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 PREFATORY NOTE

I ﬁisﬁ to géutefully-acknowledge'the invaluable
Vaséistande of ﬁr..Williamé and -Dr. Phillips. Only by makiﬁg |
continual demands_oﬂ'their éime, knowledge, faciliﬁies, and
'hoépitalify.wés this ﬁaper nade even.remotely pqssible.

They nre_also dﬁe‘an'apology'for'phe late date of completipn

of the labor.

Jamés Ford and Joun Goggln were also most obllglng,_

and supplled ddtﬂ ¢rucial to an unuerstaudlng of the Oliver r
:'materlal Last;y, some'sort of acknowledgement is due to‘

Charleé Peabody and'his.éssisiéht W. C. Farabee. The mlxed ;
lb1e351ng of thelr ileidnotes forus the 1mprobable heart of

this paper,
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1. ALMS AND FINAL SCOPE
The sole aim of this paper is to provide a ey to
the conq1deranle amount &f ruw data in the Peabody duseun
from the‘thaVutioné of Charles Teabody in Coahoma County,
.Mississippi, in 1901 and 1002, There is a pre-existing
pubiic&tion of these excavations = Peabody‘s.own (Peabody,
[Zee. R’ciddaﬁ’ FHais vefw:[
1904%,' Duls however is entirely uﬂbaulsiucbOTX to the wodern
archaeologlst for twu rcusoh - 1. Peaboedy had nd‘way of
.di#idxnw up his mater: qi into nu;ugral units and aoea not
Cattempt it. 2, T htlbtdel“rduuiC data in the uubllcatlon
is very iucoﬁbléﬁe;'ds peabody himself adm{ts;. on the flrst
page hﬁ urges bhe iﬁtcresLed.student Lo éonsult his notes on
 £11e at thé-PeaPody'Museﬁm-(?ﬁhbﬁd&, 1004, p. 22).
'The'inﬂc;peLatIQn_ana eventual publiéation of
?edhudy'é daiﬁ is onc step iﬁ a'iung—run;e pl#n of Dr. Steﬁﬁén
W;lliaﬁs“to'maké “Y?;ighlé to‘tho “ro;cs on all the dqtd
.étored iﬁ’the Peabedy Muscus 00ucerning;ﬂasicrn United Staﬁes
prehigtory. - A8 Lha'only.iurge Scnle scientific excavation
-. i : : . . trmrﬁ-ﬂ j?g]
ever attempted in the Noriluer:n Delta regicn, Mississippl,hthe
Peubudy difg assuiss grcat'impartunce and became one. of
Williams® prima;y tdrgcusa T set out to o what I could tb
retrieve this nqacfiul from oblivien,

Compiete anulysis of the detu woula involve these

steny: L. Intensive aaalysis of the ficld udtes with a view

1o extractins akl davae on strallgraphy, hurisis, -abd struciures

2., Preiimisary asalysis of the wmajor artiract-categories,




)

/

especially ceramics and chipped stonework, and tentative

separation of the material inte phase units. 7This eould be

done with the assistunce of cowpuralive wmaterial from the

surface collections of the Lower Mississipui Survey (Phillips,

et al., 1951)., 3. Correlation of the phasecs with the

stratigraphy,'buriulﬁ and structurgs, eveatually arriving at

a more exact and cowplete delinltion 6i the cultural complexesd.,

4, In the case of the bhisterie cumoovnent, arriviog at an
4 1

‘ethnographic identification of the inbauitants of the last

phase at Oliver through lavensive

historic and archaeviozical

iid vl e

of surface collecdvivns deline the

study of all available

J.  Tireagh examiaation

limies of all vhe phases

- I

s for vLe Northera. .

and construci a couwplove segueace of culiureé
Delia.,. ©. Bswablisi clesely viie relaticuship of these phdses

T s - 1 B . - ) e e e e . e e e
B0 0Lhers Ll Lo mGae o LarUugi CALCLsIVe Yuading and,

if possivic, siuay

" . B [ . PRI | - .
v adulad shiberiad, aund Tit the xortiern |
‘. P A L . . W A egarer s v b & oo -
Delia sequence Tighitey ~ut6 L. wavle Irasewerk of South-
cuaslern prelilsLory, c. 0 BT L @nleasive Cowparative ;

analygis of the uinos vateygories of ¢r11f;cts wizich could uot
be placed by wmeans of typolugy or straLigraphy; f;xing'ghem
into uphases; us;ng_ruferencc from surroundigg phases in
spheres (sﬁ¢h a;,dpucstig archiLcctur* ziowhich there s uo
duta {rom Péﬁbodj;éﬁcxcuvut;u;s};'constfuct pictures of the

way of life ol the peonles involved.

wlous task is couplete will the
[add . nate]
It was soon

Only whep Litis stuper

Peabody waterial be ready fer publicuation.




diSCOVered by the 1nvest1gator that the task;could not be

;f'completed in the tlme available, 86 the scope of the paper

was curtaileds It was attewpted to do as much as posaible

with the result that certain phases of the research were

ﬁoefully incomplete: the half-finished nature of some sections

~ will soon beécome apparent to the reader. Fortunately the

firat three objedtivqs were accomplished -« the fieldnotes were

completely deciphered and their data reduced to graphic form,
" phases wqre antab1ished,_and fairly complete summaries of
" them were made, A sxncere attempt was made {to accomp11sh ‘

" the fourth obJective and the results of what was done will .

be-foynd_lnjthe Ollyer Phase, lqtelMlaaissippian. This lag :
i;.difided into érehistoriﬁ and historic subphases. Tenta;
tive dating for these phases w111 be found in the chronologlcal_
table at the back. of ‘the report. |
Finally_it may be noted with s;me regret that

lack of space and time forced me to assume a considerable

amount of knowledge on the part of the reader, No defimition

. - »
of most archaeological terms are given; . in the absence of

a comparative section a knowledge of the sequence of cultures

in the Lower Mississippqualley is all but‘indiapensable to

 CURER e :
an understandlng of what follows.* -Such local geographlc terms

as "the Delta," meaning the low-lying land between the

- Mississippi and the Yazoo, are uged indiscriminately. This

paper is.bhsicdlly a translation of the archaeological jargon

" of yesteryear into the Vnatly more complex archaéological




' shorthand of today: . with that warning the reader may

. - proceed, -
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¢ 1
II.  HISTORY OF TIE NORTHERN DELTA
| fhi# brief section can only be a very partial
uhdocumented'aummafy based on the preliminary conclusions I.
reached after thrge weeka'of.ulmOBt fruitless research in
countlesﬁ sources, a few of which.are listed in the biblio=
gfaphy. ‘A few negatiye cdnclusiona_may bé.put down to begin'
with:'»l;..No‘secpndary source dr.compilatiﬁn of primary a
sOurceé,of fhe colonial period surely mention.thé bliver
.Biﬁé or indeed any.In&ian village in the region. No maps: :T
in the collecﬂiona at Widener Librarf, Harvard University,'?
ahow any village ﬁt’or ne£r 01iver. 2, The French were
qntirely ignorant of éhelgéography qf.thé‘Northern Del}gﬁd¥ﬁ;g?
inrtha.éighteenth‘CGnﬁury;..ﬁgés of the'mid-céntuty_peridd'
have the area ag.d blank; ’théISunfloﬁer is shown extending
only a few m}les.nortﬁ of ite jﬁnction with the Yazoo., The
earliest map 1 could find thdt showed the whole course of
the Sunflower \;ras...(;'o,'l.'lot_'s map of 1796, in the back of |
Swanton, }922.. French plans for expeditions ugaingt the
Chickasgw in the 1730‘s'never even enterﬂain the possibilig}i\
- of croasing_the Doita. 3. :Althuugh in the early 1800's
dwnerahip‘of the ﬁelta Qad divided betiween the Choctaw and
the Chickaéaﬁ,_éxteAgive reseu?ch revealed no evidence what=

soever that‘either of these tribes had any towns in the Delta,

‘During the 1700's :the Chickasaw seem %0 have had impermanent
settlements on the bluffs above-&%ejﬁemphia, and during the

latter part of the century, Chiostaws scem to have farmed the




bluffs above the southern Dclta.' Chickasaw éxpeditiona agﬁin#t
the Quapaw in the 1700'5 may have originated around Memphis,
Myer (1928) reports a Ch1ckaaaw warpath through the presenﬁ
Tunica County,'but his sources are unknown. Adair.(in |
Williams, S.C., 1930, p..iéﬂ) mentions a region ﬁith no stones
" as being part ofVChidkashwftérritory in the period around.
1750, This may refer to some portion of the Delta. Aside
tribes

from theae few hxnts, the two great tubea of Mlaalaalppx are
" never connected with the Delta. Village lists show none
anywhére near the atea.
| ‘Three tribes a?e vaguely nssociated with the northern
4 Deltm-  the Chmkchluma, the Quapaw, and the Natchez. The
Tunica are. assoclated thh Tunica 0ld Flelds and Tunlca

County in-the-Northern Delta, but all records, from La Salle
on, place these people to the south. If they were even in

the region, it was in the prehistoric period and no documenta-’
tion may be brought to bear on the subject. Other tribes (the' 
Taposa, the Ibitoupa, and the Tchula) are sporadically
mentioned as living on the blﬁffs of the Northern Delta in ’
the early 1700's. These tribes are only names in the recordq :
and nothing may be said about them.

The chakchium; are a knotty problem. The confused

'accountlof them in Swanton (1911, pp. 292-296) does little
to_#larify-the qﬁestiun of their locatioh;"'ﬂe.citaa legends

that they were originally unmited with the Chickasaw and

Choétaw, and they iay well have spoken a Muskogean tomgue,

"




Yet the evidence (Swanton, 1911, p, 334) that their burial

customs were the same as the Yazoo's suggests that they had

some connection with the lzttle-known tribes of the Southern'

Deltn.. The mode of burlals, by the way, was extended, which
makes them ; poor contenders for the people of the Oliver
Phase at_Oiiver; who used bundle burial. |

The Chakchiuma,are associated with two rather f;r
removed regions: the area around Clay and Qktibbeha Countxea
in eastern Mlsslssippl, and the area nround the present town
'.Of Greenwood, near‘the bluffs of the central Delta. H. S;
Halbert (1904) geems convinced the former was their native
"land, and Adair (Wllliums, S. C.j:pp. 318, 336) says there
~were gome in that area iﬁ-hissday'(1740‘s). But maps and;
‘._ofﬁef recof&a (especially see Rowland, 1927-32) cpnsisteqélfﬁ

place a group of ihew in. the Greenwood area in the 1700'8.1

:Thia.group ;a referred to as "the Chakchiuma nation" but it
deems likely thaf this was only one village of them,

What is probably the Greenwood location is first
referred 1o by Iberville in 1702 (see Swanton, 1911, p. 204
-— the originai ia mbre'specific).' The earliest-ﬁap I could
find with the Greenville location on it dates at 1721, Re-
cords for tﬁe-1730's are fairiykvociferpua #oncerning this
'group.(cf. especially Rowland, 1927-32, passlm) In 1733

 they attacked the Ch1ckagaws under French instigation, but

by 1735 the Frenqh"governor grew suspicious of them for aome

reason and had them moved south to thq'old Yazoo village at




.Haynes Bluff. -Thg'gext,year he decided to send the Tunic@
.. againat them to ﬁiég fhem out. They escaped however ahd went
- back to their old viilagé. Two years later they are mentioned
as being uaed for gﬁidesion the YaZoo,'which indicatea they
_had some'fnmiliarit& with the eastern portions of the Delta.
The_last.menﬁibn of them i could find_waa.in the report of
the Englihﬁﬁaqutkins (Jacobs, 1954, p..44), made-in 1755,
_At_thid time.ﬁhey d?e still around Greenwobd. Svme years
 later the last remnant of the Chakchiuma'in'eastern Misaige
sipﬁi were wiped ou£ (Swanton, 1911, p. 295). _As:it does not
appear on maps of the late 1700's, it is presumgd that the
Greenwopd group was also extinguished by around 1770.

' Tradltlon (reported in Swauton, 1911, p. 293) gives
the origin of the Chakchluma, along with the Choctaw and
Chlckasgw a8 aoﬁewhere west of the Missiassippi; little con-
fidénce ma; be placed in this myth., All the evidence I_have.
been able té_find_sﬁgges#s that the Chakchiuma are a hill
tribe.like‘the others, but a group of them, perhaps incor-—
© porating refuggas from the Delta itself, lived.on the Dglfa's"
edge. The only thing which‘connecté ihem with the Upper
Sunflower is Myer's'(1928) wap of trails and he'has a "Chalk=~

¥
chluma trail" g¢1ng across the Delta from the Greenwood regxon
to the mouth of the Arkansas passing fairly near the~011ver

site, That such a trnxl ex1sted'is'p13uéible if not proveq.

There céncoivably could have been a Chakehiuma town at or

near the (liver site, undo¢umented because the area was unknown




to the Europeaus, who cared little about the villages of

militarily unimporﬂant tribes anyway., I personally do not

believe there was any sort of town in the middle of the swamps,

A-v1ew1ng the evadent hill-tribe connectxons of the Chakchiuma,
“but I do mentxon the possibility to point out how imposSible
it is teo prove nnythlng from the avallable records..,mhﬁ,ﬂ--
The hlstorlc connections of the Natchez with the
Northern Deltn may be summarxly dealt with. Mogt of the pef-
' :txnent data is in Rowland (1927-32) The final dispefsion
. of the Natchez in 1733 did not aatlsfy the ¥rench, who evi-
.dently wanted to k111 off the Natchez to the last man, A large
groué qf Natchez found refugqfamong'the Chickasaw, During
the 1730's the French put cOn51derab1e pressure on the Chicka~
saw to kill off or get rid of thelr Natchez, and dlthough the
Chlckaaaw do not seem to have actlveiy persecuted them, many

-

of the Natchez moved away to other tribes or fled to 1nac- '
cessible reglona. In 1738 a party of Quapaw capturedﬂSome |
. Natchez on the Mississippi and it became evident fhat_a reim-
'?inant of the trlbe was hldlng in the northern swamps. Quaﬁéws
were ordered to root them out but met with no success, After
" the French exped1t1on agaxnst the Chickasaw in 1739-40 the
Natchez remalnlng w1th the CthkaS&hH ev1deut1y became awarel
that they were no 1unger welcome guests, and most of them
'd1spersed, some into the.western awanps. Thereupon the

Chickasaws promised the French they would do their best to

root them out and by next year (1741) were able to assure the

Fa




French that there are no more Natchez around. That Atkina

in 17566 (Jacobs, 1954,‘p. 45) mentions a village of Natchez

near the Mississippi, not far from the Chickasaws is evidence

:that actually théy stayed sowewhat longer. When they at last
_mpved out is not known. | | |
The Natcﬁez then are th#hnly_peéple known to h;ve

had a'yillﬁge.soﬁewhefe in the North Delta awaups dnring‘the
eighteenth cenﬁury;_ Unfortunately their villapge was not
Olivér; Aszde from one Natchez-looklng pot in a burial, the
site isg devuld of Natchez ceramics, and analysis of the trade
.goods 1ndlcates that 011ven was abandoned for the last tlme |
by about 1700. Where the Natchez were located remains a
mystery. o

~ One other tribe feﬁains to be considered: the Qua-
paw, The early history of this tribe is so well-covered by
 Phillips (Phillips, et al., 1951, pp. 392-419) that I will
attempt to add little.' There is one'pdint which I shall
question' the locatlon of the towna. Were they really all.
as close together as' Philllps has them (Phillips, et al.,??Si
Figure 72)?_ How .did the French measure their distances wm
were the} taking inﬂo account the bends in the river and
eétimuting diétunce as the crow flies, or were they esfi—
mating ho# far théyihad‘floatgd? I ask these questién because
most of the ﬁaps from mid-century abow old‘Kaﬁpa,.usually called
"Ancient Village”of'the'Afkansaé" up oppoéitg Friars Point,

Mississippi, and several of the secondary sources say it was

'3




“H-

that far up. It is certainly possible for a mistake to be
made on one map and then be perpetuated on others, but is
this the case? If indeed the villages were as spread out

.

as these old mups suggests Oliver would be inland, somewhere

~ between Tongigua and Tourima in latitude, It is between'thege

two v111ages that La Metalrle reports the exlstence of two
é:w=
other v111ages "plus eslo1queg;dana la g_pfondeur des ﬁﬁt&

(in Phillips, et 21.; 1851, p. 402) or “"further back in the
depths of £h038wdmps}“‘ As Phillips notes, this mention,
made in 1682, i;fthe 6nly reference that can be found to'
Quapaw villages ﬁot on the major rivers. It is too bad that
La Metairie does noti specxfy which szde of ihe river these
v111ages were on, 8o we cannotisay this is. proof that the.

_Quapaw included some part of the Delta in their terrxtory.

‘Ag it is we have only the tantullzlng ‘poasibility that some

-

Quapaw delgned to mention once the‘existence of the backsﬁamp

‘hamlet that was Oliver. Thls is the only documentary record
I can 11nd that conceivably refers to our humble site,

There is however a little more evidence that the *
Qqapaw inhabited_ﬁ#vf of Lthe Delta, on a map evidehtly from
LaVSalle‘s expéditioh: é photostat of which is in Widener.
. This map includes much of the Dulta:w1th1n the borders of the
Quapaw' but it showﬁ no v1llages in the reglon. Swanton (1911
frontlsplece) on hls map gives the Quapaw an enormous amount
ef territory including a salice of the Delta taking in Oliver.

His sources for this are unknown. Quapaw in late tiwes are -




\
found in hdnting‘expgditiuns Lo ‘the St, Francis, the duachita,
and the.Tensaé, But'the‘Nbrthérn Delta is no more mehtidned
in-coﬁnection with the Quapﬂw than it is in any ﬁther éonﬁeca'
tion.  We know- thut 1n early tzmea they had control of both
banks of the river, ihat one of their hlstorlc towns (Ton-
gigua) was on the eastern bank. - It seems likely that in
early Bisto?ic %iﬁea fhey controlled'the Upper Sunflower as
they . controllad the swamps around the Lower Arkansas, but
' that is Ali one cun- say.

. As for the history, a fine source for the early part

of it is Phillips, et al., 1951, pp. 394~412; for the later

 part, ane, 1643, 1944.
, "The‘Quupaﬁ were pe;hapé first seen bf Marquette
‘-ﬁﬂd Jolietﬁg in 1673, but it is not certain they actually
‘travelled this far down the Mississipﬁi; In 1682 La Salle .
came and stayed for a period at theiQuapéw towns, of which _
Athé;e were at'legat.f@ur:  Kappa, Tohgigua and Tourina on
the Mississippi, and Osotouy up the Arkansas. Four years

- later Tonti came down on his way to luok for La Salle's lost
Texas expedition. On his return he left ten men at the vil=-
lage of Osotouy. These men and the cabin they built consti-

i
-tuted the first Arkansas poat. The next year the survivers S

of La Sullefs expedition reached the post,:and three years
later (1690) Tonti visited again, poss;bly brlnglﬂg more

trade goods. After thut no brenchman except those stationed

at the)host seem to have been‘in the area for a decade. During

! . v




.thxs t1me great chanéés took place, there was a terrible epi=-
- demic of smullpox. Thelpppulatlon estiwate at 1700 is 1600
people, as opposed to 6000.twenty years earlier, At this
Ltlme there are only two occupled vxllage sites: Osotouy and
"New Kappa“ somewhere rear the mouth of' the Arkansas,_xncorn
porating the lnh&bltants of Knppa and Tourima, This new
situation was first reporte& by a bunch of mlsalonarlea Tontx
was ferrylug down to the Lower Valley, They passed.the

- Quapaw villages'nfqund”Christmas tine 1698;.at this time

the épidemic Was‘sﬁill‘raging.

”If.Olivér'waa a Quapaﬁ village it was probably:
'_abdndbned about this tige along with other villages ravaged
by the plague. From now on the French keep fairly close
,i_tabs on the Quapaw, .since they were useful allies, .If there.
has been a Quagaw village in the Deltn al this time or espec—
 1ally_dur1ng and after the Natchez troubles, it would have
_been recorded. |

Be that as it may the Quapaw were, after 1679,
the subJect of falrly frequent visits by Freachmen. They were
surprisingly constunt allies deaplte the fact that English
traders'from the Carélinas had penetrated to their towné
as earlylas 1699, By 1705 the plague seems to have dwindled
and lifg coqtinued normally for a:whilé;‘

Theh’inrl721'the first French farwers came and six
years later a priest was seut up tdgtake care of their needs;

No missionary evgr seems to have been provided for the Quapaw




- 14-

themselfes. Bosau, wh§ visitgd them in 1751, described re—
ligious daﬁdés, idolg consisting of dried ravené and snakes,
and stated:thnt they worshipped a Great Spirit who was a ser-—
pent. (Bossu, 1771)   E#idently the native culture waa.still
thriving. | |
In‘1722 the'village of New Kappa woved off the Mig=-
Blasippi and;up'the Arkuﬁsés to be nearer the poét, and to
escapd mavaudiné Chigkésuws on the River. If the people of
New Kappa felt themselves isolated at thias tlme it is most
dimprobable that any Quapaw atill remgined in the Delta almost
completely cut off from tribal support.
| The Ruapaw were docile during the Natchez War, but
after the war, ffom?1732 to 1749"£HeyICOnﬁucted & continual
series of battles w1th the Chickasaw, each raldlng the other
e alternatlvely. P;r vnr1ety they were also attacked aporadl- i
cally hy.the bsage.- In 1739 the French establlshed a post at
the mouth of the St;'frﬁncis‘and some {Quapaw went up to estab;'
‘lish a village, They went buck, however, within the year,
In 1746 there were 230 Quapaw wurrlors, which shows the .
population had stayed,fulrly.constant since the turn of the
century;_.
Then the plagues began aWaLn, hlttlng them in
l1747~48 and.1701 In 1749 the post was moved upriver aﬁ;ayﬂj %
and the Indians eventually joined it. At thla time they had
‘been reduced to one-vil}uge with 150 warriora -- perhapsa

600 souls im all, No longer do they buve any military or




political significnp0e in the'Southeaat.

