7{182N107.5E] 121 M.P.War JAR=1 indet]. -
1134] 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 MP.War| .. . JAR[ _indet]: . .
1135) 1Ha7|162N107.5€] 121 M.P.War| - - Beaker indet :
1136| 1Ha7{162N107.5E] 121] MPWar{ .  SB 11-16] . 13 15
1137-1146] 1Ha7[162N107 5Ef 121] .  M.P.War| - indet indet|-
1147! 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 M.PH.L @) _indet indet( .
~ 1143| 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 B.P. Hale DFRB indet: .. .- [
1149 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 B.P. Hale 58 indet| . - |.
11501 1Ha7[162N107.5E] 121] B.P.BigS(g)] . .. .SNB 34-42| - 38| L 10
1151 1Ha7|162N107.5E[ 121] B.P.BigS{(q) RB s ; 23-24/23.5 20
1152; 1Ha7[162N107 5E| 121] B.P.BigS{g), - RB 12-13| . 12.5] 11121115 15
- 11531 1Ha7|162N107.5E| 121 8.P.BigS@m)! . : S8 1522} 18.5] - = 10
11547 1Ha7162N107.5E[ 121 B.P.BigS(q) SB indet . - '
1155! 1Ha7[162N107.5E{ 121] B.P.BigS@Q)] . . sS4 12-181- 15 S
1156/ 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 B.P.BigS(n)|. . DFR8[ _indet .
1157-1159, 1Ha?[162N107.5E| 121 B.P.BigS(g)| . :  indet indet .
1160; 1Ha7[1862N107.5E| 121 _C.Lunsp. RB 810 g 10
1161 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 121 . C.Lunsp. indet “indet : o
1162; 1Ha7[162N107.5€] 121 C.I. Akron SNB 22-30{ .. 268(. 20-26/23 10
1163( 1Ha7{162N107 5E| 121 C.i. Akron SNB 24-31|: 275] . 15-10
1164' 1Ha7[162N107.5E| 209 M.P.War|. . &J 14-15; - 14.5] 15-16/15.8 30/40
1165 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 75| M.P.War|. &J 18321 . 25) .. . 10
1168| 1Ha7|164N107.5E] * 75 M.P.War| .- 8J 16-22] . 19] 20
[1167-1178( 1Ha7|164N107.5E] " 75/ . M.P.War| .. - SJ=5 indet :
1Ha7[184N107.5E| 75 M.P.War| - indet=7 indet
1179, 1Ha7[164N107 58] 75] M.P.H.L () .. FRB indet)
1180 tHa7[1B4NT07.5E] 75| M.P.H.L (s) BOWL indet .
1181| 1Ha7|164N107.5E] 78]  8.P. Hale] - SNB 18-24{ - 21| . 10
1182/ 1HaT[164N107.5Ef 75 B.P. Hale S8 15-18] - 16.5]. 15
1183-1186! 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 75| ~ B.P. Hate| - =2 _indet
| 1Ha7[164N107 5E] 75 B.P. Hale| Beaded 8 indet| :
1HaT[164N107.5E| 75| B.P.BigS(g}| _ indet=1 indet). :-.:
1187| 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 75] B.P.BigS(g) SNB 21-28]. 24.5 10
1188| 1Ha7[184N107.5E[  75] B.P.BigS(g) SNB 21-25[ 23 20
1189 1Ha7{184N107.5E| 75] B.P.BigS(g)| 5B 18-24| 215 5




5.F.6ig51)

indet

190-1200] 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 75
1Ha7[164N107.5E| 75 B8.P.Big5(g) RB=1 indet
{Ha7|164N107 5E| 75, B.P.BigSig) 5B=1 indet
1Ha7[164N107.5E| 75 B.P.BigS(g) SNB=1 indet| -
1Ha7|184N107.5E| 75 B.P.BigS{g) SJ=3 indet
1Ha7[164N107 5E| 75 B.P.BigS{g) indet=5 indel
1201-1202| 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 75 "~ C.lunsp. OFRB indel
| 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 75 .~ C.l.unsp:;|  indet=1 indet
1203| t1H4a7|164N107.5E| 78 C.AM. Lake] - SNB 22-24(. 0 23 35
1204 | iHa7[164N107.5E| 78| Red Painted DFRB 15-21 18 10
1205| 1Ha7|164N107.5E| 78 - M.P.Warl SJd| . 48-56 52 20
1206( 1Ha7|[164N107.5E| 78 " M.P.War} - O SJ|. 3046 38|. 5
1207| 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 78 MPWarj . - & i8-52 45 15
1208| 1Ha7184N107.5E] 78| = M.P.War}| . sJ a7-40(: 38,5 . 20
1209| 1Ha7[164N107.5€| 78 - M.P.War S 26-36]. N 15
[1210-1240| 1Ha7|164N107.5E| 78 M.P.War SNB=1 indet| ...