In 1766 the Spanish arrived to take.over the'Post;
“oever the fiulent objepﬁiona of the natives. The Spanlsh
~period was hn.uneventful ene, and the populatlon seems to have
_increased a 11tble, to 700 aouls. In the 1770‘a the Engllsh
establlshed & vival trading post acroas the Rlver, and a band
of Quapaw woved over to taie advantaga of it. The Spanish
-drove the Hrltlsh out in 1780 and presumably then the Quabaw 

wmoved back. ,

Arkansas Post got itvs taste of the Revolutioh in
April, 1782 when the half-breed Colbert and his band of Chicka-
sawsd ralded 1t in the name of the Amerlcuns. - The attack was

repulsed. In 1800 thc posu reverted briefly’ to the French,

and the Amcrlcans tooh over ‘in 1803. No one bothered to make

a treaty with the Qua)aw lowever until 1818 when they were
conflned to ; small reservation on the Arkansas. It is_of
interest that thls trcaLy wentions the relinquishmegt of
claims to ianda east of the Mississippi, which suggests that -
the Quapaw still felt themselves to have a historic rlght to.
parts of the Delta opposlte the Arkansas (Royce, 1899, p.

688-9). - In 1824 the Quapaw were removed to the'Caddo area,

enly Vo reluru Lwo years iater, and be finally removed in

Over on the Mississippi side of the ri#er; the
Choctaw had the only claim recognized by the U, S. 10 that

part of the Delta which included Oliver. The Choctaww

Lo
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Chickaséw Iine ran along what is now the northern border of
Coahomwa County, In 1820 the Choctaws ceded the Southern Delta,
and in 1830 they’ceded all the rest of their lands east of
the Mlss;as;pp@. Perhaps 130 years after the abandonment of
Oliver thé.ldét IndiQna to rove the area were gone and for
a tim§ the Upéér Sunilower was eantirely desertad, -

| But this was not for long: already Americans had
‘settled along the Mississipﬁi at Friar's Point. 1’_n 1836
.Coahoﬁﬁ Couﬁ£y-waa 6rganized. The backswamps.remained unre-
claimed for a long ﬁeriod afterwards; an army wap of 1864
shows ne signs of habltntlon on the Upper Sunflower. By 1878‘ '
settlements have pushed 1nto the northeastern section of the
county, Clurkdale was'presumably founded at gbout that time
‘and between 1884—6.thé_levee system on @he Sunflowér was
finished. The whole country w;é thus opened up only fifteen.-
years hefdre.PeaSody arrived on the scenes Edward's farm, far
ff;m the néﬁrest-tbwn, was probaﬁly started in thcl@id—SOfs
$£-th; earliest. Thus thé Oliver si£e was in basically its
aboriginal form wheﬁ‘Peabody arrived == e#en the smallest
wounda were‘visibie;  It is ndteworthy that oﬁe mound notéd
;in 1501 was invisible a year later -— cultivatién was beginning
to take ita toll,

No archeologlcal hxstory of the.reglon is attempted,

Suffice it to say that although Thomas (1894) records a blﬂ

‘mound at Clarksdale he does not spcclflcally note the smaller

Dorr Mound nearby, - No mention of ecither Dorr or Oliver could

v
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be found in the archeological records before Peabody's time,

How Peabody himself cuame to imow of their existence is a

mystéfy. Since bis time the only recorded archeology at
Oliver has.been the work of the Lower Mississippi Survey. A
surface collgétion Qaa made in November, 1940, and three
test cuts,w;ré made the'hext spring, The Dorr mound was

never positively identified by the Survey.




II

CHAPTER

DORR MOUND

frova—




I. LOCATION

The Dorr site is located ﬁbout a mile from Clarksg~
dale, Mississippi, bn the Sunflower iliver. It consists af
four small mounds and a large one (sée Map 1). The exact
location of the site is not khowﬁ. This site is not that
réported'by Thomas (1894) at the town of Clarksdale. 'Thié
.latter site; now presumably, likg ﬁorr, dewolished, had itas
-big mound on the r??gr bank, washing into ﬁhe rivcf. "This
mound, mocover, geégq to Lave bteen of the pyrumidal.iype.
The Dorf wound wus 400 yards from the river and was cﬂnical.A
Thomas!* moqnd, ﬁofeovér, had ﬁhe Clarksdale Yillage churéh
on top of it and,wQs,iulthc'Yillagé of Clarksdale, tiny aé
the village was ut thé ti#é {about 1890). The Dorr mound.ten :
'yearé late;.had no Qigﬁs of modern construction and ﬁas- | |

almost a mile from‘the'steadily growing town,




IX. - THE DORR DATA AND METIODS OF EXCAVATION.
| Charles Pcabody and his assistunt Farabee arrived-

at Dérr on Friday,'May.lb, 1901, The big mound was at that
time_covefed with brush, but no trees, Cotioen was planted
‘all ‘around if, but ﬁot on iy. Mra. Dorr, the wife of the
lowner, had b;évioqély dug a gmall shallow.hole‘gear the.top
of the mound, Thia.hole.is clearly shown in none of the
préfjles; _theKSh;ilOwrdepression a bip cast of center on
 Map: 2 m;, be this diaturbance; Uther wodern intrusions are
represented by the up to 12 wodern (negro?) coffin burials
fé be diséusscd. | |

On May 10, Lleabody laid ggt an eaét-west_row, and
4 nerth-south row éf'stukés. “The E-W row was-numbéred from
0—12_in_Arubid numcfuls, staftipg at, the‘éaét end; The N-S
row was unumbered 0-XVIII in loman numeralé, stérting at the
south:end. gﬁach stqke was {ive fhet ifom the.next.. Then'
.Peabody’proceeded'to_measﬁrc radii of the mound from the
sumuit and center, stake 6 (W), IX (N). This method.was a
- peculdiar one: he_éeémé to have walkéd.aropnd the fobt.of‘tﬁe
mound morye dr less oﬁ the level, putting stakes in at ten
foot intervals. de _then qpusﬁred'the distance from the center
to each of_these stakes, The reSulting'circumference is}the.
dashed ink line on my Dorr Map 2. Except possibly on the
east side; hisg liﬂe scews to run at’ abbut the 2% oot level.

On May 11, Saturday, excavation was begun, Farabee

wasa put on the porth end; Peabody worked on the south,




digging doﬁn to & pre«set ieve} in five-foot strips, working
toward thé center.l There was nd'digging the next day (Sunday))
‘but Monday a 25 wman crew was pﬁt on, and the méund was totally
demolished by ﬁhe following Friday and the.excdvation filled~
in on Saturday. P

Tﬂe:datu for this excavation are very meagre.'.lt
consists of two gmall fleldnote books (one for Peabody, one
:for Farubée) written in v1rtua11y illegible hands, and a
"aheaf of paper on which all the burial data was assembled
by Peabody later on. One or two addltlonal facts nay be
gleaned from the brlei publlshed account (Peabody, 1904. pp.
23-25). )

Detaiied_study 6E_£ﬁé'fieidﬁotes h#s.révealed a
_ch@oti; aﬂdralmost complotoiy uncoordinated dig.' Peabody
and rarabee contlnually hop around from end to end of the
mound, recordlng eacybthpr 8 burxals.\-?rofiles were done,
.sﬁch as they were, Ly whoever happened to have the tape.
Peabody'’ became aware of atratlﬂrauhy on the 14th but he.aoes
not seem to have inforized Parubee of this until the afternobn
of the lﬁﬁh._ Od'tthIYth,'Péabody left to reconngiter the
Oliver.site and the &ig, if it can be luagined, deteriorated
évgn further.

Only é féﬁ of thg prpfiles'were drawn, and these
crudely_e_mOSt of the profile datu consists of a series of
figures, e.g: “Breast (i.e. cross-section) at Stake XVI,

Woto E: 07, 3' 1'', 10", 4 11', 207 6' 27, cte. " These




ure_méasurcments of the height of the mound at ien foot:
intervals from the.West end of each trench. Althopgh the
zero:E«W-aﬁake is at the Bast end, measureﬁenta were mode
f:o@ the West end, presumably because the profiles on thé
South (Peabody'a} side of the mound were drawn with.the West
on 'the left side of the page. Farubee, workiné towards the
south, was also compelled to put West at the left side of
the page, ﬁith the fésult that Lis profiles are drawsn B#ckw-
wards from what he Actually.saw, since he faced South, with
Eqst on Bis.lef£,'whiie drawing.

| There iﬁ'a further complication. One would assume

that zero on the profiles would be at the western Iimit of

the'gr%d, i.e. at sﬁéké 12, 5£iyrcomparativelylreéently

in:my inveétigation'did I_diScoyer that this was unfortunateiy

not the case. The tremches were started at zero on the EBast

and dug'wgst; oniy'ohqe té‘phe full 60 feet, and usually

between 52 and STIféet. Thus “zero" on ﬁhe profiles can

mean almost anythipgp Fhe dig arca (seé Map 2) fhus rese@bled

 & typed page with oﬁ¢ raggéd wargin, It took a gréat.éeal éf

. _ . o - o . K

WOrk aﬁd un?értunately 8o0uie pguesswork to figure out where the

ﬁéétern;mﬁrgin was o each trench'and thus.to bhe able to

construct a-rehéohabiy accurate contour map of the site;
About_haifway through the dig, Peabody tired of the

humdrusziicihg ffoh North:and South; éﬁd Bcgan trenching

in from the east also (see Sequence of Digging Map). In the

last few days the mound was thus the victim of a three sided
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attack. It muat have been quite'a scene, The négfoeé.were
.probably gi&en a two or three winute rest while the profile
dfawupa of the previous trenches were polished off. Then
they.were'lined :b.along three sides and dirt flew. Needless
to.say the data a£ the,ﬁwu corners suffered, There is one
corner especi#lly'where.Peabody's and Farabee's teams over-
.lapped, and secm to h;ve foughtlover.the péduliarly thick
.burials al that point. .Férabee'rccorded ihe heads and

 PédB0dy the 10wef:porfions of what must Le the same skeleioda.

Lower Valley arhhéeology in i00L, if not scientific, was

certainly fun.

But why go to all the trouble of drawxng a coatour

mag and establlshlng whlch trenchts were dug when? The reason

isrthe method of burial recordiang used, 'Unly four burials

were noted in the prOLlleb or tied with them. Tnese four

were not rec;rded in the text but are anoted in the form of

grave_plts-on two.o{nfarabee’s last—-day profiles., Farabee's:

motive for doing {his seews to have been haste. The records

of this aay are inéfediblei' Farabee was‘totally at a loss
K S N

as to contro;ling ﬁhe.horde_of'negroes placed under hié

hésistant supcrviéion. Thé'bgrials that he did‘rec;rd ail

have such;hasty notation as "N,G." (ne goodL "of no_advan?ag%w

or "could not save 1t" . flis notebook was dlvxded 1nto

"North Slde” and "South Sxde" secctions. A nuwber of the

burials are recorded in both sebtions; many were prolbably not

recorded at all., #e quoved from one of his workers; "Fuany




ihing to dig in God's earih and not know what you're diggin'

‘fur." Bvidently the harassed student fully sympathized
with this sentiwment..

Be that as it may, Farabee and Peabody had related’

but different burial recording wethods, A typical burial of -
Farabee's is recorded thus: “Skel. 26, 12' E. of Stake XI

45' deep, head N, trace, N. G." This maans: 1, A8 near as

he can judge from the activity in Peabody's section this is

‘tho 26%h burial found. 2 It is twelve feet east of the

center line of stakes. 3. (¢n the N-S linme, it is wore or

less opposite staice XI. Whether it is in the trench from

XIi-XI or that Irom:XI-X, or'Qﬁp of the eastern trenches can

only be discovered by correlating it with the sequence of

digging.'.d.' It is 4% fect frow the surface of the mound

at that point.. Absolute height, or height frow the presu-

mably level boettoum of ;hc excavation can only be determined

by placing the burial as accurately as possible on the contour
map (Map 2), 5. TPeabody insisted that the direction of the

’

siead be included in all possible burial notativns. Thus
Farabee included it whether what he found was a full skele— E
ton, just a sku11,1oné leg bone, or, as ia this case, a "trace"

.

which generally means a pateh of rotten bone. llere "head X"

S

weans the'lopggr_axis_of_thé bone patch wus N-S. The fairly

o

G

coumplete data on head direction is virtually useless, aside
frow being weaningless in wost cases. Once in a while Fara=

bee has auch notations as "on back", “on right side, knees
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:bentg, or "skuli bnly", witlch give all too rare clues as Lo
the typé of burials.

Peabody's method of buria} recording, which Farabee
‘seems to havé, unfofﬁunately, used as nis hodel, differs in
only one respect,  Instead of "12; east of.IX" he w11l have
“21' SW of VIII". 0n his first two burials he wentions the
exact coumpass angle but tncn he 1¢yses; This noration does
not mean as I had fllst hoped "21' to the west of stake VIII,
a bit to the south, i.e., in tvench VII-VIII, as opposed 1o
VIII-IX. It means anywhere in that quadrant of the mound
Southwest'Oflstéke-VIIE'along an arc with radius of 21 feet.

Especially as one gets far out {rouw center, this is about
: : i -

» . [ .
&5 bad as not loguting'the burial "at all. This was the wain °
. * . . .

reason why I established the sequence of digging, Ludkily
VPedbody had no special arrangezent to his fleld ﬁotebook‘ 50
when hurlal,x appeara after rufkle A and before Profile B,

1t was fTound in the trench betﬁeen tﬁese ;wo‘profiles. Thug
the applicable arc is considerabiy shortened. I need not
mention the difficuliieﬁ that arise in the periods when
?eubody made Fa:abee‘do'his profiles. Then one musp depend
_'Oh_double recording of burials, such notations as "s.hfn

At
- vie gy

Zor
A few burials have even less data, such as one which
has merely "in breast (pnol;le) of Stake VII. But 80% of

the bur1¢ls with sowe work may be placed thhln 5-10r of

their orlglnal pesition virtudlly, and 1! horizontally.
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The data oﬁ stratigraphy are verylmeagre. All ﬁhat
can he»équeezed'dut of it is sﬁown on the map "Stratigraphy
bflihe Dorr Mouhd}“ The ma jorxr stratum seems 1o be a thln ldyer
of dark, clayey earth referred to by the-writers-aa the "buck—
ghot layer", " It was first noticead by Peabody when ke came
over to iuspééi‘FarQbéeis profile at XI?.' Farabee was looking
.for strata on profiles to the north, but on each_he gays "no
strata visible" or "homogeneous". Tt is doubtful whether he

'had learned to.dlstlnwulsh strata whether they were there or
.not, However the fact that at proflle XIV the buckshot layer

does not, as in mest other profiles to the south, extend across

“the whole faéé of the pit. 1udzcdtes that XIV is near the

ndrthérn-limit of.ﬁhe luyef. ;Right after he did X1v Peabody

went back and-drew-his_own profile at stake 1V, and since_he'
does not mgntion:it, 1t is likely that the layer was not
present thls’far sounh. 0a the proflxes at v, vI, XIII 2,
and 4, the authors.omlv drawings or commentis on the profiles,
On all the other profiles around the center of the mound,
however, the bucksho% layer ishpresent. Ia all likelihood
the stratum uqderlies the whole central mound area. Indeed
it is possible that its Ilmlta represent the orlglnal llmlts:
of the wmound before 1t started to wash down and spread out.
informatlon is aCanuy and even contradlctory, but
Adn general this. buckshot layer is about one foot from the
bottom'of the excavation and 8-4 inches thick, At the very

center of the wound, if one can taie rarabee 8 lupressionistic
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drawings at fuce fa}ue, it scems to §row thicker and a liﬁile
ﬁigher;_ I3 is not albonstruction'level,of the mound, in
his.pﬁblication Peabody calls it a "sod-line® (Pe&body, 1904,
Vp.:24).‘ This in£erﬁretatidn_is probably valid.

| Within ﬁnd abiove this layer is a stratum of sandy
soil up t§ two\feet-thick, Lut generélly about one fogt
thick., It rests ﬁirécniy on top of the buckshot‘layer. The
evidénoe.fof thié interior priwary wound of sand is slim,
,consistihg of_a vague cosment of Peabo@y's about profile VII;
And three vgrj crﬁdé drawiﬁgs oi Farabee's. put the'éxiaml
tence of siwilar priuiary mounds in the coeval Crobks and

MeQuorquodale sites lcads us to accept the meagre evidence

at face Qulue.

‘ Artifacts are comparaﬁivély scanty. Only three
burials_hafe‘ceftainiy‘usspciated artvifacis. ~Qther burialé 
have artifact;_nearb;, but they are recorded separately.
After the l4th Farabee sccums to have glven up deséribing
artifacts with burials; and the investigator must again:do
his own correlations, |

The published data on the Dorr Mound are bracti;

cally uon—exiétcnt.'.“here is, we have seen, a fair améunt
~of unpublished evideﬁbe%-but.it iy so ¢chaotic and hazy
that interp?etatiOQS,gfg in 0o cases certain, Those that

are wmoderately sure are prescated below,




~i

III. PUASES PRESENT AT DORR AND THEIR BURIALS.

In the Dorr collcctions are & vast majority of Coa—

homa sherds, some Dorr Phase pottery, and part of a single

~Hushpuckeny, Neéley's pot. What with the lack of stratigraphie

data and‘the;pdor quality of the burial data it was found

impossible to hssign wost of the burials to one phase or

another.
At.Oliver, ‘as we shall see, all the Coahoma Phase

burigls'wefe'cﬁténded,-éb.we wmay tentatively say that most

of the extended buriils here are Coalocwa and that those burials

of other positions are of another phase, probably Dorr. The
presence of only one large llushpuckena pot fragment in the

collections wakes it unlikc1y that very many of the burials

derive from this culture.  Tihere is one burial, of uninown

position, described in the ficld notes as intrusive, having

+

better preserved bones than tie majority. This burial?

wmight be Hushpuckeha, although of.qourse that Peabody called
it intrusive weans very little as aill the Coahowa burials
are probably intfﬁai?e also. |

| All the.bur;aisfwhose Binbers are surrounded by
pencilled squares on the map {Dorr Map 2) are efidently on
the grouad level ggd.were presumably placed thefe before
tlie mdundlwas constiructed. They wmay all be assigaed to the.
Dorr or Hapéweliiahiph#aé. “fhroe of these buriéls are flexed,

some geem 1o be mimply skull burisls, wmost have no positional

-

' ' . . . 5r
data. DBurial 46-7 is u two skull burial und had w1th:a good




Hopewelllan peint encased in a cake of red ochre. Another
Hopewelllan palnt was found at ground level at couvcdinates
XII, 6. If thcre was once a barl 1 with it, no traces were
noticed by_the.excaVators. hurxal 29 was on the ground level
it is mentloned that sherds accowpanied it. These sherds
may h;vn heen of ﬁhe Dorr Phase. The'other-two "{{*s" on the.
map'repiesent piecés 0i galena found near the sufface, and

which are considered HOprcillan simply in view of ihe pre-
‘dllectlon of those peaple for that nlneral 'All the other
flexed buriais; noted in ink, are four feet or more below
the present surface of the wound, and there is a high proba-
bility that they g1sQ date frumiihg Dorr tecupation. 1In
summary.wé.méy say_thut'Dérr Phase burials secm to'bejgéhs;. -Lff
uaily skull, partial';r flexé&Abufiais,,that grave goodé' |
are raré, that wost of.the burials were put down just before
or‘during the co#struction,bfltne muund, and that none of the
cértalnly Dorr Phase burials are close enough to the surface
to he consldercd intrusive.

As for éoﬁﬁoma Phase Lburials, they $eeﬁ tb tend.

uore tbward.thé élopéS'of the wound and can be considered -

. ge;lera.ll}"‘ intrusive, | Four burials had ‘Coahomal artifacts
associated (one poiut, thé‘dthe}s pots); two of thése were
Aexﬁénded; thé'othefshad 1o data; ali were.Superfiéial Other

scattered Loahoma artifacts recorded in the mound were ull‘

within three feetlof £he present surface,

A'compariédn with the well documented Coahowa burials
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at Oliver suggests thut the burial patterns at the two sites

are 31m11ar in the moderately rare occurrence of grdve goods,.”
in. £hé preponderance of extended burials wiere there is
Vdocumcntation of position, and in the trait of intrusive
_burial-intd a conicul burial wound, It will be scen how-

ever that the‘“burial wound" at Oliver is a vestigial affair
at best. Does the éheer size of the mound here indicate that
this componeﬁ;-of the Coahomwa Phase is e%rlier? I.beliévé

U0t «= a brief loox at the pottery shows no dlfference

between Dorr and Oilvcr Loahoma cowponents. This mound is

large becadse the Dorr Plhase people made it that way. Just. .

because the Coahoma [olk here had -a big burial wound to

. bury in, und_did‘noL”nuve 1o use the humblé tiny type‘6f 

nurlal mound whlcn Wi s Ln use at Jlxver does uolt wean a

thlng in tcrms of xelauva strength 01 the burial mound -

s

traditions at~the tWU sites. Arc we to assume from the

presence of nineteenth century \uerican burials in this

mound that this culture alsc was steeped in the venerable

burial mound tradition? Not at all., In sum we

pothesize that despite their use of a magnificent old

burial wound the Coahowa people at Dorr had a culture and

traditions very mg¢h'like‘those'bhat shall be described

for their compatriots  at bliver,
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I.  INPRODUCTORY.

Thié cgaﬁicr will serve as an explanation and com-
ment.oﬁ the maps atlthe end'af the paper., These maps are a
grophic distillation of all the strutigraphic,-structura%,
_'ﬁgd burini placemeﬁt data coataiued in the field notes. of
-feubdd& and Farabbe pertaining to.ﬁhc Big Mound at Oliver.

In this dig Furébee wrote notes on the'appearance

of hurigléﬂ(pbsitidns, bones preseni, grave goods } the
first season, IWe have no notes irow Farabee for thewseqondﬂéeason,
in which he dug up the émaller Cémetery Mound, except for a '
lune~pﬁgé sﬁmmary'of the dig; Whether he wrote field notes
then is upcert&in:. if they ever exiated.they.are now 10§t.

-Peabody;s-doﬁes_begin;ﬁs ;andom comments on any-
thing he saw, . bhut uite? a while:tﬁey'becqme formaliied. in
‘théréeCOQd season ﬁé hus two sections of the séme book'fér
.burials aad feor fin@s, features, eté., noted during the dig—
giﬁg_of the trenches, There is A separate book for profile
data, Later he recopied almost all his data =—— burials onto
curds, profiles_onpb profile waps, und post holes and-stray',
finds and.cpmmenté onto separate sheafls of paper. There are
three problews with this récopied-duta:..thsre are copying
wistakes, there.is_ho cérrelation.of déta, and the arrange-
ment intq-éeparatﬁ c#tggories_is faulty. ﬁurials which he
ouly recorded.as-stray b0nes appear -in-the stray-finds papera,
_bones seeld in the profiles appear in tho profile maps or are

ignored. Post holes appear usually in the soction reserved




for post holes, but there is a category of features which he

calls "ashpits" which seem to be sometimes ashfilled post holes, i

.-sometimeg trashpits, and sometimes firepité.' These appear in
the stray—flnds aect;on, post holes seen in the profilea ara_
recorded only in the profile maps,

| There is a certain amount of duplicution of data,
Burials éould conceivably be recorded ih four piaces: éncq
a8 stray bones inra irench, once as bones in a profile, 6nc§

as a burial in the next trench, ‘if that is where the akull
was, dnd Oncé as a “stray" ﬁot found nearby. Correlating biws
find; required a great deal of effort, |

Burial datal;;fgenerally.gpod. ﬁe records the Bu‘ial ~§fE;
position, locatxon 1n three diwenaions, grave goods or ob;ecta

whxch he bellevea are asaoclated and whether the skeleton is

of an-adult or a 9hi1d.' Poat hole data ;aTQuite good for

. I
re K

post holes which he believed originated in his "critical

layer", ‘Post holes and features elsewhere are recorded only'

sporadically and evidently the data are imcomplete,
Stratxgraphlc dataL;sjgenerally of h1gh quallty.

At the beglnnlng of the flrat Year he noticed the "sod layer"

& thin layer of midden at the bottom of the mound,  Features
on this, though few, are watched for and well recerded, Un-
fortunately he soon formed the opinion that thlﬁ layer repfe-
sented the orlgxnal turf under the wound, assuwed that it

waa level, and-subéequentlygmade all.maasurhments of height

in his profiles from it. During the second half of the first

N
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year he dug'down to this layer pnly./ Dufing the second yaar
howe#gr he dué Bélow it and gave menauremeﬁta both to the sod . =
lgyer and to the floor of his irench. It is evident from

the figures that one or the other is exceedigﬁy uneven, In
hie profile drawings he makes the sod luyef straight and‘hiw'
trench floora-unéven and we must asau@e‘that‘this was the
cas¢. Thus in weasuring height of the total mound and of

the various strata we must assume that the sod layer is indeed
level and use it as our absolute datum. The oﬁly check we

have is his "critichl level”, whose height from the. sod layer

was measured accurately at ten foot intervals in each pro= .

file., If we ﬁasume, a8 he does, that the sod layer is indeed

'flat;"in,the drawings the neritical level™ turns out hori-

zontal'élao, to #iﬁhin about a foot. This indicates that the:

sod layef was indeed roughly level,
On one of the last days of the dig Peabody dug a

E‘;J-zzs‘l‘j

long trench from the edge of the mound into the plaza to see

if the sod layer did in fact come to the surface when he got

- beyond the wound tailings. He discovered to his borror that

his theories were all wrong, that the sod léyer in fact

'_dipped shafply and petered out at a point where it was cone .

aiderablyfbelow the surface. It was not indeed a "“ased layer"
but a layer of midden whose aeemlng near—levelneas under the
whole mound is a maticr of luck,

Peabody noticed the "critical level® (whose natura

w111 be dealt wlth ahortly) about half way through the first
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season, From.then on his preoccupation with it grew; hé T'Qw
‘corded its height and thickness with incre@sing accuracf and
went to great pains to find all the post holeas evidently : .‘:.' . é
emanating from it, He recognized no other atrata,in.the moﬁﬂd-
a8 such, yet, becausé he was careful to note all the soil

~changes he saw in the profiles, we are able to reconstruct

what are probahly.all the major strata in the mound,

The one’ class of data which is almoat totally lacklng

-ia. art1fact placement. True all grave goods and whole pots

are recorded but the overwhelmlng magor1ty of sherda, stone

]

and bone artlfacta are unplaced, A few sherds are catalogued

by trench number, but this gives us no clue as to their

'vertical pqsition.

mound stages can only be deduced from burials when they oc- ~

Thus the phase placement of the various

cur, from stray hxnts, and from guesswork. Let us noew get

on to the maps.



.II.‘ . THE MAPS.
. wp 1

. This ﬁap shiowing by one foot contours the height
and shape bf thé.ﬁound in 1901-02, ia felatively self-
explanétofy. It will be noted that on this map‘dn& on most
of the others North is not at the top but to the right, Thla
is because ‘that is the way Peabody's own maps are arranged,
and because the ahapé of the excavated area (surrounded by
ink: linea) is such that it fits onto a piece of _Paper easler_

this way.

The contour lines on this map as on thevothers are

at one foot intervals. The figures represent height not
from any'absplutq datum but from, as I have indicated, the
sod lﬁyer..

{

five foot wide north-south trenches, It is to be noted that

they got shorter as time went on. ~The trenches are numbered

gasl, '
_from 1 to 20 starting at the w jgﬁf The other set ‘of numbers .

atartlng at 2 and goxng t0 31 are the numbers of the profller

-at the end of each trench. To be more accurate they are the

-numbers on our east-west row of stakes, one for each prefile,

placed on the egst-wesi axis ﬁf the mound in the ﬁiddle.
"The north-south slakes are lettered in §he raﬁher peculiar
fashion shoﬁn on the map.  The non-lettered stake in the
middle bore the east-west number. -

The notation "no data" in the center of the map

In digging .Peabody started at the wesi end, digging .




rbears some explanation. Throughout the higher'part of the | 1
.'mound Peabody dug his trenches in stages of stepa, working '
‘oﬂ éa many as three or four trenches at once, At the end
of the first year he had finished trench twelve . and bhad dug ‘ g
one stage on trench thirteen. Over the fall and winter of
1901 erosion occurred in trench thirteen and in the not yet.
excavated portlon of the mound directly to the‘géé%; “On
account of this in the beginping of the second éeason he
‘dug treanch 13 dowa another level, dug a deep 1eve1 in trench'
14, and cleared the tops of trenches 15 and 16 w1thout recording
:anyth;ng. Thus we can only infer the total original hezght

of the mound in this region from data taken down in nearby
trenches.
TWO'facté_that Peabbdy'never'éaw are evident from

this map: (1) The mound is not round but roughly, rectan—

fular, (2) The Orlentdtlon of the mound is not east-west
_or e;eﬁ north—south. -The'long axis is actually northéast,
soﬁthwést,‘the shorter axis northwest, southeast,
It is'eviﬂéﬁt that the western slope is a good deair

steeper than.the-eaéterh. One reason for this may be that

the gwound on the east is a foot or two lower, due to a
depression of some sort oﬁ ﬁhdt side, Another reason is
simple differenhiallcrusion.- The top on the western side has
-slumped &6wﬁuﬁﬂnﬁidefably, as a.diﬁcussion of ihe'higher strata

will show, Othéfﬁiéé;.ihié wap is aalf—ekplanatory.
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This no#t map is a cross—aéction of the mound from
-west L0 east at the nﬁmberéd stakes, An exéeption was made
for sﬁfaﬁé A énd B, stages of a small wmound within the ﬁﬂund
whose lower slopes are ail that reach as far north as thia.
In order to show their relation to strata 3 and 4 they are
drawn as at their highest cross—gection, atlahgut Btake No
‘Stratum A reaﬁhe5:t0 the ﬁop of stfatum 2, stratum B reaches
:almost to £he topiof'stfatum 4, and.at one point seems to
.break throﬁgh. The.bordera of A are dotted because we know
- them 6n1y.roughiy.

Stratum l.ia the "sod layer", w%ich averages under
a foot thick. It wna ‘ot noticed at the beglnn1ng of the
dig, at proflles 2 and 3 probably because Peabody was not
at first expactlng 1%.. It i3 an axiom of archeology that one
sees what éne looks for., However it is possible that the
iayer had_thinned”té-thé point of invisibility in ﬁhis far
eastern region. The Sod layer is actually a layef of dafk
rich midden soil;'it'ié not certain whether there are éhy
man-made stfdf& béiow this, The soil undernéath-is deacribed
as yellowish'sand and buckshot which is completeiyﬁterile;
slgna ‘of loadlng are not ment1oned 'thus‘it ia presumed to
‘be natural 3011 |

Stratum 2 consists of clay'éﬁdm"diri" generally of
a light color, Basket loads of dirt.aré.aomdtimea seen,

This stratum is evidently wound fill; on.top of it, below




stratum 3, is_hﬁrnt‘cluy ete., indicating an occubation layer,
Strata 3 and 4 together form Feabody’a ”ﬁritical
iayer“, and are shown as strata A and B in Péabody, 1904,
plate 8. The lower layer is geanerally described as the “ash
-stratum"' it is rich in cultural matcrlal and is evidently
a layer of pure'ﬁidden waterial. The upper layer is deacrﬁied
as light—colore@ buékahot_or hard clay. A pefuﬁai of the map
(or d1agram) will show that the bottom of 3 and top of 4 are
quite. even, whereas the joining between the two strata is
very irregular. The thickness and irvegularity of stratum
'3, coupled with the fact thqt El; the burnt clay is found
below this stratum iéada e to.he}ieve th;t thig does_not
repreéént an occupation layer{'aé'Peahody suggents hefe and
thére.in his noteé, Hls belxef was based on the fact that
the large number of post holes he found at this general level
originated w1th1n the critical layer, This was because h05
always'nuticed the;post Lioles while digging through tﬁe.
"eritical layer" or just after he got below it, and is, as we
shall see, a faﬁlty intérpretation. | |
Siﬂde‘theéerlayers bear a very close réiationship
10 each other it is my contention th@t they fepreaent p;rt
and parcel of-one couatruction stage, - Evidently a thick layer
of mldden or garbage dlrt waa apreud over the.old: floor,#and =~
thls unstahle medium was covered with a €ap of buckshot. A
strikingly similar method of mound censtruction was obsexved

io wound C at Lake George in the Southern Delta. Mound ¢ was
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an_éarly temple'mound dating from hhout the same time period
‘as the early part of this wmound,

Above stratum four there was evidently ancther

‘occupation layer, although'no features of any sort except

for posthdles are assignable to this level. ‘A possible

1

r

reason for this is thut the site was abandoned for a long
period after this conatructlon stage, and rain and eroaion.'
Qay have washed away all the soft widden matter above the
durable clay cap. Burlala assignable to thia occupatxon
level and also that above siratum 2 are from the Coahoma
phaae; Sinca-this is the earlieat occupation of any size
on the site, the‘"aoé-layer" must alse belong to this phase.
.Aﬂ Mound C, Lake.Géd:ge site, "pre-mound" and "primary
ﬁouhdJ iévels_we?e g1$9 found to beloﬁg to the same culture.-
| Stratum 5 is another construction stage composed of
ioaded earnh thh a moderate amount of cultural materlal
1ncluded w1th1n_1t; Strutum 6 is not exactly a stratum and.
was certainly not recognized as such by Peabody: it is a
‘thin layer of bufnt_cla&; ashes, etc, frow whiéh many post— .
holes and intfuéioﬁslseem to emanatef' Evideptly this is
‘another occupation floor, Cultural idenvification of this
layer is difficult, ‘éareful étudy jndicafed that the two
floor layers.én.ghcﬁ aide of.ﬁhe_méund (stratum 8 and 10)
were df'thenéame‘age as stfatumrﬁ;"éﬁfdfﬁm.ld had Hushpuckena
Phase vessels associnted with it, Stratum 9 way actually

not be a floor but burnt clay washed down in quantities from

v 3 ’ I




- the £up‘0f the moqnd. Bﬁrnt clay patches appeéred.in COnw
sidéfable quantitiés on the western slopd_#f the mound and
were of great ﬁelp in detérmining the shﬁpe.of the mound
during the Hushpuckena periods The brown dots on the weat
‘gide of thié map indicate burnt clay, although no piecés'
were actually on the nﬁmberéd atake.line. They merely
serve to 1ndlcute the slope of the mound at the tlme of. the

hurnlng of the structure on the stratum 6 f100r3 as determined

by extrapolatlon from the depth of the actual chunka of-
 burnt clay (daub).

The identification of siratum 6 with stratum 10,
the floor‘containiﬁg Hushpuckena-material,-is admittedly
ﬁncer?ain, éince'mugh 6f thgmégstgrn.slope as it was in
Hushpuckena iimea is eroded away., There are howevef other
‘indications: a few huri#ls frowm their depth and.locatioﬁ
are.definitély'aSSignable Lo this occupation layex. These
conf&in 56 diagnostic grave goods, but one isjin fleied‘
poaition'and anpthgr is a buadle, types of burial which do
not occur in the1Coahoma‘Phaae. Moreover there are so many
Hushpucken# shefdé;in-thé.colleotions {hat one floor at least
in the wound must be'assigned to this phase. Lastly, the
‘postholes ass;gnable to thls floor generally 1nd1cated that
a true house stood atop the mound -at the tlme. As we shall

- gee the two Conhoua layers dld not seom to have houses as
such. All these indications add-up‘td aEHuahéuckena iden=-

tification,




Stratum 7 is another mound fill layer which Peabody
does not dlatlngulsh 1r0m stratum &, Above thls is stratnm
8‘ the remnanta of another clay floor. Since there at no
point is over-aix‘inchea of ¢irt above this'floof it seems
,brqﬁab%ﬁgthat.this was és high as the mbund ever gbt, and
stratﬁm 8 fepresénts the- last 0c§£patibn. It is 1mposslble
.to be absolutely sure whether thls floor belongs to the.

Huahpuckena or the7011ver Phase. Certainly Qliver people

~buried extensively in the mound, but this proves nothing

about the floor,. he Oliver people could have put the extra
few feet of dirt on the muund and built on it, they could
have built just a new house on an old Hushpuckena floor,:br
théy cdﬁld haveidéﬁe‘hothingo“’ |
lFQint'indiCntions suggest that the Oliver peopie
did build atop the mound: 1. 'Peabody found a conéidergble
amount of sﬁerds):pqints.and other cultural material of the
Oliver phase; .but 6f.caﬁr$e it is possible they ;11 came from‘
the few trenches that extended out into the "plaza" area.
e Although Oliver hurlais geem Lo swarm all over the muund

there are none on the very top, p0531b1y because there was

'a structure there. 3. There ma Y be a structure on this

floor oriented to the p01nts of the compuss, not to the
4&%@%~0f the mound. If s0, this could only have been buiit
at a time when the mound had deterioratéd”cbnsiderably in
its form so as to-be a directionleas mass df earth, by a

people who bad no knowledge of the previous use of the mound,




4, There is hzstorxcal evxdence that the Qunpaw, possesslng.
a very similar culture to that of Oliver, utilized mound-
top structures. There is no evidence that stratum 7, the
1lnst mound conatructlon layer was bullt up bf Oliver folk,
My guess is that they did not do it, that maJor earthuoving
pro;ectg were beyond the acope of these marginally Mississip—
pian johnnyécome-latelies. Nevertheieas I may ﬁe underestimating
then, | |
| That in brief is the stratigraphy of the Big Mouﬁd
at Oliver. A tfibu{e is due to Charles.Peabody. Without
having.any cOmparative data, without knowing that burnt.ciay
.in quantihﬁs mean; & fiﬁor, that'bupkshothcapé aluwost aiwaja
‘mean the,tqp.of & construction layer, he:made records
.accurgie enough to providelail the information on this ﬁaﬁ.
and the'othefs. At a tiwme when stratlgraphy was belleved to
be nonex1stcnt ia Amerlca, when the existence of stages
within a mound had never before been demonstrated Peabody &
Epowers of observat;on we}e keen onough, hia preconceptlons
few enough to take down all this uata in lucld form, ighoranﬁ
as he Was a8 to 1ts true meanlng. Moore was a good Ardhaqologiat
for his time; Peuquy wus twenty'yeérs ahead of it.
3. wps | !

.lﬁlth the help of the key this map, of the "sod—

layer", should be self—explanatory. Peabody.givea little data

on:.the height of the Leap (or heaps) of shell i n the middle;
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evidently it was at no poiét-over a foot high. Whether thié
hehp ia contempofanepug‘with the fireplaces, etc., around it
is uncertain. The small holes, with and without ashes, may
Be post holes in some‘;asés, but they form no‘vieible patterns,

~One thing wdrth-noting is that both the shell heap and some

apots of ashes go right unéer the little mound, stratum 4, -
This indicates that most or. all of the occupatlon represented
by the "sod—layerw occurred before either the moundlet "g" -  3z.fJ
was buzlt.
It may be remarked that the abrupt cessation of
the shell heap at proflle 10 indicates only that Peabody
was not aware of it before this point. The-Lack of profiléz
linea'oﬂ:this mgp refiects.our_ibﬁiative assumption that
-tbé:sqd;layé£_wa§ §q@teJlevel;
4 MAP 4 |
?his map shows ail the post holes, or at least -
all that-Peabody reébpded, in ﬁhe "eritical level" in the
Big Mound..
The reco&nltlon recording and plotting. éf the
post holes on this. levnl represents Peabody's wost remarkable -
scientific achlevement In his field notes he recorded
position, depth of top below méund_sﬁrfaée, leng#h,.di;
rectioﬁ and diameter_of all thé posf holes. ' Then he made
tables'ahdﬁa'ldfgé”ﬁdp”bf'théﬁ, computing the Height above
the ground of -the tops of the poat holes by subtractlng

the1r depth from the total helght of the mound above each




of them, as noted in his profile drawings. The profile

drawings themselves, compiled from notes and rough sketches

made in the field, are no mean achievement,

I madé an elaborate check of‘allzthé data on his

-maps and.drawinga against that contained in the field noteé,'

There were few post holes omitted or wrongly placed and aome
1na§curabe comﬂutatlons of height, but the correlatlon W&,
80 near perfect that I carried the check only as far as the
.flrat year's fleld notes. He has done virtually the best
job poesible of arrgngim;the raw data in intelligible fdfm.:
Bui one wust not 4o overboard: there are limits

to the data. He recorded only the ldrge post holes (they

: average 6" in dlameter) und these in the main seem to have
;been emnty (as on mound A, Lake George) and thus palnfully
Hobv1ous t0 the most casual obaerver. There may have been
smaller pos; holea and. pérhaps wall trenches, but we shall
never know. |

“0reover, there are grave dlfflcultles with his
data on helgnt of pust holes. For the first gix or seven
‘trenches he dug them down in one stage to an arbltrary level,
But he soon tzred ok this and began dlgglng down only to‘
what he called the "sod-llne“' actually a premound occu-
pation level (ﬁggﬁggtgiit‘ Thxs is generally flat but
:not entxrely 80; thua we havc no truly abaolute datum Ievel

on which to tie our fomputations.

From trenches 7 to 12 his wethods underwent an

o
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olaborate evolution. He begun to dlg his trenches in two

stages, The first stage wus dug not down te any level but

to a rough depth'belnw the surface of the mound, usually

about fivé feet. | All feutures ubove this Lavel are recorded

in terms of depth below the surface. Featurecs in the second

atagé are recorded part1y‘this way, partly in termas of

height‘abOVe thé bottom. 'Correlating these, and arriving v

at absolute heights for his profiles is extremelyldifficult.