1Ha7]|164N107.5E| 78 " M.P.War SJJ=10 indet| - -
fHa7{164N107.5E| 78 M.P.War| - indet=17 _ indet|
1Ha7|164N107.5E| 78! ' M.P.Warl - JAR=3 indet
1241] 1Ha7|164N107.5E| 78] M.P.H.L. (@)} -~ indel indet{ .- :
1242| 1Ha7|164N107.5E( 78| . B.P. Hale| =N 10-11 10.5 8-0/8.5 45/50
1243] 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 78 B.P. Hale|.. - .DFRB 21-32]1  26.5 10-5
1244; 1Ha7[164N107.5E[ 78 8.P. Hale| - . SB 24-30 27 10
; 1245{ 1Ha7 [164N107 5E 78 B8.P. Hale . EB 1347 15 15]
1246-1249] 1Ha7|[164N107.5E| 78| - - B.P. Hale - 8B indet|.
. 1Ha7[164N107.5E 78 B.P. Hale| -~ indel=3 . indet .
4250! 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 78] B.P.RigS{g)| .. 'SNB|. 17-19 18 20
1251] 1Ha7/164N107.5E| 78| B.P.BigS(g)|. .. BOWL 8-10f © 9.5 . 30
1352-1361] 1Ha7|164N107.5E] 78] B.P.BigS{g)|. DFRB=1 indet] -
1Ha7164N107.5E] 78|  B.P.BigS{g)|- ' SB=3 ‘indet
: 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 78; B.P.BigS(g)| . -+ &J=2 indet
i 1Ha7(164N107.5E1 76/  B.P.BigS(g)|" indet=4 indet]
1262! 1Ha7H64N107.5E[ 78 C.lunsp.j: . DFRB 27-321 2951 15
1263, 1Ha7|164N107.5E| 78| C.|. Carthage| ~ DFRB 26-31 28.51: " 45
1264| 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 78| C:l. Carthage SNB 11-14 12.5¢ 20/
1265{ 1Ha7[164N107.5E[ 78 C.). Akron| -~ SNB indet
1266 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 78| Red Painted|- DFRB 20-25( 225 15
1267| 1Ha7|[164N107.5E( 78| Red Painted| = DFRB indet| .
11268-1283| 1Ha7[184N107.5E| 80 ~M.P.Warl-  SB=1 . indet
1Ha7[164N107.5€( 80 ~M.P.War| SJ=6 __indet{.
1Ha7{164N107.5E| 80| . '~ M.P.War|  indet=9 indet]
1284| 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 80| - M.P.War| SJ 31-36] 335 20
1285| 1Ha7{164N107.5E| 80| M.P.H.L. (s) indet indet| -
1286| tHa7[164N107.5E[ 80 B.P. Hale SNB 8-13: 105 . 30-20
(1287-1289| tHa7|164N107.5E] 80| - B.P. Hale SB=2 indet|.- .
1HaT|[164N1Q7.5E| 80 = B.P.Hale| - indet=1 indet!