- Since by the time he réached the botiowm of a treanch the

_fzrst stage of the next trench on was already dug, he never.

had a cOmplete profile to work with, but had te refer back

f to hls field notes 1o complle the data on any one trench

There is an 1ntarest1ng problem here, Let's say

we have a post hole on the floor of the first stage at the

back of the trench near the last one, say at point "L" om-

F

the E-W_axis.- What does the flgure he gives for helght

below surface : mean, —- ne1ght below surface at the front

(west) wall of the %rench; or height below the surface

above-thé poSt-hole itself? = A careful perusal of his notes

indicates that it was the former. Although the floor of

“the first stage was curved in the north~sgouth dimehsioh,'

it was flat in the gastewest dimension,‘ao on the upslope

of the mound “the g;ven depth of Bay seven feet for a post

hole at the back of thc trench way mean the true depth

below the surface at that point is six feet or less, '

A further “refinement® in Peabody's method soon
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'occurred when he realized that most of the post holes appeared
about a foot below the level of hls first '’ stage., S0 he thgn
.dug the trenches in three stages: firat to about 5 feet
below thé suffa¢e,‘g£ which point he made accurate measure-
‘wents of the height of his profile, noting that profile
h;ight actually varied from 4‘6“ to 5'6". Then he would dig
.say a rough foﬁt'ﬁﬁd a half further and proceed to record

hia'pést holes. So in one trench the tops of all the post

holes are recorded ng 6'6" from the surface.. This measure-,
‘ment is nothlng but a very rough approximation, Moreover it

does not measuré the tops of the post holés but merely ﬂhg

- point at which he stopped‘digging[ surely aimost alwayé,1

somewhat below the'tbp,

Soon it occurred to Peabody that these post
hOIQBZWere related to the "critical level® stratum, so from

then on he made his second or post-hole-recording floor at

the level of the midden. From then on what he records as.

the'top'éf the_post h?lés is merely the level of this fairly
thin widden at thét‘point. So any attempt to segregate

his post holes by helght of tops in hopes of dlscern1ng two
or more bulldlng stagea within the mldden is foredoomed to
failure, . One may be rcas;nahly sure that the holes he
assigns to. the crxtlcal level actually belong ‘there as the
rnearegt other oggup@tiongevel is fivg_feet'nbove. But this

ia nllﬁ
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"All oné ﬁad then was the roughly circular pattérn.
of post hqléé seen on the map if one ignores the differing
colors and the pe#dil‘linea. How then did I derive the two
rather attfaétive_fg@tangular and circular patterns shown

by the pencil lines? It is a long story. First I tried

'segregatlng the post holes by diameter, but could get

nothing significant. .Then'it occurred to me that'although

the tops of ithe post holes were not accurately derivable

frow the data, thejﬁqﬁtoms were, {me can cut off tops but
ﬁithin the limits oflaccuraéy imposed by Peabody‘s roungd-
about wa&s of getﬁing_absolute height, the~bottqma of the
p@st.holes were wﬁeré he says.;hey were. I then made the
doubtful assumption that in building any one structure,
the Indlans would iu- all dikelihood sink all the major post
holes (whlch are all we have} 1o the same depth. Surprisingly
enough, this seems to work.: I divided the post holes into
: aectoré_aa_shdwn on the-map. Then for each aector I plotted
the bottom—helght of the holes on a graph and in the main
.the aeights clustered beautifully.' These conclusions wergi
made:;
1; For the whole northern half of the excavations
most of_the.holga with aropnd:4 feet.bottom-
. height (hlue clolor)‘ i’orméd'-a---per-fect-_ arc of
half a CITCIG. | ;

‘2, In the 1ncred1ble Jumble of the southeastern -

sector this arc was continued, for some reason,




by poat holes of green color about & feet in

depth
3. There are five rather brlef rows of post
holes (A —-E on the map) which although they vary
grcatly in‘depth between themselvea, are inter-~
nally consistent. Row E is really too short to
be slgnlfxcant but since 1t parallela row C and
is of the same depth I reason il may be related
- Where it would extend to the southwest is . uneXxes
cavated., These ?ive segﬁents form a fine feé- .t '
tangle.
< 4. No éontipuation 0?_;he re;tangle'may be found.
y ‘“on the E.sidg. - The two possible shorf rows of
ngfeenﬁ.p6§ts(l ana.2) indicate that this may
hgyé been éh entrancé.
: | !
5, Otherqgﬁorf possible rows. (3 and 4) have un4  - g
known éignificance if any. o
We seeﬁ to have two structures here, a ronndloné
and a rectangular dﬁe. The‘round one seems to have been
built in- one stagé,'the'posté #ll being sunk to about the
same depth, The rectanéulgr structure, however, seems to
have been built in shért Qegments, ﬁrobably over a fairiy

short time. The huwe size of these structures (reapectlvely .
about 80 and 60 feet acroas), and the complete lack of central
posts 1nd1cate that these were not hauses, and were not

roofed over. Rather they seem to have been palisades or




fenced encloaﬁres;. Whether ox not there was wattling between

the large posts isfﬁnknown. I would think there was; because
if people wanted to enclose an area, they Qould feally close
it.- I have noted the poséible entrance io the rectunguldr

structure. On that same side the eircular structure has

two sets of double posta-indicated £y small arrows, This ﬁay{
‘have been its entrance. ,(Qu the éthér hand the'entrancea.

to both these structures may have been in the uneicaﬁéted
southwest portious. | |

| f%ny cénSideration of theselstruCtures must take
iﬁio acc&unt the unbelievably similar post hole patterns
tound bf Collins (%932) on therﬁﬁason§ille_site. ‘He oh'tﬁd.
‘occasions fouPd sq@dré struc£uréé.inaide round.dnés-of abont':
this size. -Tﬁéfefare diffcrence#{ his entrances aré_on

the west,.h}é structﬁres were not on mounds, he had wall
tréncheaf  But ﬁhﬁt we aré dealing with the same culture
paﬂtefn is likeiy;. Both sites have a cord-marked componeﬁt.

That the Oliver structures are Coahoma in date is undeniable,

and from this it igfsugggsted that the strﬁctﬁres at Deaabn—l
ville derive from the earlierfcompohgnt_there;

| The gtrange fact that at both Deasoﬁville‘aﬁdiﬂliver
square struciurea were found within round ones led we to
believe at first thut in all the cases the'strgcygres were
conﬁempgraﬁeoué, and that we were dealing with a very
pééﬁiiar archiieéiﬁrﬁl.buttern. Further siudy suggests

however that this is not the case, but before we ge further
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let us take a look at mﬁps five and six,
5. MAPS 5 and 6

In our péruaal of these drawiﬁgs 1§t us for the
moment ignofe thé?dABhed deeﬁ blue lines signifying the
~¢ircular and Sqﬁnreﬁétructures, nnd.consider the other
fe;turésQ;‘ |

“fhé pehcii liﬁes on wap 5 indicate the contours
of the top and slopes of the mound as they exlsted ‘after
.tha 4dd1ng of atratum 2 and b efore the addition of strata
3 and 4. Thesa qontours wore in the main drawn by taking
'the'height-df the bottom of stratum 3. This stratum is not
present in the northﬁest corner, so0 here the slope-of this
pfimary mound iS'ﬁncértain, Figuring out.tﬂé coﬁtours on
the eastern slopes was wost difficult, as here the critical -
layer strata were noi recognized by Peabody. However he
_ddes sporadicdllyaon this profile or ﬁhatJmention layers
of midden or buckshot extending partially across the profile. 
These strata are often given different names from one proflie_
to the next and tfa01nd them frem profile 14, where most of H
the strata on our.mup 2 have been recognized, to profile‘S,
was‘a‘Hérgulean labor. A check was provided by the variously.
nqted asﬁ or shéli "étrata" scemlngly szall lenses or patches.
It Wa8 assumed that they represented arcas: of midden seil
on’ the slepes of former mound staves. _Whep_the slope of
the critical 1ayer stratg‘wus tentatively calculated, it was

found that a large number of these patches appeared just




: below them, Ev1dént1y they derlved from the second occﬁpatxon
layer, whlch is now belng dlscussed Correlating the data
from these patches and the rare notations of the critical
layer strata, I arrived at the rather reasonablg looking
slope. | -

.

Unquestlonab-y the mound was flatwtopped at thla _:

S04

time, but ‘the contours give USATEdl indication that the'
shape of thg mound was rectangular: it may well have been
round. | |

The daahéd ink circle indicates'thé approximate
circumference of the little mound, stratum-A. The light
blue pepcillrepresénts‘thé Lorizontal liﬁifé of the buckghot‘
formation Which.forms one. of the major‘bases for our helief
in the eiis£eﬁce of Straﬁum A itéélf. The formation wés not.
noticed by Peabody before profile 24 but it in all likelihood
extends further east. It has a pecullar shape: the top szde

of it bewlns at the sod layer on the northern edge, From

there it rises sharply for five ieet or to the soﬁthward in
the.prdfilcs, tgen_leveis‘éff and peters out, The highest
p01nt in profile 24 is five feet above the sod layer, in

-~ profile 27 only two feeh _0n the southern-side £he buckshot
does not go to the b§ttoh but only forms a sort of‘band
avéraging_two'fegt'thi@k._ The total_shabe.of“the whole
thing can be visualized ihualy: curl your f1ngers slightly
(keeplnw them together) and place the heel of your hand on

the desk; keep your thumb at ihe level of'your_first knuckle,




 The‘soft of quarter dome faormed approximates tbé shape
desired. Upon visuﬁliiing this shape. it immediately oceurred
to me that it Iooké lilke about a quarter of & buckshot cap

on a little_ﬁoﬁnd. ’

This sheds iight o a knotily praeblem conmected
with atraﬁum B, above and to the south. This peculiar
layer of hucksh{a‘t,'chock full of burials, is continually
described by Peahody as a llttle mound despi the fact
that 1t 13 shnped in cross—bectth like a crescent concave
side down. Thg meaniﬁg of this oﬂd.structgye mystified‘mg
until I eitended the line of the top of it down on the

northern side —- it coincided sirikingly with the outer édge

of therdua:ﬁc; dpme,of_bhckshot below, if the level southern
segmen£'of it (ihe tﬁﬁmbfof the hand) is‘ignbred.' BExtrapos .
lating from the outer éurve of the lower buckshot and on

the other sides frow the top—curve of siratum B, the circﬁm-'“.

‘ference of the putative mound "A" shown in map 5 was arrived

“at. If such a mound exists, the peculiar buckshot formation

is explained as a part of the loading om the northern

edge and interior of the wound; stratum B is a buckshot
cap on-top of the munn&.'_The case for the existence of
mound or_sﬁratum.A ié further strengthened whean it is
realized that all of a group of.burials ‘whose average
hezght above the sod layer is three feet (shown in map 5)
are contaxned w1th1n the putatlve limits of the mound]

In the same way a higher group of burials, marked oun map 6,




are a11 c0ntuined in the cap of buckshot, which is evidenély.
_ anﬂaddition to £he original mound.

.. The evzdence, espe01a11y the noteworthy COncen=
tratlon of burlals points to.nothing other than a small
"conlcal"-burial mound méde in two stages, buried under a
teﬁplg'mound; The next problem is, how do the burial mound
stapes relaté, if at all, to the temple mound stages? That
the so&—liﬁe goes Elithély under stratum A as it goes undér
-stfzitﬁma has been established. As far as can be told
from thi@knbss o¥1§u§m0una midden, strata A and 2 would
sécm'té have beé? g6hsiuctéd at very nearly the same time,

Tﬁé burials are all of about equal depth (3 feet
ubove_@sod")'cxceﬁt‘fur the w&éternmost, which is a foot
lower, Thése-depths, it amust be admitted, correspond to
the teuple mpuqd faf bcttef than Lo the burial wmound: if
they were sunk down frow the top of stage two, each burial
would have had_a\threé;foot io four-foot pit, which séems
:easonable for extended burial. But since Peabody did
hot oftén note burial pxtq or the lack of them, we cannot
be sure wﬁen the aurldls are intrusive or were Iald out
durlng tne construction of stratum A.

‘ﬂrglance at mag 5.will reveal an intergsting
fact: ashes are scatiered all over but burnt clay (orange)
.occurs only at the top of the mound, On the top of the
mound there is one”arsn in whxch hurnt clay is consplcuously

absent: over the region of stratum A, There Thumme is only a




whlch mlght mean almost anythxn" except burnt clay, which

‘waé kept clear of it. Whut about other evidence of struc- ¢

‘tures? Back to the big circle and Map 4.

- useless after all. -jlowever much an archeologist has cut off

would have caught some quite near the top., Thus the maximunm

‘moest of the post:holes‘in the large circle were around six

el
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small patch of ash, and three little areas of “yellow s0il"

Peabody is only too happy to call by name,
Whatever burnt clay weans —- burnt floor, fireplaces

or daub =- it is evident that the burial region of the mound:"

LOngrafter settihg'up these groups of post holes

by bottom height it fihally.occurred to me that Peabody's

1

data on the height of tops of the post holes might not be so

the top of his postioles, there is a good chance that he
figure for top height in any pre-established structural group
of post holes ought to be about the correct height of all

»

of thew., - Iﬁ;Was.fgund‘upon investigation that the tops of

feet plus above the sod layer, and the maximﬁm Was eight‘
feet fof one postholq, aboui éeven_and a half for a couplé
of others. Thls however excludes the southeast sector of
the c1rcle whlch has h91¢hts ranwxng up.to and even over
eight feet consistently.
The’ top of the buckshot of stratum 4 (see map 6) /s
Just under ton feet- tnc top of stratum 2 averagés seven or
morc.fcét. The fact that not a single post hole even approaéhes

ten feet is a good iudication that this structure was built




before the addition of strata 3 and 4, iua other words on

stratum 2,

Map 5 shows two swmall confiraing bits of evidence:

(1)  the higher southicast segmeat of the cirele is reflected

by a rise in the floor level on this stage 2 (Map 5). all

s of the large circle, but

the burnt clay is within the limit

not within those of

the square structure, It looks as if

“the circle-belongs‘to.this level.

There are no recognizable

‘internal fealures on the floor within the circle, except for

the two very large and shuilow {up to two or three fecet). pits

filléd with ashes'shawn'at profile 16, Perhapa these werel

places for great fires of some sort. There are a nuaber of )

small "ash pits" but hotuing that could be iaterpreted as

internal support for the Structpré, Bo we must continue to

lheliéve"it is only a ?alis&de.

El

We have noted previousiy that the post holes of the

circle seem to give out weét of profile 26, possibly because 

Peabody stopped recording them, possibly because there were .

none there, Sinqé:a continuation of the structure would

run it right over the "hallowed ground" of stratum A, this

section of the bifclefs arc c¢oudld have been left blank,

Let we review the probablp sequence of events 80

far. Afte?.living'for 4 considerable period on the ground-

surfabe'the C6dhdmA‘peop1e"décided to build a small steep

burial mound some 3% feet in diaweter and seven feet high.

Whether or not burials were inserted at this Juncture is un—
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‘certain., After a very brief peried, it seems, minds were

changed and it was decided to build & temple mound of sorts
incorporuting the burial wmound into the western slopes, On — .

top of the new wound a clay floor was put down, carefully .

skirting around the hhrial arca, and then a circular stockade

was put up encompasslng the floor and maybe the burials too.

“If the little platform mound was Lndeed'round, the circular
structure enclosed‘the whéie top.

| This temple wound is unquestionably a warginal ex-
ample of one: it secus to be round, it has no house on it
but only a cifculafjétockade; there is a small burial moqnd
incorporated into its anucture as o bur1d1 area. Tran31-:
tlons are rare in agéhoolowy but Here is reasonable evidence
that a burldl—muund-teuple-mound transition occurred at thzs
site. I do not meaﬁ the teiaple mound was invented here,
sprqng fdrtﬂraﬁ Oliver out of the burial mound traditién.
Rather, heéere See@s to be a.neﬁ'and,imperfectly understood -
rellgloub practlce coming up from the south(?) andrbeing em;
.ployed in an ignorant and qua;nt fashion. How the bullders.
~of mound C“atrL;ke_Géorge-would have been amused to observe
.£heir zcalous if ill-tutored imitators upriver!

Let us move onto'Mup 6. This represents the mound
after the midden (brown) und buckshot (llght ‘red) layers had
been added : There are- three more feet on the mound and from.
the look of the contour i;ﬁes the wound has been 8quared up,

and the atructure bullh un top of (uotted blue llne) ;6'13
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square, and orienigg,‘at.least on the southwest.and north-
cast sides, exéctlfswith the wound axis.

What‘evidence is there that this square structure.
is in&eed_assqciated with stratum 47 The wmaximum height of
post holes in seépioﬁs A, B and D. (sce Map 4) of the square
is:ten feet, and‘most of the holes are around eighf feet

above the sédluygr;- This is too high to be cmanatiag from':
.thé fifst'moﬁnd fl&gr or to be cdutemporan@ous with the
Eifcle. That‘;né‘%iructure fits vuguelx within the other
_is.éimply du;'to tﬁé fact that both were enciqsing the top
of_essgntially tHe same-mound, not to arc%itectural habit.

A problem‘is created by segments C and E, Supposed1§ B
of thg}sQuaré strﬁcture:_ themtups of none of the post holes
therein riséé,abo#e‘Six and & half feet, and mo:éover'the-

holes would have been an unbelievable seven feet deep if

-,

they originated at tiuis level, as opposed to the four feet
Yy orig . _ 2 . 0P

of the other holes. Thesc holes are probably the remains of
‘an abortive attempt at structure building on the earlier

. . feused
level. [Possibly the same holes were-refﬁééd at this upper

level —— seguent ¢ does fit beautifully into the sguare —w

but it-cannot be proved. Thus'oqu'the higher segments are’

|

-included 'in Map 6. Indeed the square may never have been

3
:

. Al B . C
finished, after all it was only a atockgﬁ%*surrounding a

‘special area, not a comwplete wall needed to hold up a roof,
Other eﬁidencé'concerning the placement of wost of

‘this square structurc on this upper level is derived from a




study of stratum B, This peculiar cap of buckshot is not
shown in profiles éast of nuuber é3, but 5 partial circun-
ference could be drawn around the weét side from the prefile
data. If extended, the c}rcumferbnce reached well beyond
profile 22 on thé'east, and well iﬁside the square struce-
¥u¥e. ‘Was the éqﬁare rasined in acrodgs the mound like a
modern super highway, without respcct for pre-ex1st1ng
featurea? Doubt forced me to conilnue 1nveat1gat10n.

Plotting the fourteen burials that were found in

i

the cap revealed‘a'striking fact: the burials all scemed to'

be one to two feet from the surface of the buckshot dap,

cexcept for a few enigwatic Lurials on the east, These few.
. o L - _ S i ) ware_ﬂ@(e:{ﬁf

burials; at or to the east of profile 23, plaéémeﬁfztv‘only

five fcet above the s$0d layer, while the height of burldls

less than five feet to the westward is eight feet. Why did,

-

all the burials conform so nlcely to the contours of the;

‘buckshot cap, except these only? Idly I 'drew contour lines-ﬁ

.through a diagram on which all the burials were plotted,

including the peculiar ones. The resulting contour foru was

a nice little mound, the castern third of which was sheared

off sharply in an almost vertical cliff, The estimated
line of the eliff, not guite uorthusuuth,-looked familiar,
All of a sudden'it_hit me -- lhis was the line df the square

structure. Plotting the southwest wall of this structure

in it was found indeed to conform to the bottom of our cliff.

All the burials, now that 1dwef—level burials had been sepa-
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arated out, were outbxde the squale structure but as it were
bunched agalnst the wall clamuring to get in. QRealize that
the "X" amarks on the wap signify unly the skull; look up
8ix feet on th? side and visualize how big those extended '
hurials‘are, and Eow packed in against the wall. From the

. incouplete data 1t seems most of the skeletons are orlented
southeqst, i.e., arallel to the wall,

Wﬁat Qe seem‘to have then is a meund of buckshot
built over siratum A as a part of the general counstruction
program. fhls cap however did not cover quite'the whole afea;
of the old burial mound Post holes for a new.structure.were

“surk into the flanks of thp oid burying area and the new.cap
was mounded up aguinst thé wa 1 or stOpped Just short of the
wéll. .Burzdls were only a foot or iwo deep evidently it
was thought thgt the durable buckshot would not wash away
enough‘to cr;ate_cmbarrassing exXposures even with such ghailéw
.burials as these. shdAlcw burials, a severely restricted
bﬁrldl area, excluded, . shut cutside the walls,‘segreﬂated
from the main mound.“rea-  by now the burial function was?
unquestionably sécohdary TG the tcmple.functions of the
mound. The mound Wab nowly squared up, with a new square.
pallsadé té maLch -True it wasn't exactly a tehéle vet, it
had no':oéf; but'stiillit'was‘an aréa3cerfdinly dediéated to
" the rites of the 1;v1ng, no longer to the rest and peace of

the dead.

The.burial mvuad tradition was by this time about




-9y

J 2 W\:'CT .
dei}a%te-at Ollvcr. ALl that remalns of 1t ig that the

burials are placed in a special soil in a specxal restricted
area. DBut the "burxal mound” is no longer round in places,
nelther does it extend above the surface of the ground around
“it. TJTuodeed there secus to bLe thin portions of strata 3 and
4 extending'over'parts of the area. Whether this earth

was placed there or nerély has uashed over from elsawhere

on the top is uncertaia.

In sumoary there is evidence of & major transition
at Oliver during the Coaﬁoma phase, frém the Burial Mound
tradition to thc‘Témple sound traditiaa. Temple wounds are
lintrodﬁcéd, at the end they are even square with corresppnding
square struciures on Lop. Buria%ﬁAmOunds lose all signifie
cince hefbre‘o&r'véry eyes.‘ All ﬁhis occurs in the Iramework

ol one cexamnic phase. It is ev1ucnt;y a-change only in
) i

’ i

rellglous-structurc tradltlu“, the concept of a temple mcund
. . S ,
or burial mound "culture" is quite inapplicable here. Reme g
:ber that the chanwe frou ci}cular to square sacred stockades
reflecns not at. all on tac dumnestie drchatecture. It lxke
eVerythlng else.of S accular.ﬁature probably - remained the.
Sume, |
6. P 7
Thls map shous the mound durlng the Hushpuckena
“Phase,. At the level of stratum 6. The contours show that at

this tine the wholo mound was steep, rectangulur and imposing;

Figuring the contour liumes on the west was relatively easy




with the help of the pieces of burnt clay.which had washed

or fallen downrfrom;the burat structure above. The eastern
side presentéd.mucngruver problé&s. There were however éon-
tinuous notations'of buckshot at £he uorth and séuth ends of'
all Peabody's early profiles. Previous.investigétionlhad
proven that‘these‘were tao higﬁwup to have anything to do

with the buckshot of stratum 4. Plotted horizontally the

shape of the.buékshot_ﬁade no sense. Iliowever it seemed posf
-sihlé that these buckéﬁot arcas were part of a clay mantlg ’
assoqiated with strgtum 6,_30 their height'data were worked
dnto tbé contoﬁr Li]) with_the results shogpg Note that the
‘bdcksﬁot is on the .iddle of the southeast and northeast |
slopes‘ﬁhbreas the ;dss_éfeepm&brher, evidently :equiring]

no stabilizing dap? ﬁas left bare,

The relation between tﬁe plaza. floors below the

mound and tée wound itself is noet entirely certain. We have |
goﬁe evidcnce that tﬁe buckshot tailings of strafum 4 zo
under the floof on.thc.east, and further building of the mound
‘beyond this'stage;would mean-tﬁe plaza floor would be par—r
iially.cbvered b& £§e 1oﬁer slupes.of the mound. So this
Seems the‘gost.ﬁlaQSible_moudd gtage to which one can assign
‘the floé;_on the plaza.

| A:commenﬁ_gbout.the shélls in the noftheést corner
of thé éx¢£vati6h is in oraér, Acédr&ihém{b.éeuboay theré
are'uctuﬁlly two'ﬁery thin shell-bearing strata about g foot

apart, These way belong to slightly different vccupations




but one of thém at least is cexrtainly associated with the
burnt clay nearby. For tﬁis reason I have combined their
Yefy similar horizonﬁélloutlines &nd.uut them on this map.
The decper post holes at the top, represented by
.purple dots, may form a vague rectanWIe. If th#s indeed is
the'mound—top structure i; seems of modeat enough- size to be
qonsideréd a.£rué_house, not just a pélisade as before.
| | 'it mhst beVremembéred that these contour maps weré
.made by mxlklnw ever&thxnw possible out of the evidence. TheyL
must not be con51dcred accurate and definite reconstruct1nné,
although-no”line Qas‘put in without some evidence. These
"maps sh 10w rather the probable general shape and slope of
the mound | Blg.UISudﬁéﬁ are Josglule' all the reviewing of
{the data could produce 10 sUZH restions of a raump anywhere, fof
instance, yet'one in all likelihood exiéted.
7. P s
The labors that went into the construction of thig
ﬁap are deé&ibed 1n some Qetuil in the sect%on on Qliver Phaée
buriais. Sufﬂicg 1t w0 say here the contours were arrived
at by.pioﬁting the height of Odiver Phase burial pits,
:wquing‘on the assumption that wost éits would be dug_to_aﬁout
the same‘deptpl; ‘The c0nt0ur lines- have numbers in paren~
theses since they represent nlu—helvﬁt not surface height,
One cénnot be sure what was the dcpth of the pits und'%hus
what is the figure to be u#dcd to arrive ut a surface heigh{

e¢stimation. iost of the burials however scem to have been in

¢
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pits about two feet‘deep. Children were sometiiecs shallower,
extended bﬁriaié uéually deéper thun the norm. The contours
drawn froa Early Oiiver burials are not drawn continuous with
.these iromeat§ 6iiver buriéls,_since-thé late burials #rg a
little higher;'ﬁﬁézto gredter slope waéhing.

L The-odd'dent in the contours at the west side of o
the mound requirgé'gome explanation, Heré the.burials are
much deeper than usual under the modern (lQOl)"éurface of
'the_muund;ﬂ'Dqtailed andiysié gave no evidenée however that
'thése.bﬁrials_we:e.;ny éariier than the mass of "Early
Qliver".ﬁurials:op.the.wcst.side of the mound, -This.being :
the case the apparent dent_i§ taken at face wvalue. If this
feature really exists it éust ge a gullyréf some sort., An
_examinationldf_thc “moderﬁ“ maps, map 1, éhows that there
was indeed a sochha{.shallowcr gully there in‘§eabpdyfs
day. ‘Whether there are any circumstanqes in whiéh such a
gully will tend to fill.itself.up over the years I do not know,
but iy secms ?bséible.

The‘féatures'shown on the top of.the’mound aré.
“those belongingitd~s{ratum 3, uliﬁgugh one cannoﬁ be sure
that ﬁhis‘wus an Oliver occﬁpatioh la&cr. ;The post holes éhbwn
are all thoselwhosg tops are above gixteen feet, oa the level

of

struﬁum 6, or whose bottous are above 15 feet, at which
level they would be toe shallow for stratim 6. There seems

to be a north-south row which wmay be the wall of a house,

If this is a house its orientation has nothing to do with




tthofiginal Qriéntétion of ihe mound, This al;ng with the
possible gully suggests that during the_Oliversocgupatidn_the
mound had fallen into's#d disrepair and had lost its fine
rectangular sﬁaﬁe. .If this is true, the Oliver people may
well not have been wound builders.at all but simply mound-
users having no t;ste for the construction of earthworxs.
hthnography sugg gests that this was.the status of .many tribes
ut the historic horlzoﬁ.

The Southeastern archeolopgist: flnds 1t fashlonable
to 1ook at the sorry rcmnants of mounds in the m1ddle of cotton
flelds and curse the white man xor his ravagings of the monu~

_monts of the past. Tt is wost enllghtenlnﬂ to realize that
_llttle or uone 01 the duterloraéxon of therhlg mound here
_(before Peﬁbody £ot to it) was due to ihe whlte wan,

Ev1uent1y the'mqund was cleared when Peabody ar--.

.:ivéd, witthhe,eXCEptioﬁ of a }one chinaberry tfee. It was
.hoﬁevef‘not cultiVatéd'uﬁoh. verover this area of Mlss1351ppx
was not subjected to the plow until the 1870's at the earllest
In suu, Peabody. iouﬂg the uouud in pretty mach its abor1W1nal
shape.l One umust remumber that less fhag'two centuries iaters~
vened beﬁﬁecn the end of the.ahor;g;nal occupatipn and Pea-
body's dig;

On the'otncr-hund if, as we suspect the Dliver
people d1d nothing to wmailntaian the wound, upkeep may have
ceased as early a# 1300, thé'pdgsible"end date of Hushpuckeﬁa.

This means that at about 1706, the horizon this map supposedly
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representég‘the mound had been detériorating under the heavy
“hand of nature forlfour ceuturies; This deterioration must
‘have been materially asslsted in the lagt Century by th&“,lw”“
Ollver sava@es themselves who (we believe) bullt on the mound
llttered it with their artlfacts, and riddled ite flanks'
with burluls.

thtlg wonder thon that map 8 porurays the mound
in a pitiable condltlon for which the cottom planters Can in
.ﬁoiway be blamed.
8. CoMAP 9
Thlslmap is blmpiy i copy, with awfew emeﬁdations,

of & map Peabody himself:made'to show what the Oliver site

" looked like; I have locateu ‘tiie cuts Dr. Phllllps made, and |
' a1so three pits Geahod} duo'out in the plaza.
It would be of iutercsi to compare the strata Phil-

al., 1951, pp. 253-60) with the

— .

-llps found (Uhllilps ,E
stratvigraphy in Peubody's pits $nd in the big mound,
.Thé‘top.off?eabody's Pit A.was at a_level of about
2,5 feet above‘the-sddélayer datum, - However, since it took
him 3 feét to reach'sterile soll, wé may infer that this firsi
midden had dipped‘abdut sixuinches in some thiriy~five feet'
from the major excavation's edge: this is surprisingly little.
Pith_was'140'feet farther to the cast: its top was
about half a foot Abéve ogf old sod layéf”dhfﬁm;" Tﬁié:meaﬁé
that in léﬂ_feet~frgﬁ the edge of the mound, the modern sﬁrface

had dropped four aud enc half feet. In pit § the line between




urtlfact-bearlnw and bterlle soxl was one foot seven .inches
down, in other words it had also dlgped down- another half foot
from iﬁsllevel in ﬁit A, 4 bit over a foot from its level
throughbut Peubody}s major excuvation; Pit C, 90 feet furthef
east, 15 a little higher than B ~-- the center of the plaza
has aeemanIy been passed. This "absolute" height of the
top of the pit is_two feet'above ouf crude datum; Artifact-
‘bearing soil poes down one foot eight inches only — the
"sod laycr".level has recurned to approxxmately 1ts original
level under the Biw‘Mound. There is howcver no sign of the
thin blach sod iayer itself as an entity 1n—uny of these
plts. 7
The stratigfaphy_in these pits is of little interest;
pit A has.uf'the ﬁqp:& footjof soil with much burnt clay, -
unde¥ which Qheré arq_£w0 feet of dark soil with a few shellsl
in it, Pits.B and C have éix inches-of."pop s0il" which may
'be”a.plow_zone5 6r'may be Jna;Qg;gs 1o the first zone in Pit
A. Delow thié in.b;ph is a zone about fﬁurteen inches wi@é
.undoubtedly ana;ogous to the second zane.xn Pit A. Below
this, Peabody dug two to thfee feet iﬁanLr into sterile soil’
in all pits. e dlvzdeg ithis sterile soil into three layeré,
from the top: sandyugoil,_buckshub, sanuy bucikshot, If these
layers hav; ﬁny meaniug;‘it is Weoloviéal - not culiural,

How do these lcvcls correlate with the strats dew-
._flned in the mound? The strata in the profile at stake 2, the

are

first profile, j« described thus: (1) wupper 1.5 feet not




characterized, (2) next two feet very dark.soii, (8) next
tﬁo feet fgiriy.darklbrOWn suil{ {4) bottom tworfeet, “Iight
lonm;“ Ten feet to the west, in the proflle at stahe 4,
Peabody firét'drawé in the sod layer: there it is a’little
less than ﬁwo-feetlaﬁove tﬁe bottom of his trench. Evidently
then the bottom of layer 3 in profile 2 corresponds to the
"sod line", the "lxght loam“ corresponds to the sandy, or
:flrst sterllé layer in the three pits. Layer‘2 in this pro;.
fi;b»must then be the sanme as the foot of top soil with burnt'
clay in pit A. ‘The top foot wund a half of profile:a must
&hen bg‘u new stratum: . in # word mound td{lings of some'sp:t;
There is another feature in the pfofiie at 2: ghef
ﬁushpuckena'floof, Stfatﬁm Q.HHThié runs across most of the
_profile_ﬁﬁdrféei orliess ffoﬁ'thé surfacéf Evidently then
it is between levels I and 2 as recorded by Péabody.

‘mh;s Same fluor is ‘mentianed by Phillips (Phllllps,
et al., 1931 pe. 259) as it appears in Cut C. Cut € is in
somewhat closer to the mound so there are a full two and onem
- half feet of 3011 dbove it. Since this stratum is betweeh
&our:and'five feet above the sod line, this means Cut C is
Somewhefe.tq‘the souihward_along the seVen-fqot contour on
map 1. Note that thig flo#r has nothing whatsoever to do
wifh.Peuquy's-"dritiéal iayef“; a feature whose.tailinvs are
Tar below. Ph1111ps' Zone II theu COTTGS)OndS to the flrst

(above floor) layer'xn profile 2, his Zone III corresponds

to Peubody's sbcond or very dark layef and perhaps to part of




"his thirdip;:&grkrbrdwn layer. Cut C gets nowhere'near the
"sod—iine"‘ievel and sterile.éoil. |

Let us now examine Phillips‘'s Cut A.. Phillips (p.
259) tells us that the floor im Cut C corresponds to the
break between Zones III and IV in Cut A, If this is the Casgl
there‘are twenty inches of soil above the floor in‘this cut,
which placeé it (on map 1) somewhere to the south_én about thé
six-foot cohtour, This means that in Cut A Zones II and III
~ oorrespond to Peabody'é first layer, Zones IV and V to his
.sécond and pexrhaps pﬁrt-of his third layers. Evidently-wheré

one places lhe bordé}'between:Peubody‘s layers two.and three,
and Phillipé' Zones IV and V is largely a gubjective matter;
Cut B is a sepurate litile probleam. Une can see

ffom wmap Q:thut iﬁ.is'not in‘the.giddie of “the plaia as Phile
'iips seems.to have thought, but ovcf at one edge, It is near
enough to Pegbodj'é.mound‘l.éo that Phillips'® Zone II may well
be ﬁound ouiwash, aé he suspe@ted.. Zone I1I is then comparable
to Peabody's sec?nd iayer in profile 2, and to the "top soil"
or upperuost stratﬁm in hié_pluz; pits;

furthe£ correia£ioh of these various stréta is al-
most imgoésible.A Evidently frow Phillips's shérd count charts
“the fioer of stratﬁm’é‘marké the'bottom of the Mississip§ian
“oc;gpation.  fhe'cuI#ural layérQor layefs below it are pretty
”pure.Cdﬁhéméiiﬁ Cﬁté.ﬁ'uﬂq G;rdnJ also iﬁ”Péﬁﬁﬁdy's Prdfile
2, Thesé”éoils probably stem in par£ from Coahowa occupation

on the flat, in part from mound outwash including the outwash




from the thick construction layer, stratum 5, if our corre—

lation of strata 6 and ¢ ig correct. Thig seemt plausible

because even though Mississippians built this stage, they

prohably used dxrt contalulnw malnly Coahoma cultuged’mate- ' "

r1a1 espeCLally if the wound m)ustructlon occurred early in

the Hushpuchena 0ccu0at1on.

As for'the plaza pits it would be silly to call

both cultural luyefs

Coahoma jusi because they are both below

the absolute level of strutwsn G, Certainly at least 806ime

Mississippian occupation is re

preseated; Peabody's twofold

d1v1slon into “top soil"

and "darl sojilv

‘probably ﬁeans‘little

in cultural terms.

”nfortunatély'then Phil 11ps stratlwraphy cannot be

cofrelated closely with

Luat in the center of the mound At

least some correlatlon with

been possible.

Peubody's plaza stratigraphy has

9, SULBLARY.

This chapter, I repeat, is not meant ag a couplete

elucidation of Peabody?

S stratigraphie data. It is rather

an expianation,

interpretation and occasional coamentary on

the waps,

which are Lhe Rajor product of wmy wrest;lngs w1th

the (liver flela notes.

it is hcped that the reader will

peruse thé inaj

ps carefully aud be uble tnereby to gain so

e

1dea of the former hist

ory of the Big Mound dt Oi;ver.
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I. VHE DORR PUASE AND GPUE: PUSSIBLE EARLY MANTFESTATIONS.

The Dorr Phuse, based as it is on a few unstndied

sherds from Dorr, a single suerd in Phillips' gliver surface

collectlun und one pot {rom Peabody's collection,

must remain

largely undescribed.

It is tentatively defined as the majoxr

Murksville manifestation of

the Northern Delta. Since most or

all of the- stamped sherds are of the

"cord-wrapped stickm

varlety, the phase secms to be COthUPUT&uCOUb with the

e Marksville in the Red River region, not with the later Troy-

ville~Issaquena phascs.

The pot mentiouned above is a beau-

. Wab in
tiful exauple of ggygga Stamped, about thrce inches digh.

It has a crude but fccognizable bird design,

bona-fide hemi—

conical punctates,. croyshatched ¥im

~= everything one

might ask for in a Marksviile pob.  Aside from ioore's

Anderson Landing specimens it holds the distinction of being

Edi g dfe ) ﬁﬂ
@he only: VdTKSV;lLG pot from the state of } 551551upl. Hiiﬂyerﬁﬁe jji;sém

Sadly, this pot is the victim of

vne of Peabody's

unscientific lapses, o mention of

it can be found in the

ficld notes,_and the

zutalogue says sluply "Neighborhood

of Edward's Bianudulan. My gmucss is that there is no

Dorr cousonent on (liver itselfl but there is one sgouwewhere

uite neardh just &S_Lduft is a overty proint coawonent
» -}

‘next door to Lue Lake Georre aite,

Nevertheless only-fufure

investigation can reveal tho prob

able provenience of this

fine wveossel.

It wuy be noted here that conversations with




el

e

fhfons, Grossiecg E

'James Ford_have revealed that the “Hopewellian" Tramwe: site, Iz
which he just excavated acrogs the River near ilelena, bears
little close rciation to the Dorr Phase., Yord's pottery
collections contain ; considerable awouuy of red-siipped and

rociker—-stamped pottery on a very uanfawiliar thin paste, E

neither of which appears in the swall Dorr Phase collections.
Moreover the incising was of a shallow, wet—lookiﬁg varieﬁy
asAopPOSed to the bold, dcép, clean "u-shaped" lines on Dorr
waterial. Burials_we?e in iog towbs, a feaﬁﬁre not found_in
the Borr-Burial Mouﬁd. Which oi these two manﬁfesiations is
ed:liér, or'whether.thcy were conteméoraneous groups from

different parts of the lopewell country I cannot say. How=-

ever it does 'look as if the hypoihesis of oume little Hope-
‘well wmigration into the Lower Valley is a bit oversimplified,
Ovher carly ‘wottery ityvpes at Oliver include four

sherds of Yates Net~iapressed in ihe Peabody collection,

¢

prnhébly‘fféﬁ'onc vg;sei;Abne sherd of'Wiﬁhers Fabric-Impressed,
and Indian-Béy Stamped sherds frow the bottom of Philiips;'
‘cuts; Thuat thesg sﬂérda were {ound stratigraphically loﬁ
raises the gossibilixy;thd?_ihq "sod=layer" or gtwacum 1
is‘ﬁre-Cuuhoma in tiwe.  The presence of only one Withers

‘sherd in the Pe;budy coliéctiqn Lowever makes this eXCeedingly
unlikély._ Moréﬁprob;bly thésé types derive from a'very.thin
occupation séaﬁtéfed ofcrzﬂhe site. .fhéif”ti;- position is
unfixed; even the”éhhiémpofaneity of Indian Bay and Withers

is not proven. All we can say is that an unknown phase {or




ﬁhases), probably between the ﬁorr_and Coahéma bhases in :
.time, is fecbiy represented at Qliver,

| There are a few early looking artifacts in the
coliectiOHS;I'a haked ¢lay bull, a bone atlatl hook and g
boatstone. Dr. Williaws iuforms me however that none of
these objects néed nccessurily be pre-ceramic, as a begin-—

ner's knowledge of Southeastern archeology at first suggests,




11, | COAHOMA-PQASﬁ POTTERY

This potféry received.only a partial analysis}
despite the faqﬁ that it forms the majority of the Peabbdy
,colleétions. No atcempt'ﬁas wade to separate out . subphuses
.on the basis of stratigraphy or typoiogy. ‘The pottery counts
iﬁ'Table 2.give a_rough ideu of the relative percentages
involved, It must $é reaembered that only the collection
frp@ Pﬁilliﬁs‘ chts':epresenzs a rundomlsampie. The figure
of 1i% for Larto in the Peabody collections is, for instanée,
entiféiy off the beam, Mofcaver in the Peabody collecti&n of
Mulberrf Creck Cord—markcd, there¢ are 205 rims, coustituting
55% of the sample,.while[in Lhe cutls rims make up_ébqut:S%
of thé.tutal{ 'fhe:ﬁéabody sherds are in ailtcases-very large, -
;nd:cleﬁrl§ réﬁreSent thc.crgam:of his finds. - In the future
an extensive modaiiuﬁalyéié of vhese beatiful sherds must be
made, us they constiiute one of the {inest collections of
Mulberry aﬁywhoro.

'An astounding feature of this phkase is the relétLVe
lack §f decorated pbttery. In the cuts decorated pottefy ig
2.74% Gf.the'wholg compiex; in the Miséissippian pottery of
these same cuts? dccqraxed sherds amount to 8.1% of the
éomplex.. Yhe pe:qchtagc of decorated pots iniMississippian
is _-_'m_tuaﬁy _ré.latively even higher, since Barton, the major
decoratea type,.coye?giqg;y thenggglders, ana wauy sherds
from the lower portions of Barton pots are counted as Neeleys.
In the Coahomé ?haée'Larta, the mujof @ecorated t;pe, covers .

the whole body.

Mt e hee
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1. ' MULBERRY CREEK CORD-MARKED.

This_type; un which the whole exterior surface is
covered with the marks of & cUru—wrdpged paddle, is by far
the ﬁost common on the sitqQ comprising about three-guarters
of the whole comp1c¥. A better Lhan 5verage whole example

: [g9278]

ig pictured in illustration number one. This yesselxis Pro=
bably shallower and smaller than mnost, the cord-marking finer,.
The rim’is quite typical. The lip is flat or round, and as
oﬁ ;1mo;t ali the eﬁumplc; a little cluy dribbles out over
the exteriér-of the lip. This sligﬁt overhang is evidently
.produccd by smoothing:ﬁhe inside of the vegsel when it ié wet,
pushing a little exXc28a play ?PF79V05 the'lip. A byproduct
of this actlion ig'the Slighﬁ_éversion of the rim, which is
quite chafdcﬁéfistic;. Tais siight gentle ev;rélon is to be
dist;nguished from irae eversion wherein the top inch or S0
qf the riﬁ i; gharply .en; out at ah.augle of tem to twenty
degfces. .This tru; 6va§ion oecurg on 16 out of 382 rims in
Phillips® surface coiiection, oa 8 out of 205 rims in Pea-
‘bbdy's colleétiun;

Hére Ge‘hafe an_example 0f a functional featlure —-
slight eversion ——.being nransfofmed into a special embellish-
‘ment of a few'speqiﬁens. There are two other exan nles of
this phenomenon.' Théifirst cohcerhs the slight overlap of
'the;iip. On many pois a cuns1derable azount of clay or even

the whole top half incia or so of ithe rim is folded over. This

foldwover, when great, is crudely wmelded back into the side




of ﬁhe vessel, Thése especially large fold-ovgrs seem 1o haQe o %
'in.general'beeﬁ médq before the pot_w#a paddied, as the pad-:
dling exténds éve; it. On_sqme‘rims these fold-overs, whose
bottoms are alw%ys.Qery irregular, disappear completely at
the end of thé shefd, indicﬁting that the rim was folded over
only on one side of the vessel., Perhaps this occurs when the
potter‘diSCOvéré.that one side of his rim is highér than the
5£her._ Ofﬁen rims_With large fold-overs also havelsmall_fﬁld—
Hévcrs like that in the illustration, indicaiing that the rim-
evening operatioxn Qas carried out twice,

Séme'of tﬁézlarge fold-overs are left unmarked; &
few are;ﬁhe recipieht of a spgcial re-paddling, as is indicatéd
by the'&iffering ang1é;of“£hc'édréé on the fold-over,

fhe unmafked £oideovers are.gener31ly poorly melded
into ihe vessel wall?-ﬁince the welding was evidently accom-—
plishéd in p;rt by the paddle ivself. These unmarked fold
overs in profile havé the a?pearanpe of long, flattish exterior
rim—stréps. ‘Thdt,they are;not in most cases intended fbr.
decoration isleviden¢ed by the ragged and uneven bottom edges
of fﬁe "siraps", Ne%crtheicss,-as with the everted rim,_there
are caéqs-in.which theisfrap seemé intentionally thai. The
line between inten§1§nai and uninﬁcﬁtiunal strap is adﬁittediy
a.little fﬁzZy, bp%.ﬁ§s£ rims'caﬁ be put into one category or
the other, = |

>Therc-arc'22fintentiena1'strups out of 205 rims in 

- ) n . 2!,
the Peabody collection, 15 ocut of 362 in Peabody's surface / “x
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collection, Therelare two types of strap -- the long (one
inch) flat variety;.evidently a devclobment out of the fold- - -
over, and the short, thick round variety, e?idéntly develofed
from such sligh£ roiluovers as on the pictured pot. The
latter type is ne;er cord-marked, the former is, sowewhat

less than half the time. These straps are recognized by

their unthinned and siraight and even bottom edgés_and by their.
E;refullyiconstruCted appcarance; These may in sqﬁe or all
'.;ases congist of added strips of cl;y. Indeed some of the
so—called fold-overs way se the sauc thiﬁg, added however

not for_spécidl decé?ative efifect, but only £0 thicken'up-thé

rim a little, if smootuing the inside hus made it too thin.