1290 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 80 B.P.BigS{qg} SNB 1012} - 11| 30
12911 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 80| B.P.BigS{n) sJ 10-111 105 30
1292| 1Ha7[164N107 5E| 80 B.P_BigS{g}| - sB 24-29| -~ 26.5] 25
[1293-1300] 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 80 B.P.BigS(g) SNB=6 indet|’
1Ha7|164N107.5E| 80| B.P.BigS(p) S.J=2 indet
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1301| 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 80 C.Lunsp. SNB 20-24 22 10
1302] 1Ha7[164N107.5E| 80 C.lunsp. SNB 14-18 16 10
1303[ 1Ha7|164N107.5€[ 80| C.I. Cathage SNB 15-18] 16.5 15
1304| 1Ha7]164N107.5E 'B0; C.i. Carthage| SNB 16-18]  17.5 15
1305-1306] 1Ha7{164N107.5E| 275 M.P.War SJ=1 indet
1Ha7[164N107.5E] 225 M.P.War| indet=1 indet
1307( 1Ha7[164N107.5E 211 M.P.War sJ indet
1308| 1Ha7[164N107.5E] 211] MPHL () 5J indet
1308 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 87 M.P.War indet indet
1310-1335] 1Ha7|166N107.5E] 93 M.P.War sB=2 indet|"
1Ha7[166N107.5E[ 93 M.P.War] ~ 5J=16 indet] -
- 1Ha7[166N107.5€| 93 M.P.Wari indel=18 indel
;. 1336} 1Ha71166N107.5E| - 93] -~ M.P.War| - sJ 46-57|° 515 5
1337] 1Ha7[168N107.5E] 63 M.P.War| SJ - 30-3g) . a3 15
1338] 1Ha7[186N107.5€] 83 M.P.War SJ 28.38] 335 10
1339) 1Ha7[166N107.5E[ 03] M.P.War JAR 28-31] 285 15
1340{ 1Ha7[168N107.5E| 93 M.P.War SJ 34-48 401 10
1341 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 93 M.P.War| . SJ. - 1620 18 15
' 1342] 1Ha7|166N107.56] 93 ‘MPWar| T sJ - 33-40[ 365 10
1343 1Ha7[166N107.56] 93 8.P. Hale DFRB 41-48]- 45 10
1344| tHa7[166N107.5E] 93 B.P. Hale DFRB 23-28| 255 20
1345-1350| 1Ha7]166N107.5E] 03 B.P. Hale SB=4 indet
1Ha7[166N107.5E] 63 B.P. Hale| "indet=2 indet
- 1351] 1Ha7|166N107.5E] 93] B.P.BigS(s)|. indet indet] - .
1352-1366] 1Ha7|186N107.5E] 83| B.P.BigS{(g) SB=1 indet
n " | 1Ha7[166N107.5E] 93| " B.P.BigS(g)| SNB=3 ~indet
1Ha7{186N107.5E] 93] B.P.BigS{g)! indet=11 indet| - -
1367| 1Ha7[166N107.5E] 83} B.P.BigS(g) SNB 15-18] 1865 20
1368} 14a7|168N107.5€] 83 B.P.BigS(g) SNB 16-20 18 15
1369 1Ha7[186N107.5E! 93] C.I. Akron|. - 8B| 19-23) 7 21 20
1370 1Ha7[166N107.5E: 93] C.I. Akron sB indet|
1371] 1Ha7[166N107.5Ei 93] C.IM. Lake SNB 17-18 18 20
1372| 1Ha7[166N107.5€] 93] C.|.Fosters| DFRB=1 indet .
1373| 1Ha7[186N107.5E 93| C.i. Carnthage SNB 7-8 8] 30
1374| 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 83| C.I. unspec. sB 17-21 19 20
1375) 1Ha7|168N107.5E |- 93].: C.l.unspec.|: . DFRB| .~ . 31-38. 345 10
1376} 1Ha7[186N107.5E] 93] = C.I. unspec: . SNB|. - indet| ;
1377| 1Ha7}168N107.5E| 93] C.I. unspec. SNB 26-33] 295 15
1378| 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 83| Wh. Painted indel indet
[1379-1380] 1Ha7[166N107.5E] 93] Red Painted SJ=2 indet
1381-1383| 1Ha7[166N107.5E[ 53, Red/Wnh Pid. indet indet
1384 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 83|  shell eroded] indet| -~ - indel|
1385-1389| 1Ha7[166N107.5E| 96 M.P.War SJ=3| . indet]
1Ha7 [166N1Q7.5E] ©6 M.P.War|  indet=2 indet
1390] 1Ha7[166N107.5E] @8 M.P.War JAR] 14-17] 155
13911 1Ha7[168N107.5E|- 96]. . B.P.Hale| . - 84| 18-22[: 20.5 15
1382-1393| 1Ha7[166N107.5E| o6 B.P. Hale SB=2 indet
[1394-1366| 1Ha7]166N107.5E| 96 B.P.BigS(g)=2 SJ=2 indet
1Ha7[168N107.5E| 96| B.P.BigS(sy=1 BOWL indet
1397] 1Ha7[166N107.5E] - 86| Red Paimted] . SNB| .- .-  indet
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