The rime-soraps in Mulberry differ frqm‘those in other types

bf'thié‘cogplex-iﬁ'that ihe bottom of the strap is thick and

prominent, not'mcldeﬁ-intu the rest of the vegsel to create a

hulging'r;m'arca..lOh‘tne'aan;stfap vessels the rim area is

ihe éame fhiéﬁness_aé the fesi of the pot. o
The thi;dymodc yhat aeéms fo have been inspired by

a construcﬁignal pechiiariby of Mulberry. is ri@ punctation.

A fine example,qf the functional precursor of puanciation is

.provided by the iilus@:uted po%. tere a row of what seem to

be swmall punctations surrovunds the rim. This phénomenﬁn_only

occurs un_;hose.pété'wher§ the slight eversion is sharper

than uaq#lf.'Cioéé iuépcciiéﬂ rcveuls.ﬁﬁﬁf tﬁeae "puﬂctations”

occur at the end of every cord. In fact they are siwply the

wark lefi by the Bulgc in the cord s it rounds the coraer of
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thcppaddle; which is pressed into the slight concavity under
the rim, Whether'ﬁhis ¢ifect was considered decorative or
not is immaterial, The important fact is thut a similar ef-—

fect was sometimes produced b & row of "burred" finger punce—
i

tations around the rium.

There.afe 32 rims with added.punctations in the
Pedﬁcdy'collectiAu of 20; rimg; Peabody evidently selected
for this.rqlatively rare mode, Theré are only 7 such rims in
the'?hillibs's cuilection of 362, - Usually the punctatlons are

Just below uhe wet*cldy roll-over at the top of the rim,

A few are under fold—overb or true 5traps, five are & full

- - 1

‘inch below guite unela worated riws, Twoe sherds have a double

row of punctations, A rarc vessel (4 specimens) is notch

punctation on, not' under, larsge roll-overs,

There are a few other rare modes of decoration,

‘.Fourkshe rds in the iﬁabuu} collectiivn have Oxbow or Salomon

treatment on the Lod) aver tae cordmurking. Five sherds in

the combined collections have small notches on the lip, a

-treatmest found on Larte, . Phat this treatment was brought

over from the Larto.part'oﬁ the complex is indicated by the

fact that onc of these Mulberry sherds is red-slippéd on the
interidr}

Bottoms exhilbit o great va lety. SOMe, a8 in the

itlustirated specimen, are round. Ohuurs are flau and sl1ghtly

squared, still othiers are definitely squared with the Curuer

and edges accentuated, Stili others, and this is a purely




.Mulberry trait, héye cla& added to the corners and not
swoothed out én‘the-upper edges, producing ajsorﬁ_of castel-
iuted bottom;  | - H |
. Thb.major~shape is, as I haﬁe said, a long_straight '
sided jar with slightiy ¢verved riw, There are however a

few sherds that wust.cowe frow shallow bowls, and one that

seemingly comcé:frdm an “olla-shaped” specimen,

| 'Paste.variaiiohs and variations in the cord—m#r#ing'
itself:were.not studied; undoubtedly however they exist,
2. ~ BAYTOWN PLAIN.

| Only a brief stu&y uf.this type was made, but it

was enough to iudicute differences {rom Mulberry that go far

“beyond the mere lack of cord=markine. True, there.are body

sherds of Mulberry on whith tvhe cordmarking has been wiped [

over or oblitefaiea,-bui.rims are alwayS'distinguishabie.

?érhapg the main differcnce is that there are ﬁo
iLessy ragged'edgés,ﬁf élay as fcupd‘in the Mulberry castellat%d
bottoms and riam roli; and foid—ﬁyﬁrs; Rig straps exist on
Baytown hut they aré_uanaiiy melégd into smooth Lbulges, ﬁl-
though soumetiufes fﬁe bbttoms of strapénare indicjhted‘or ac-‘
centuatéd 5y an indised line. Strqps_are either long or-
éhort, often-ﬁn_the interior of bowls. This is a feaﬁuré né#er
found ig.MulberryQ‘ Lips are'smoothly‘rounded or-rarely sharp.
There afe round and squaré; but never ¢istellated bottons,

g I

Une whole wvessel has;a Lri-cornered bottow., Shapes are

shallow bowls, semi<bowls of about the same proportion as the




.
iiiustfutéd-Muibér?y pot, or tall jars. Rias on many vessels
are uncurved,_agﬁin aJnon~Mu1berry mode, Fingoer puﬁctates
are'abséut, but one siherd has a row of hole-punctates around
the rim. .Lugs are_ﬁreseﬂt: one vuriety is a recténgle with
roﬁhdéd corﬂerS,‘thé otlier is triangular and guite larlge.
This fype of lug‘is typicai of the Bayland phase on the southern
Delta. 'Liﬁs are rarély decorateq with a single incised or
stab and dragrlihe.? Sowe few sherds have a single stab and
drag line below Lhé rim; a treatment labelled "Six-Mile" by
Williams and Phillips.

Dr..Wiliiums helpifully divided up a baitch of Baytown
into threec gréuys on- the basig_oﬁrpastc, groupings which he
is using with-the Bayland ﬁaterial'from the gduth. 'The'first
variefy‘isnshﬁrbrougﬁf whi§h nLias a'finé, ﬁell camﬁacted,lrather
ihin paste, and smooth, often pulishéd‘surfaces. Aﬁsecond

-

variety is Reed, charscterized by -very thick crude puste and

.

fough surfaces. Baytown U. is the naume given to the thira
variety, which falls in~between. Twelve out of .thirteen
Sharbrough shefds hbvever were rims, whereas Reed had onl&
six. rims oui ﬁf twéﬁ;y;sherdé, and.six bottoms. Eottdms.

tend to be thicker in all cases lrere and it may well be that
this classification has little typological meaning at QOliver, .

™ .

reflecting in large part only the pari of the vessel from which
a particular sherd derives. Yet it is unquestionable that a
wide variation in the paste and surface fiuish of the Baytown

here exisis, - One whole vessel' in the culiections is definitely

13
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fine_Sharbruugh from top to botiom, I once thougat that the
flne paste was typlcal only of ﬁaytown, and that the rough
“paste sherds were from obliterated Mulberry vessels or Mul-—

berry-type vessels from wuich the ‘cord-wmarking had been

owitteds This does.not however seém to be the case,. Tne
specxal Baytown itype rims appear Lhroughout the paste range
- and moreover a brief look through the'Mulberry sherds suggests
that the.paste rungc.ﬁn them.is fﬁlly a8 great as that on
‘Baytown, :  _ .:T

. I !
'3, LARTO RED-#1LALD o I

b

A guick study was wade of 53 Larto rims, and it Was
1 , ’

found that they were typolog Cdlly similar to ihose in Bay—

town. Flve rius were frow shu;on bowls with a bulging 1nter-‘
ior Strap and a lina nder ;t: fifteen others were from
straight or incurving_}im.howls without straps; five othefs

- were from déep bbwlsfwith.smull‘extarior straps; seven were : '
frow fessels with aﬁéz ail exterior strap not melded into the
'.yeSSel;"thirteen shallow bow! rims had interior straps with
no_lines un@er.them; Live aore similar_sherds ﬁad notches on
the lip. Tre;e were three rather special shefds: one évi—
dently came frowm a very‘shailow four-corngred bowl! really a
plate,‘possessing an interior.strai with an incised line
—through'thé middlé. Anoﬁitr sherd had a stab and drag line
under the“rim ih:thé Slx~d¥ ¢ fashi&ﬁ;.”.hé”l;st had two ex—
terior incised lines and is ine oaly sherd iﬁ the collections

wiiich comes closeto ‘the classification of "Hast Iucised", a




new type from the south,
It wiil be noted that most of the sherds came from
bowls of various deseriptions, and that interior and exterior

~rim straps, usually of the "bulging® Baytown type, are com-—

mon. The paste tends to the finer end of the scale. Slip
color ranges frow a fauirly dark red to a light red to an

alwost yellow hue., I have no inférmation on bottom shapes.

No lugs were found in the rather small sample.

o PR INCISED Tvrus,
A rather hasiy examination of 118 incised sherds

indicated that the siuple division between Mazique (4lligator

variety) and Oxbow obscured what seews to be a sort of con~
|
| !

tinuua of incising from [ine to sloppy, Four basic divisions
" % B ‘ . ) . .
were wade and 16 sherds, mainly quite small, remained unclase
sifled.

The first division, all the sherds of which would

be classified as Alligaior iz Phillips's system, is charac—
terized by broad, sowewhat U-shaped lines, running parallel

and go close togethesr that ithe space between tle lines is about

half the width of the lines, Designg are usually triangles

-or quadrangles of parallel lines ruaning in a zone arocund the

upper part of the yessel. .The lines dornot_usually run inﬁ
just two directions as in, the later Barton Incised, but tend?
to shift back and forth'kaudomly at.vgéiggsL;ﬁgiés ;way'from
the vertical arounud the pot. HEach set of parallel lines is

scparated from the neixt by a zoning line which gebcrally is
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nof paraliel to the set of lines on either side. No lines
(except zénes) are‘verticai, but some sets of lines are hori—
zontal., A fcw sherds huve a set of horizontal lines wulnﬂ
dll'around the rimrwith ihe usuul triangles begipning'beIOW'
it. .FiVe sherds had o row of small punctates just beldw_the
riu, a general mode popular in muny types du;ln« this phase.

55%?{?

The one whole vessel 0; this type was in the shape

of a long "yv,. The design went wll the way down to where

the sides began to curve for the bottom; there was a roundish
exterior rim strap. Paste here as in the other divisions

tended to be fine and thin, but surfaces were ofien not

pollshed No generai suape analysis was possible, but rims

were mostlj DEILh everic d"r incurved and the shallow bowl
did not scém 50 be reprezdnted. There were fifty sherds as—

signable to this division,

Sixteen sherds were pluced in a second division

.

‘characterized by sezowhal ithinzer lines with the space between

Lhem much wider vha:n the width of the lines. Designs, as
far as could be deverwined, were the same zs those of the
first division, excepl for cue large sherd wnich evidently

came - from a pot wita ouly a series of dia al. llneb ‘around

. the rim, {his division wight also be placed within'Mazique.

iThe next division cousists of twanty sherds WLth
lincs of Vdelﬂ” width but ways waaLSHread On many sherds
a seceming atteapt at a purallel-line design is attempted, but

a poor job is waude of it:r the lines are bowed and often cross
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Aqach other, S;ﬁé sherds have a sort of cross-hatgh desipn,
othcrs seem 1o eihipit a égite fauqom pattern. - The one potrﬂg%27ﬂ
of this division (actually transitional be£ween this and the 'EL :
last) is loug aﬁd qylindrical with a squared béttdm. The
design on. it consists of rouzh areas of'vaguely parallel
lines, very wide-spaced,

‘The fourth divis;on, consisting of sixteen shefda,
-is cha;actdrizéd-by'very thin scrateiy iines,‘ Jeslgns were
usually undistinggishahie, @aeny she:ds just had a cauplelof

lines siraying across ihe surface. Two sherds hud two cloge~

spaced lines around ihe riw, one large sherd in the 0Oliver

collection thuugh Has a well donme trisagular cross—hatch

design.
Joth this division and the last could probably be
subsumed under Oxbow bul in the type of line euployed they

are gulte distinci., 4 zlance abt Phi.
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{igure 82, will prowvide . the reader with good illusirations

of threc of wy divis.on: division,oue, sherd k; division

[+

two, sherd h; division four, sherd o,; division three is

not represented,
If one Iumps. these divisions togetiner, and there

1

are indeed transitiocunail cetween all divisions, one ar-

,_
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L
w

rives at a. decorated categury elumost us large in the sherd

counts as Larto, larze enough 1o be cConsidered definitely

natvive and reasonabiy poepular,
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G. : OPHUER TYPES,
The other types repreascuted at Oliver are all rare
and are either unusual modes or completely alien trade sherds,

There are a few sherds approaching our division three

of incising but which have broad, brushy lines. If these

are indeed produced by brushing we might call them Salonon.

The existence of this type here is -however very doubtful,
Ome sherd is frow a sballow bowl with a rim inter—
iorly thickened so0 thut the iip is over a half-igch &Cross.

There are iwo lines on the lip, Two other sherds like this

come irom Dorr, which also has a pot with two lines on & nor-
mal thin lip. This rare but distinctive treatment serves to

link the Coahoma Phase tewporaliy at least with Coles Creek

fhere ave a swsber of variutions on the red-paintiag
theme; I have already mentiponed the red-siipped—-interior Mul-
berry shevd, 4 similiar znerd has xiremely fTine close paral—

lel line incision on the oubtside, This 1 by far the wost

1

‘carefully ingi;ed_s;érd in the ¢0liegtions and look; iike no
othér,'thqugh suﬁé gf_cur divisian.one sherds approach it;
Another sherd, iike the lustv ciassifigd a3 Woudvills, has

a sirange 16bed.6hape and curvi inear zoned punctation and

his ia alﬁusf certainly alica.

Most of ﬁhe'shéfdé'ciaﬁsifiédm£é gdéd;iliémare éimply

variants on more wsual Cozhows thewmes. Seven are sinply di-

vision one AMigator with red paint over tue whole thing
Iy ‘ } (=} ]
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two othors are incised on one side, filmed on the other. One
sherd has a crude axumple of d1v1310n two 1nc131ng on it,

but between two parallel line zones is & blank space with red

in it,

Aoned reu palntlng ¢ red and white painting may
or may not be a product of Qliver potters. One rather large-
sherd haa only whlte on it, othera have red and &bite splasheél

of Paint. One very fine sherd has a red (actually more yel-

low) rim and a white body with one line of very broad deep
‘alypical incision running acress. Another sherd has a swipe

of red paint across it with the surface of the pot show1ng at
TRed on Buff

.the ends; it is thus classzflable as Landogt_ These varlatx)ns

of paxntlng are 80 rare anywhere on this time level that I
am loathe to dlscuas them as trade, Moat of the "Woodv1lle"
sherds are natlve-looklng, the status of the red and white
sherds must remain a myatery until cons1derable comparatlve
study is done.

The few other sherds are of value malnly for datn:g
purposes. Iam French Forzg' both the punctated ("Larkin")
and the 1nclsed ("MﬂNutt") variants are represented by a few
sherds. One sherd of the 1nc18ed variety is 80 crude it
uight be'a natxve copy, but curv111near designs and zoned
'punntatlon are both 80 poorly repaesented in the collectlons,
that these technlques cannot be cons1dered a part of the

normal Coahoma repertozre.

Two zoned punctate sherds might be either Rhinehardt
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or crude_Churupd; two others with unzoned bands of very fine

atypical punctgtiona might be dubbed “Evanavilie"; most of
the Chevalier sherds come from one level ;nd perhaps one pot;
‘in paste, appearance and techniques they have no recognxzable
Coahoma chnracter1stlca.

6, . COHPARATIVL DATING OF COALOMA CERAMICS

sl

rThe Coahoma Phase may date anywhere from the tzme
that Markavﬂle-type ceramics died out ia the Va'llgy (about
300 A.D.) to_the.time of introduction of Mississippian cera~
mics;'perhéps as eariy as 1000 A.D. Maybe Coahoma ceramics

were made"thruughqut this period in the Upper_Sunflower. We

are more concerned however with datlng the apeclflc component

of thls phase of Ollver.

.

In the southern Delta the only phase with considerable

amounts of cord—marked ottsy%;ja Deaso?v1lle &ating about

Treggi s DhadBmy oot i 5l 505

300~500 A.D. (these dates are from Wlllisma, personal commun;—

cution). After that the Colegﬁpreek culture comes in and -
[Mpym Hslp é:lay‘ zd-‘ec{ @ o 4& ﬁ' g,gg,?gﬁﬁf c[&&-a{éaf‘ B
.;contlnues in aome forum o¥ anofher until about 3b9\ This /ﬁz _;jf

'culture certalnly had Bome 1nf1uence on the northern Deltia,
-but never was present there as an entlty. Through most of

Dfinin nate. by Willieaes ® //a fecwsibode bt aproved 4 fz‘z’: ﬁ7

this perzod a Deasonv1lle-der1ved ceramic tradition hel awd};A.
In all probabxlzty the Coahoma component at Oliver is con-
temporaneoua net with Deasonv1lle in the south bnt w;th some
.*fpart of Coles Creek.f.

Thié'édhbihsién:ia derived ffam;thfee faéta: (1)

the Coahoma people at Oliver had a tewple-mound of sorta, This
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type of earthwork ﬁid“not.rench fhg southern Delta until the
Bayland Phase == c;-50Q~600 Ae Do If, as seemﬁ likely,'ﬁhim_
~idea was filtering up frow the south it would not have;rgachad_-[i'n
E Oliver until even later. ‘(2) Certain Coles-Creek-like modes
are present on OliVer Coahoma pottery, Q{ne is the double-
line on the lip which appeérs rarely here;.this.is characte-
ristic of the'AdehlPhase, c. 600-800 A.D. Anothér is the
large triangular lug; characteristic of Bayland. 'Oliver'Baj— ;
town is in geﬁefallduite gimilar to that found in the Bayland
Phase, (3) Thé_ third bit of data is the presence of Coles-
VCreek—like.trade péttery; The Larkin and MeNutt varietiea'of‘{i' 
‘French Fork represented here are characteristic of the A@en | -
fhase‘prllatef. The Chevaiie? is present as early as the
‘ Ble#nd Phase, R )
Another factor is the differences betwéen the
Couhoma cer;mic éomplex and good Deasonvillé. The.major‘one
is the lack of good Hunt h;ref The absence of much'feﬁl
_ Salomoﬁ may'also.be significant, A study.of the modea pfeseﬁt
~in true Deasonville Mulberry, Baytown .and other types might .
reveal more differehcea. | |
ThéiCoahomé oécupation gﬁ_qliver_was_ﬁeemingly

e

rather long, Thérg are a pre—mound and two mound stage strata
in theBig_Moﬁn& aséign&blqrto this phase. Moreover, the‘ '
sheer abundance of Coahoma sherds on tﬁé sita’argueb for a
long.bccﬁpatioﬁ;. Kéeping1;11 thia in ﬁigd I would daté the
Coahoma component at Qliver at 600-800 A.D, : g .

L] yo .
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I ha?e previously pointed out tﬁé atriking‘différ;
ences between the Mulberry and the rest of the ceramic com—
'piex. Much of this may be due simply to the special conéti;
tutional problems a paddled pot Erentes. It ia.doubtful;
since many modes sre shared by both groups of pottery (es=
pecially_paste-gnd Aome'strap types) tﬁat this difference ia-y
aignificant chrdnologically. It may well be.that Hulberry
orlglnally came from a different pottery tradltlon than
Baytown, Larto, and Alligator-Oxbow. If so, however, the
two traditions were already well merged in the south by 300
A;D.-l - - |

My concluslon is thut the Coahoma component is

1ndeed a. slngle and relatlvely homogeneoua one, however diverse

the origins of ita materialfculture may‘have been,

t

.
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IIr. POTTERY OF .THE HUSHPUCKENA. PUASE ‘

Thia phase was first separated out from the later
M1531aslpp1an phaae on the site on the basis of the astounding
difference betieeﬁ the burinl pottery on the Big Mound and
the pottery from ?ﬁiiiipsﬂ cuts., Further study showed that
a singlq burial pot Qnd some partial pots from the floor on
.the gast side of the mounﬁ, plus a few pots frém the smaller
"Cemetery Mounﬂﬁ'coﬁid be placed in this phase, Moreover, a
conaiderable nﬁmber of sherds in Peabody's "general digginga"
category, evidently deriving from the.foufth occupation layer,

are of Husipuckena stylea,

The.shapes_of this pottery may be briefly aummarized.i

Perhapa the most commun shape is a slmple Jjaxr wlth unelaborated

B

.tim.. It is round hodzed with a gently 1n—slop1ng shoulder

which just as gently slopes upward again s¢ that the rim ig
straight up’or slightly outflaring. Neck and shoulder areas
#re ill;defined, and*ﬁhere is no differentiated rim area at
all. Lips are rounded or flattened. Handles are present but
not common, there probably rarely if ever being more than two

to a pot° They are.lurge;'generally\more “loop" than "stfap"

ahaped, and extend from the shoulder to the lip. Theré are

o few nodes, but they are rare. Lugs are fairly comwon. They

-oow

are invariably quit§'large, hemispherical when viewed from .
the top, in the shape of a quarter circle or more rareiy a
rectangle when viewéd frow the side, Invariably they may be

characterized us "fat" in direct opposition to the thin and
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flimay lookihg luge of the pext phase, Almost always they

are attached to the lip, but one example is attached to the

neck about an i‘nch.-‘b'elow the rim, Griffin (Phillipa,ﬂpﬂ__&li,g;'
.'11951, p.l117).aay5'thgt the lugs on Barton are ﬁepely mgdifi--,
cations of the lip. This does not seem to be true at Oliver._
One lug 1n the collectlons is vértnally perforated, two

. 2] ioms
othera have iﬁé{ﬁi&ena on them,

There are two types of bowl, One ia a simple hemi=

aphere unfortunately hot_usualiy distinguishable from those
 0£ the later phase._ The other shape is more of a plate, being

qulte shallow thh a dlstlnct strongly everted plate rim

usually a little over an inch wide. The curves between the

:flattiéh bottom;andfthg side;iénd the'side and rim are very Qf g

geotle and grdbeful,‘being in all respects similar to the

curves on the jare A variant‘of.thia Bhape is a "four-eared™
plate,'proﬂgbly.:Qfmed by cutting four semi-circular slices
kou# of the plate rim, thus resulting in four broad ears in

the shape of a croés. A moderately rare wode is bro#d:
:notcheq on bowl lips, 30metim¢a closely-spaced and deep
;enough‘to give a scallopéd appearance to the rim,

Owing to the paucity of whole specimens from this
phase, ﬁo general commenﬁa may.bg:made about special forums;
individual pots wil1 be discuased‘in,thé type descriptiorns,

l, 'NEELE?'S FERRY PLAIN

Thie is of course the wost common type in the col-




,lectign. -The shell tempefing ranges from moderhtely coarse
~to 80 fine as to he inviaible; In general there is no-high
polishing and no slip (with one exception). Bowls are almoat
'aiwaya better polisﬁed with a finer paste, thinner construc-
tion and Warker color than j#rs, but there is a wide continuum
“with no sharp brggks. ii would be meaningless to separate
out the better bowla and call them "Bell" or any othér such
 name, Although in the survey (1851) some sherds from this
site were called "Bell" none of them, with the possible ex-
ception of two or three sherds, fit into the classlc deflnl-.. '
.tlon of thls type. .
It is hard to dlfferentlate objectively between ‘the
; paste of thls Neeley 8 and that of the later phase to be de-.
'scrlbed.. The color on this Neeley 8 i8 yellowish (eapeclally
on jars) or greyish (howls) Both colors are found on the
later phase but there is also a dirty brown color on the
cruder'spebimené._ Moréovbr tne surface of latqr pots often
‘exfoliatea off, a feature.never found here,

i [£4243]

There is one Neeley 8 bottle of this period, It
has a subglobular body and a long, wide, slightly outflarihg
neck.. The joint between the neck and body is swooth and un-
angled again exh1h1t1ng the typlcal Hushpuckena gentle cur-
.vature. In general proportlons it is almllar to St. Francxs
bottles, but the construction and generai look of the bettle
-is very different. One inﬁéfesting-fégtn;e, also found in a

hottle sherd from Peabody's c¢ollection, is a deep indentation
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in the hhttle-andlogoﬁs_to the indentation in modern wine
bottlea."I find'ﬁo mention of this mode in Griffin's descripe :

tion of more northerly bottles (Phillips, et al., 1951, p. TR

158—9) Perhaps it will someday be found characteristic of
the Hushpuckena phase.' There is a bottle sherd in the cole"
lectlona bearlng thls mode.

'Néar this bottle in the "Cemetery Mound" was a
R . [G89E]
.‘aimpla rounded-bottom cylindrical cup of extremely attractxve"
:proportlons, about one and one half times as w1de as hlgh.‘
 This may agaln be a churacterlstlc shape,
| There are two complgte'Neeley'a effigies plus a.
number of tails and heads. .The tails are identical to the
lugs on the‘jar;. The heada are in Qll determinable cases - | L
" out—faclng, ‘and are genorally well modelled. Features are
incised and punctated or, perhaps wore often, comsist of ap-
_plique eyes and noaeﬁ. Appllque frog's (?) lega and arms are
found on one veasel and two sherds. (ne fine head is very
‘almllar to that illustrated in Phillips, et al., 1951, figufe.
96g. Within the hollow in the head are small holes about i L
.the rlght size, 1f I may speculate for the insertion oﬁ;
feathers. The three fecognizable creatures depicted.aref‘
-frqgs, birds, and.hu@ana. |
The two complete effzgles are worth iescrlblng,
[Ruser
though both may be atyplcal. The fzrst is the only Hush-

'puckehh.pot foﬁndmih a burial of the big mdund. The burial

vas a bundle, like most of the others in the mbund, and doew

“ I




not seem to be deep. If it were not for the pot the burial

would certalnly be placed with the large group of "Oliverw

phgae hurlals. Concelvably the burial is late and the pot

is early. - Certainly Hushpuckenn burials with pots were not

rare on the a:te and thla might have eroded out of a mound

or beenrdug up'and,prlzed a8 a beautiful example of the pbt- 
_tera art, which it is. The animal is perhaps a frog or maybe,
a mammal with llmbs in rellef and an absolutely characte;latic
Hushpuckena 1ug—ta11 The pot is atypxcal in that it has a

‘”*;'defxnite brownlsh sl1p and is very highly polished., It per-

hapse mlght be Called "Bell", The Hllp and ware is 1dentical

g r'. . to that of an 0ld Towa Red efflgy to be d;acrxbed, except

N that the slip has3no ochre in it. One cannot set up a variety
on thé bns?s'of'one'veéael,.but thiﬁ agems a perfectly 1egif
timate combination of Hushpuckéna techniques and when enough.
of - such Vessels are found a variety might be set up, prefer-.
ably not called Bell,

The finding of this particular burial is worth re-

lating to give a plcture of Peabody 8 dig in its final phase,

It was the next to lagt burial found on the Iaat day of the
dig,'July 2, 1902._ During the prev1ous two weeks Peabody

'haﬁ torn through the western third of the mound in a frenzy
Vto meet hls deadline, Uhexpectedly this slope teemed w1th
‘burials, He hurrledlj recorded about . a hundred of them,
dismissed others with such simple notations as "Treach 26,

/

o : :
*/ human bones} and undoubtedly ignored others coupletely, His

¢ .
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fﬁmodast origin;l plnn of cntalogihg his pots by létters of
the alphabet had proved hopelessly 1nadequate. The last pot
in his trenchea was, sultably, Omega, the end of the Greek
alphabet.- In the lnst days all scientific concern for the
humble pesthele waa abandoned notes on siratigraphy became

distreasingly sketchy, No longer does he have time for

_rough sketches of:his partner Farabee (or ie it himself?),
for the composiiion:of bits of doggerel, for the recording

of snatches of melody composed or caught from the lips of ._ ' RS :

his negro'iofkmen,  No longer do his field notes exhibit the

engaging varlety of & well tutored wind -- .all is pots and

skeletons.

' Thé‘day'bgfore,'his last trench was finished, but
his thirst‘fbr.bo%%yﬁwaa.far from quenched. (n this laat:day
he yielded't9 his basér urgesz;énd as he bluntly puts it
wbegan'scratching on'south slgpe". %ﬂe tore ﬁp the earth to
a depth of three feet, roughly recordlng the burlals found
Jin relatlcn to a stolid chinaberry tree which stlll stood
alone_and defihnt near one side of the great swath of destruce
tion through the mdund. Sadly, oaly three pots were found
this among them., It was dubbed Aleph, first letter of the
Hebrew alphabet. By the end af the day he was only at Gunel
third 1etter, andvgave up., _There.wasmnq.backfilling-to be
done as he had ﬁy?fyn.tbQMQ§r£ from each trench into the 1ast;‘
80 the next day he left. The Oliver #8it¢ was abandoned to

the willing hand of Mrs. Edwhrds, wife of the owner, who by

_\.
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ﬁhia.fime'hdd.takeh ao emulating the Yankees and was engagéd
in téaring;ﬁﬁ arémal}'mound in her back yard. 2

- That we. have any data on the provenxenca of this %
pot at all is due only to Peabody's admirable (for the day)
scientific habita and the happy location of the chinaberry
tree within easy tape-reach,

24378 :
The other Neeley's effigyﬁis from the Cemetery

Mound in an incredible bufial to be described later. The hpwlr

is aﬁall and oval shaped, short from back to front. The head

is column-shaped with gruesome incised features., The tail is

a sort of loop hanging down frow the rim with the end touching

but not attached to_the side. The pot has evident similari-

tles to the “aerpent—cat“ effigy described by Phllllpﬂ, 33

al., (1951 p. 161) for the Walls area, but is cruder and dlf—-

fers‘in shape of tpe-bowl and:direction of the tail. Both
these:effigiea-have resemblances to Walls pots, but there is
“no reasoh to call them tfude items, or even tolpdstulate any
”close historic relautionship between the Walls and Hushpuckana
phasea, though such may ex13t
2, 'BARTON INCISED, BABTON VARIETY

This ié tﬁe most common decorated type of the-ﬁhase.
The ahapg‘is.universally the simple jar previousaly described,
The paste'is.identicﬁl to_Neeley‘a}uvoéerwheimingly the most
‘gommon'désign is, as described in Phillips, et al., 1951, pp;
116-119) oblique parallel lines forming triangles extending

from the rim to the shoulder. There is never a zoning line
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" on the top'and'oniy on a minority_of sﬁecimens_one on the
-shouider. The 1iﬁé§ are wide spacéd, "V" shaped, generally
Sforming.little.clay ridges by their sides. The depth and | .' 3 _ 1.  ;
width of the lines génerally varies with the space in be-
tween thém: that is, on small vessels the lines are narrow

and shallow, and closer together, on large vessels the oppo=

site, Rﬁrely'therbOttom is zoned by a row of fiﬁger punce

tates. On only one sherd does Barton seem to be combined

with punctates all over the body. On two sherds punctates,

not lines, make up every other triangle,
A .rare deslgn varxunt is cross~hatched lines, ‘The'

L (412363~
lines on these sherds (and on one pot of unknown provenlence,

1llustrated here as pot number‘27ﬁhre scratchler and shal-

.lower than usual. Bdrton var., LBarton, here differs from

"the type descrlptzon (Phillips, et al., 1951) only in that

—

the handles tend té be more round in ¢crogg-section, the lugs

larger, and in that the design goes down further on the

'shouldér with its lower.bordér illeconfined,

BARTON, VARIETY WALLACE

‘There are itwelve prq#ocntive sherds in ?qébody's

'general_cdllection which might he dalled Wallace Incised, and

_yet do not fit the type description which was set up for the I

Lower Arkansas area'(pnillipa, et al., 1951, pp. 134-6). 1

should like to present my thoughts on this ‘type. The Oliver '

v sherds are all from jnrﬁ of the typical shape for the phaae}

The design is from well down on the body of the vessel up to




the neck, These sherds show the rim area; on all it is ug= °

~decorated, on two of xhé.éhérds there is a ﬁarton atyle“”f..

zoning line at.the néck; 6n.the others none, The bottoms

‘;re uﬁzonéd. One asherd has a typical fat lug, thpugh.a‘

little smaller than usual. It has Barton incising on the

top. The lines are very brbad.the brushy iooking, squarish

.or siight1y shall§w U-shaped in cross-section; their end§

‘are square and abrupt. ‘The lines are identical to those oﬁf

Wallacq'fr¢ﬁ thg‘Low¢r Arkansas. The designs are curvilinear,
A therﬁugh.invesﬁigqtion was mgde of the Wallace';

Incised ffqm the type sites of Menard and Wallace. It was

found that the type of line and the design was identical.
iAa sﬁate@‘in_the_ﬁjye ﬁeécripti&%VAESigns were generally
. .either'bur;iliﬂear.§n thu body or rectilinear, Barton—like
designs on the rim, never were &he two cbmbined. RareThodgs:
were b;uéhiné between the lineél and various combinations
with punctations, A.giaﬁce at the table (table 1) will show
'that rectilinear designs om the rim are by far the most com—:
mon,:éith 100 sherds in.ail, and that thercurvilinear.on the .
body vafiaﬁt was mext in frequency. All these body sherds
_wefa prqsumeddto_come irom everted-rim bowls, but with mwany
“it was impossible to tell. Much rarer but definitgly presen£
are the_opposité &rrapgeﬁent.; what:ig"sigﬁificgnf is the |
'fhfée shérdé from simple bowis and théniﬁg.ffﬁg jars.. There
may h#?é'been more sherds from these shapes, but these were

the only sherds where the shape was absolutely certain, The
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sample iﬁ all tod.small but - the fact that all theae sherds :
. were found in one of the cuts, not on the aurface, suggests
" that these shape variations may be earlier.

Clamsic Barten, var. Barton, on the nermal Hush-
puckena Missisﬁippian jhr shape is present in swall numbers
"Aﬁlboth Menard ana Wallace, A restudy of the pottery fram
the cuts at Menard shows that Barton occurs in small numbera
throughout the trenchea.K The sample again is too emall,.but_ﬂ
it seems probable that Barton is early on the site, James
rFord (personal dommﬁnication) hol&a.this opihioa, Certainly |
in Oliver né trﬁe Barton exists during the_ laat occupaiion._.
A shape very close to the Wallace everted—rlm bowl is found

only in the later phase at Oliver,

My conclu51on is this: the dlfference between the -
Hushpuckena phas; at Oliver and the ma;or manifestation at
-Menard is. malnly & matter of time, not space. There is an
earlier phaaé_at Menard, albeit poorly represented, which had
clagsic Barton, var, Barton,,laéked the late trait of everted
bowls, gn& prohably'gad some sort of Wallace noit on everted
bowla, If thé Oli#er Wallace sherds are an exauple of eﬁrly
"proto-Wallace" the evolutionary development is clear. The
-differehcea-between this earlf Wallace and Barton, var,
Barton, are baslcally threefold ~ The first is the wovement
of the d931gn onto the bedy, This occurred tolthe'north‘in.

Kent Ihcisod an& fo the south in Arcola., It seems also to

have occurred here. The second is the development of the
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broadline techniqué which seems to have occurred locally here
in the Lower'Arkan;aQ and Upper Sunflower regions. The 1a§t
is the development of £he curvilinear design, which ochuf:ed
on Rlanch, Wallhée, Blanchard and Qliver Incised, not to men-
tion Leland to the south.w All three developments seem tolh@ve
. occurred late in the life of classic Barton, var. Barton.
The-late.position of these various "types" will'be diacuased
" further injthe section on the Olivef phase,
The evideﬁce for.the'coétémporaneity of Barton, var.

Barton, and'soﬁe go;t.of proto—Wailacg_is admittedly slim,

It was cettaiﬂly néi a'major type anywhere thaf Qe know of,
But the existence of # proto-historipwto-ﬂistoric phase in’
'the Uppe? Sunflower would not be- known except for Peaﬁod&'s.
.excavgtidn. :Likewiae 1argéséule excavation on thé‘Lowe:'Af;
“kansas might reveal a'phaée contemporaneﬁus ﬁith Huahpuckéha,
Vand prob#bl& also Nodeua and Walls. This putative phase . |
would, if owur guessés are corréct, have significant amounfs
: ﬁfﬂ“WAIInce“ oﬁ early type pots, call the tyﬁe what you will,
”A'reéxamination éf'collections from the northerly area mightﬁ
well aléo fefea} s&all amounts of this type, if the criterion
6f the.eferieduriﬁ bowl éhape were dropped. |

Suffice it to say then that a sort of fﬁrmativa

Wallacé is presént in the Hushpuckena ﬁhase, #s téggg;g'bx
the presenée-on'thé aherds 6f ear1y~1ugs;and7narton'ioning'

lines, and the early shape. e
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3. PARKIN.PUFCTATEﬁ

By f#r thé wost common punctated variety at Qliver
is a type made by making a deep jab with the finger sonfkat
‘a amall ridge of clay forms on one side. Thease are usually
spaced fairly cioﬁe together over the whole body of the pot.
'TWQ variants are; (1) placing the punctates directly together
80 that there is a corrugateu effect, (2) 11n1ng the ridges
up to produce a rldged pinched effect, In the sample oflthe
.cuts at Oliver plus the Peabody surface collections, 40 out
of 59 punctatéd shé:ds were of these varieties. Out of 38
puncﬁatéd sherds at Menard, only 7 were of these varieties,
and fouf_of them'came.from‘the igﬂﬁg:leveihdown'in cut A;
Mqreb#érnthe moré'cﬁmmqn typég-oflpunctéte at Menard in
Oliverlére found bnly.in the surfaée collections and the tbp
two levels of cut ﬁ. -Heré we seewm to have a much clearér

£ U U o en -~
& v -

Cass o €iiporai distinction hinted at in the incised
material, . Slash, fingernail; dot and other types of punc—
tates are characteristic of a latgf period. 1In the Hushpuc-

 kena phase, and proﬂabiy also at q{related phase in ihe Lower-

Arkansas, the punciﬁtién is generally of the clhﬁsic_typé_
.with a ﬁbufg"_or ridgé'(Phillips, et al., 1951, p. 110),
'usualiy covering the hodf.. The single row of punctates
found sometlmes under the Bnrton var. Barton, are, in all.
the examples I have seen, ‘also of this ' type. |

4. RED PAINTED TYPES v

Most of the painted ware is plain red of a dark,




almost crimson color, usually on bowls, Paste is good, temper:
generally fine, as on Neeiey's bowls of the phase, We rhave
E#3957

two partial vessels, a slmple bowl and the back part of an
) 4276}
effigywath a lug-tail identical to that on the Neeley's ef-
figy previously described. There iw also a atratigraphically

: Le4388]
unplaced trlpart vessel whlch ia perhaps the most beautlful
pot at.Oliver and 13 illustrated in Peabody, 1904, plate 15.

Ita deep red color places 1t probably in the Hushpuckena -

phase,

“Painteﬂndesigns are generally in banda, though no
sherds are large enough to tell whether the designs are cure
vilinedr.  The commoneét treatment is red b#nds on a buff
backgroﬁn& (Qaraon-R¢df03~Bufff; ngually on.bqwl bodies.

There are no rim qherds with a band of red around themrih the
Menard manher. Oﬁher sherds have contiguous bands of red and
_white péint; a few.h@ve_red anﬁ-white with a:strip of the
buff pot surf&cerseparating them, (Qne ahefd is red, black.
and buff, Though theré are a few plain.white sherds they afe‘

_ \ . .
all tiny. It_is unlikely that any vessels were pure whiﬁe.
All in.all the painted pottery here shows considerable varieﬁy._
F TRADE TYPE ~ LELAND |
A few sherds bearlng designsa Whlch could be called

."Leland“ uay be assigned to this phase. I am certainly in

no poaltxon to separate out varieties of this poorly known

type. A few pots, entirely alien im shape, and a few shefda,

all on fine paste with "dfy" incision and curvilinear designs
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couwe from the {ate'phaaﬁ; There are a few sherds that'arg.
entirelj differentlbﬁﬁ.also may come under the broad défini-
“tiom of Leland., There are two sherda especially from Peaw
.b§dy's colleétion with a very fine brown paste, h;ghly pollshed
which have a deép b6w1 shape and a large rim strap in the
shape of a quartef circle. The design is the Leland Guil;
loche executed in very dry scratchy lineas of variant widths.
Theae are entirely unrelated to the late burial Leland to
‘bhe described and possibly are on a Hgahpuckena time level,
C 6. OTHER POTTERY OBJECTS |
Pipe
: Lg.r?zsﬂ - '

"There 13 a plpe which by temper may be tentatlvely
_7aaslgned to this phase. "It is Slmply a tube of clay w1th a
small hole and 1arger hollows for bowl and stem—flttxng at
each end, bent into an elbow, The center sectioﬂ is flate
tened and compreased as a result of thxa bendlng. May it be
noted that thls apeclmen bears not the faintest resemblance
to the"Sibuan dish_pipe, being rather an "Algopkian“ elbow
pipe.- fherHughpuékéna.phase has few elewents which can be .

: - ‘ 3
called Quapaw by thé farthes& stretch of the imagination,  ,J'
| Sherd Discs |

There are 44 specimens in the Peubody collections

- 121919, 4182041999, <1899, 64397, <4392, <4395
catalogued as sherd dlﬂCﬁq Four of them are the bottom coils

of‘vesselé"(thréé Baytown, one Neeley's), Thirty-nine are

[€1820, h1539]
pure gherd discs, two only (of Neeley's) having holeaﬂand

thus being classifiable as spinning weights, for lack of a
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better ﬁame. No guess is possible as to the function of the
btheré, all aboﬁt two or. three inches-acrosa, and cut out of
"bofs: 26 Neeley a, 3 Barton U., 2 0ld Town, 2 Mulberry.ﬁnd
2‘Baytown. The last four need not worry us, as the plethora
of earlymaherda on the site must have provided an obvious raw
materiallfor‘thia’enigmétic but thriving industry."There is
no peed tp‘postﬁiate'sherd discs for the Coahoma phase,

One of the Nceley's discs comes from the rim aeﬁtion
of a late (011ver).everted4rim bowl. This indicates that
some at least of the disca were being manufactured in proto-
1_h15tor1c tlmes. The fact that both of the Barton discs are

not of the classxc Varlety supports this; but to say that all
“the dlscs were made in late tlmea is unwarranted.
One of the remaining three objects is a mlnlature
| J2439s]

(one inch.acroas) chunkey stone done in pottery without vise
ible.tempéring:m#tgrial. The other two are buttonshaped ob-
jectsn of £he.aame size Aud paste, with nicé rounded edges,
There is ;lso a small stone (natural?) of 1dent1ca1 sh&pe

and size. There are in the Peabedy Museum bone discs from a-
northern Algonkian tribe also identical in appearance, The:
'ﬁign'says they are dice. I suggest that these objects were:
also gaming piecéa!of a sort. Thenchuqkéy was pgrhaps.a
childté.plaything.- | o
| Miniature Vessels
There are two mihintﬁre vesae1§; each less th;n

5?7??

two inches in any direction., The first is a tiny pot of more
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or less the classic Hushpuckena shape with two little handles,

It was found on or near the burnt floor east of the mound on '  fr ;

the same level and 12 feet away ffﬂm & broken Barton, var,

‘ |7 2o7]

Barton pot. The other vessel is a tlny shallow bowl wzth fhe

broken~off stubs of absurdly miniscule effigy head and tail

-The paste is 1ncongruounly coarse for so tiny (1; xnches) a
bowl. It is dlffxcult to dlacover the provenlence of this
veaael.- The catnlogue says Trench 12, and on June 21, 1901.'
in the field notes there is the notation "found little pot,"™,

At this p01nt Peabody was dipgging the top section of trench
12, above the "cr1t1cal level“; which means it cane from
either of the top two, or Mississippian, ogcupation layers.
Thig ismqﬁviopa from the témpé?{rﬁﬁe question is, whichu;;;
cupatiﬁn, Hushpuckena or'oliver, does it date from? Peabody
at this time was being very careful about burlals,_as he waa;
finding so few of them. He mentians no bones near this pot,
8o it probably did not come from a dburial. Thls far east.on
the mound it could only have come from the talllngs of the

'Xollver level, whereas the eastern edge of the Hushpuckena
ifloor reaches 1nto trench 12 I shall gueas it came from)
.' the latter, |

There are no pots of this 81ze from QOliver bur1als.

The chlldren's pots in that phase are. small true, but they
are at mxnimum four to 8iX inches acroaa.' We hg§e.ho certain’
Hushpuckena child'burials; énﬁ only thése pots iuggest what

was being made then for youthful employ. Perhaps future




reseavch will prove miniature pots such as these to be charac—

teriatic for fhe'Hushpuckena phase, ..
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- Iv., ' MISSISSIPPIAN INCISDD TYPES

| Before we go on to a conalderatlon.of Ollver cefa-
‘mics a4 resume of my conclugluna on the 1ncxsed pottery of both
MIBBIESIPPIEH phasea, for which the ex1st1ng typology is
“sadly 1nadequate, is in order, Two types have already beean
describad. Barton, var. Barton and "proto-Wallace” Let us

' call this latter ‘Barton, var, Uhspecified A3 B, C, D, and E -
remain to be:disqﬁséed.

| Theaegfaur varietiea have been separated out, after
'conslderable cla881flcat10n and reclasslflcatlon of sherds,

on the baala of llne. Varlety B has lines of about the same

7 width a8 Barton, var. Barton but _much deéger -wWith a deep

wygn shape, not a "V" shape. They are in general much closer
together than Burton llnes, most seem to be parts of curvlinear
designs, Many of the examples of tuis varxety are distinctly

-

sloppy. ‘
Var1ety C has undater looklng wide lines of g deep

- "U" shape, They are about half the widih of Wallace llnes

farther apart than variety B lines but havxng about the game v~

Propoertion of llne width to space between ‘the lines. ane

ends are not aquare a8 in Wallace but unlversally round or

poxnted Designs are 1dent1¢al t& Wallace —= short parallel

line trlnnglea‘on the rim and long, free curvzllnear designs .

on the body. My notea are not clear on this point, but I do

not believe the iwo desxgna occur together,

Variety D is rare, and Segregated late in my
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studies. The lines are very broad, as broad as on Wallace,

~but do not havd the brushy look of Wallace lines, Moreover

~they are usually:notlU—shnped, but rectangular in cross-
section.‘ Often'they are slanted with a long side and shortf.
slde only, as if the rectangular 1nstrument were tipped so
only one corner dugllnto the pot. The few examples from
Oliver are on éxtremcly fine paéte bowi rims, Two designs
‘are represeﬁtea: concentric semicircles and a design that.
looks like.the'ﬁumbér 3. These sherds could pfobaﬁly be
classified as Blanchard Incised and may well be mot native
. t0 the sité; | N
 Variety L is represented by three sherds and a s;ngle
veaael at Oliver, . The 1lues have the brushy look of Wallace
‘lines, but averagdf&Jlittle thipner, aﬁd as often as not
‘have the.profileCof T&pé G orDd lides, although_some approach
Wallace. ‘ e Y | |
: £ _ _
The pot with this type of line comes from a very

late burlal ~= one of a group on the east alde of the mound,
many of which, though not tiis partlcuiar one, had hlstorlc
goods., The shupe of the ‘pot conforms exactly to what wlll be
described as the typlcal Late Olzver Phase norm., Tbis vessel
differs from the sherds in that the pas?g_is very thin and
the lines show on'ﬁhé'inside. Dr. Phllllpﬂ tells me this 15.
:charaoterlstlc.of the tentatlve new Stokes Bayou varlety,

which was first conceived of in the aurvey (Phllllps et ai.,

1951,‘p.'149). Most of the sherds of variety £ do not have
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'° this thinness, . | |

Ihvestigntidn.of surrounding site collections proe

vided enough sherds to stabilize these varieties and gave
some hints as to their temporal distribution. Variety D may

be disposed of By saying it was very rare or absent in the

collections from é:ound'oliver and on the Lower Arkansas.
Since this was one of those varieties of Ledemd not repre-
mented ih the Qli#éf'phase burials, I suggest this is a southera -~ °
”varidni.(froﬁ.érduhdsGfeenville?) of a fairly carly date,
' Vnrietj_B,.so well represented at Qliver, is
surpfisingly rare on other sites around, which may indicate

that the late'bccupation was weak in the areé. On the other
" hand i{:is‘the”most i%pérténtnlﬁéised‘variety at Menard and

Wallacé.aaide from:ﬂallacg Incised itself, far outstripping
_ 01&3310 Bar?ona lIt makes up ag much as half of the large

uUnclaésifiéd Shé}l-iempered Incised"lcaéegory.

There is_a‘smail sanple of good variety B on the
Stokes‘Bayoﬁ site'near Oliver, but there is a faf greater
number of extremely”interes£ing sherds which seem intermediate
Setween'Bartop, var;:ﬁartbn'and Var,. B.. No longer on thié

site does the classic Bﬁrﬁon design hold full sway. There
aga‘line'filled pendant triangles, gimple vertical parallél
lines, squares of‘hérizéntal and_fertic;l lines, aﬁd some |
'péndaﬂ£ §emieifcles. Nb'intensééan;iféiénwgé.h#déuof the
sherda; but theylseem to:be-reasonably close to the old étyle.

The two lugs in the collection are definitely smaller and
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skinoier than claéslc lugs. De51gns 8till in general go uﬁ to
.tha rim, but on some. sherds there is a 11ne sllghtly below
'the rim: aeparatlng Léﬂoff a shocklng deve;opment unheard of
in old Hushpuckena tlmes;
 There is, a8 we shall see, 'a definite break in cul-—
ture and probably also in time betWeen the. Huahpuckena and
Oliver phaaes,'and it scems reasonable to Bupp03e that some
part of the Sﬁokes Bayou occupatiqn fills this gap. An examina-
tion of the representatlves of the other varletlea mlght throw
lxght on thelr temporal pesitions,
The.designs ca the Stokes Bayou varieties Cand B

" are malnly similar toe those on D, except there are more.cur-
v111near ones, Shapeé again séem to be a modxfled form of the
Barton Jjar, soméwhat squatter,pw1th a sharper break between
neck and body. Neck and body are dlfferentlated in the deslgn_
as in our old proto—§allace (vgr1e¢y.g); and in_contrast_to
the varieiy B on-the'site:

| The variety C on Ollver also has a comparatlveiy
early look Une sherd has the bottom of a good efflgy head
on it; there are two lugs of a medlum size, deslgns are of
the Wallace type:tl.e., foreshortened llttle parallel-line

i
triangles conflned to a small rim area._.We only have five

sherds, and none of them has theo curv111near on body deszgn
but that may well be due to the tiny sample. There are,
fortunatély,étwd'iugs. They aré of a medium style, thinner

than Oliver lugs but not as well developed as the Hushpuckena
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type. The shape is fhe shortened, definite-necked jar found
._at Stokes Ba}ou. |
The designs on the'three sherds of variety E at

Oliver are curvxlxnenr on the body. The onme sherd that shoss
any ahapa is from a jar reasonahly close to the Stokes Bayou
style we_have postulated. Although from my descriptions there
'may_seem litile difference betiween this gnd'theiold variety_
A, let me‘aasure_you that the sharp corners on the 1ines'and f
the relative thinness plus other indescribable qﬁalitiea of
the'pagte_make the variety A sherds absolﬁtely unconfusable
withlvariety E. The latter however may quite conceivably bé_;
a developument out of the former,. -- )

| Variefy E'compriseé 11 sherds at Stokes_Bayou
(vs. o;er 100 of hﬁrﬁoh, var. Bartéh, and var. B), ‘The
thrée sherds in Peabody's collection cémprise the ouiy saumple
of variéty E at' Oliver, as opposed to nearly 200 sherds of
biasaic‘Bgrﬁon and variet& B. Even at Stokes it is'not
”common, perbaps in about the same pr0port10n as varlety A in
the earller phase, N

What we seem to have then is a series of Wallace

4

qffingﬁltypes throughoub the stsxsslpplan occupatlon in the -

Upper Sunflower, always exxstlng as mlnorlty typea, paral~
leling a putatlve'major development over. on.the Lower Arkane
sas, of which we ;e@lly Know only the end prodﬁct. In the
Hushpuckena period-variety A éxisted‘en the Sunflower'and

there was presumably a very similar type on the Arkansas.
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In the Stokes Bayou perlod the Upper Sunflower potters began
to ignore the venerable parailei-line triangle design and to
.use sharper-cornered ins@ruments in their incising. At the
_ end the Sunflpwerrpotterslhad developed as‘#ery wuch & winow
rity type the Cléaaib "Stokes Dayou" (late variety E) thine
pasate Va;iant;r In paste and shape the latg E pot is in a
native stylg,.so we_are not dealing_wifh trade cérAmics buf“
merely a type of ;ﬂkbwdrm pupulufity in #_very restricted
-phase,. |

While thxs general style was atruggllng through
the f1na1 atages of 1ts feeble life on the Upper Sunflower,
the suddenly burgeonlng population onithe: iower ATKansas ene
dorsad the local ver51on with'%holehaarted and frank abandon.
They grafted an anclent doalgn style with its roots goxng
a8 far back as Coles Creek (Hazlque), and a mlddle aged in-
clslng technlque onto a radically new vessel shape.

This disposes of variety E. We are left with
variety C. The riﬁ.shgfdé of this type with their attragtive
miniature versioﬁs of Wdallace designs and their paraboliec

i ;
~line ends are distinétive enoughs.. But the curvilinear body
sherds are not. For instance I found to my great joy a-sherd
- with a curvilinear desxgn in varleky C 11nes with one of
Peabody's burla;/numbers on.lt. I had shortlivedlhopgs of
stratigf&pﬁic placeﬁent'fof this‘tybel'“But“upén'investiga.
tion I found to my chagrin thut it cawe from a peculiarly

large variety B pet which had-correspondingly wide lines.




Nevertheless a large number of sherds may be as=

signed to this vﬁrieﬁy definitely., There are 18 sherds from

‘Oliver, five in Peabody's collection, five in Phillips' sur-

face collection, and eight in the top level of his cut B.

This would argue for a late (0liver) placement of the variety.

Moreover theré¢ are 26 sherds of a'?omparable but not exactly

i

similar type at the Wallace site,

as opposed to 51 true

Wallace sherds.

This is a considerable proportiom. Oa the

other hand,_thére are l0 or more at Stokes Bayou, which does

not Beem'to have a dislinguishable Oliver coamponent. More-

over there are no good examples in the 0liver burial pottery,

but as shall be seen there are few incised pots of any sort

‘here. I can only suggest that varxety c atarted in late

Hushpuckena times and continued with relatlvely little change

‘into the beginning af'the-iate-occupationg at both Qliver:

P

and Wallace.and Menard.

Before dropping .this topic, a word must be added.

concerning the Hushpqckena.phase in general. Studies by Dr.

Phillips have indicated that it extends over a considerable

territory in' the Upper Sunflower area, components being pre-

sant on-a large number of sites., I looked through surfacé‘

collectlons of aome ten 51tes and they all bad the Barton,

‘var. Barton and obher types of the ‘phase., The population was -

cartainly'a'lot wore dense than in the Oliver Fhase.

i thiﬁk“we.may call tha qccupation at Stokes Bayou

late Hushpuckeua rather than early Oliver. There is a
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reasonably shafp break between Huahpuckena and Qliver which

is somewhat blurred by the Stokes Bayou material, but only

in the matter of design.

Stokes Bayou waterial, are far

closer to Mushpuckena than gliver.

- ]
™ .
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V. POTTERY OF TIE OLIVER PHASE.

‘1. ' SHAPES

The shapes of Oliver pottery are a new departure,
On the jars ri&gahd néck areas are sharply distinguished,
The neck rxaes up kae a coluan from an incurved shoulder on
a aquat body. The rim, an inch or more'wide on the larger
spec1mens, flarés_du£ at about a 60° angle from the neck;

On the decorated types decoration is app'lied‘aeparately to.

'thé shoulder, neck and rim a8 zones. Dowls are shallow but

not flat bottomed with a large everted rim tamlng off sharply

-from the body leaVLng a very deflnlte corner on the inside,

_'The~bow¥_and jar rims are exactly anaiogous.  Sowe bowls have

© an even wider rim than usual and have an incised deslgn on

the upper 31de of lt. There are also shallow_simple béwls,
some with effigies a good deal swaller and conventionalized
than before, Tails and lugs are much smaller than before,

shaped llne half Wufers._'Handles are virtually absent, the

one or two examples present being'%estigial.

: i
Six hottles are kaown from the component, all

probably from late w1thln it. Two are Nodena Red—on-White

Ts7stzl [#4193]
bottlas, one from a burial with historie goods, the other from

v

a burial w1thout hlstﬂrlc goods but in a histeric group {NW
slde); The shape 15 31m11ar to the bottles from Manard etc.,

111ustrated in Moore (1908 plate 14, fig. 29) except thut

‘the body is squatter with a discernable shOulder. They are

illustrated in Peabndy, 1904, plate 15. The neck has the
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Bame outflared rim present in the bowls and JQTS. The deslgn,:

it may be seet, is not similar to Moore's plate 14, which he

(pe 497) and Ford (personal communication) declare to be most

.

comwon on the Lower Arkausas. Qur bottles, like Moore's
from 0ld River Landing (Fig. 29) have thin white parts of the.
design and liotle or none of the buff surface of the veasel ' ' ?

showing., The design is thus blchromic, not three—colored,

and the difference moy be significant temporally. It cer-

.'tainly can't be'Significaot spatially, as 0ld River Landing

'

and Oliver are the furthest-apart slites posse851ng such -

flare-necked bottles. Fof (personal communication) says that

the (1d vaer Landing example of true bichrome de31gn is the

only one. known {rom u;i Moorc 8 Lower Arkansaa collectlons.

Two other extremely interesting bottles come from
the flrst burlal Peabouy dug up in his- aecond season, The
"burial is of an adult (woman?) und child, both bundles, and
one of the Late Oliver group on the southeast section of the

mound .The two bottles, both of admirable quality,.accompany'
[_{ﬂé il '
187 bowl which is an abysmal example of the shocklng
degeneration of the potters art in the last stages of the
Teneil
Oliver_occupation, One bottle is on Neeley's paste. It has-

- &0
&

4]

Vhid.

« & body much like the others just dLscrlbeo but only a ahort

wide~mouthed, allghtly outflarxng neck and no rim section,
[¢1280]

The other bottle is the auperh fian efflgy 111ustrated in the

bottom right hand corner of Peabody's (1904) plate 14. The

illustration shows that it is a specimen equal to anything.




Menard potteré were producing at the tiue. One cannot tell :j

Beouh i el

from the illustration whether the vessel is plain or re% and

as this is one of at.ieuat five vessela in the collections

that cannot be found I can add no wore information than the
picture pfdfidea. I can.identify the burial it came from

only through the fortunate circumstance that it ‘was one of
the flrat two Peabody found in his aécond s¢ason., ile seems

to have hud the-grandiose plan of drawing each burial, but

tired of it after the second. Le that as it may the last

pot frow this burial 'is crudely drawn in the fieldnotes and

is definitely the one illustrated.

The other twe Oliver bottles have no stratigraphie-

information. One, a suwall well made ovalw-bodied vessel with

.

a neck just_liké.ﬁhﬁt on the Neeley's bottle just discussed,

is catalogued under general diggings. The other is anmother
s 5‘43}! 1 oW ﬁuwﬂ .
of the lost potsnand is kaown only from the figure found op-

fPhﬁfe )“ﬂ
posite the fish effxgy in Peabody, 1904, The body is 1dent1-
i Y

"cal to those on-the_Nodena botiles., The neck is somewhat dife

ferent but evidently the same general idea.

Another special form is the teapot. There are three

examples, two of which are illustrated in Peabody, 1804,
2z} e o]
plate 14 - The r1ghthand teapob ln one of the lost vesselﬁc Z3isy

_ [#926%]
The othernls also from theé late southeastern cToup of burlals.

It is very small and without a red Sllp%; The-lastvhas a ped @@&2@1 -
L4393 Jerthand one i Peobody's
8lip and was found eroding out of one of the smaller mounds ﬂ¢f€/fj

en the site. The neck is of .a peculiar shape found in'Phillipa'
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collect;on of p1ctures of pots from Menard ‘but not 1llus—

':trated in Moora. The neck goes up, then curves in at 45°

then outflarea again, The shape may be visualized by addirg
.the rim section of Moore's (1908) figure 4 teapot to the top

of his flgure 6 teapot on the same page., A reasonable AP

E‘:d’ witfe b adse See Ford 191 Fifs's,

_pro;lmatipn is ulso:offgred by his plate 16, v, 14 (%, &gfz

A word moxre may - be added about effigy bowls the dther .

' 5437&
major spec1a1 form, A good exampgi is zlluatrated in Peabody's

(1904) plate 13, upper'righthand corner. This came from one

" of the earlier Oliver burials. Close inspectipn_revealigthat

-it is a crude version of the very coumon Lower Arkansas type
of effigy.of_which a'vood-illustration is Moore, 1908, fig, 22,

[¢4283]
Perhaps the uest Olzver efflgy bowl is badly iliug~

trated in Peabody B book Just below che last pot mentioned,
It is an exact twin, ¢zeept for the fact that on this example
- @uspension hélgs‘arg fore and aft, of the vessel from Qld
River Landing.figure@ in Hoore. 1908,‘fig. 35. Conceivably
:-ifhe effigy veasel-disgussed previoﬁsly at great length (vase
"Aleph") and illusﬁraﬁed.in that sawe pla%e of Peabody's . is
also of Oliver-date.. But even if not it is evident that tie
speciai_mortuary'cefﬁmics at Oliver were almqst_as fuliy
.devaloped as those at‘Menard, and also gtr;kingly w8imilar,
Cértain forms,_perhaps thrbﬁgh ina@equgcy of sample, are
‘lacking; éspecially the "head.vuse";ugh&.ﬁhe“;éd and ﬁhite
painted”ﬁowla. Indeed paiated bowls of any sort seem absent

in the Qliver phase, including the very common Menard type 
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with the stfip of red p#ini around the outer rim. Absent
also are effigy hea&é flat in the lateral dimension gnd often"
perforated as 1n Moore, 1908 fig. 27.

" There are, however, a class of.gxcesaive1y crude
mortuary vesaels at oliver unrepresented at Menard, or at
least in the illﬁatfatipna of Menard'pottéry. Indeed'Moore
would never have even regotely entertaxned the possibility of

1llustrat1ng such vessels. I have three in mind all from

 1ate Ollver hurlals wlthout hisgtoric goods. They have fea- '

tures character:stlc of Late Ollver pottery in general and

these must be-summarized.

In Laféloliver, probably historic, times, a signi-

ficant change occurs in vessel shapes. The neck secitions on

Jars beéomefshorté;, ihe rim sections protrude_ha%dly-at all
from the vessel, (Qan the outside they seem no ﬁore than a
rolled lip,’but_ﬁn'the inside profile a flat outflaring ex—
pa_nsé of about a hall inch is stiil visible. This difficult
to describe lack of relation between inner aad outer prdfilea
is characteristic of late Oliver pottery, or which a good

exauple is figured in

It is especlally

evxdent on bowls where the corner between.r1m auG hcuy sections
is still present thouthWeaker than béfore on.the insides,

but the outside profxle prasents often a smooth curve w1th no
break at all. ‘Where there is a break on the outside, it is

not 6ﬁﬁoéité the corner on the inéide;. Rim sections become

often either Jisproportionately large and curved up instead
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~of out, or suall and vestigial. Lugs and effigy tails are
barely distinguishahle protruberances on the rims. Two of

Teaell
- the efflgy heads are mere tlny blobs of clay. Therother, the

one from the burial with the fish effié%?t% a featureless'
column of clay, ev1dently the degenerate descendant of the
"serpent-Cat" effigy mentioned previously. This-deep b§w1 '
has a largé ﬁpcurviégirim section on omne side_éf thé vessei
(the head side) but the'othcr side has no break at all.

_The effect is an asymwetrical bulge, as.may be éeen_ip the

12#253

4)Aat the end of this paper. Rims

are pointed, crudely sqtared off, or grossly round and thick,
Two late vessels have'indentatiogs on the outside possibly
produced by Sl&pplng the fabric with a corncob The paste

“r

on some has a wholly new darh brown color. It is very coarse
with é rough'ané_éxfoiiated surface. i
Such miaefable parodies of Mississippian pottery are
found in.associutionfwitﬁ some of the fine bottles described.
Many of the ﬁore utiiitarian vessels have still an excellent
ﬁaate and'&re.typglogically late looking only in their tiny
1ﬁgs and in thé shhpe of their everted rims, The miniatﬁre
chil@reﬂ!s vesaelé continue to be, on the whole, well wmade,
The total cpmplex.ofllaté fliver pottery may indeed
be dietinguished'iﬁ sbapeg.from earlyfolivg;_pgttgry,.but it
" may not’ be charucter;zed as degenerute. Some of the worst

pots are found in or near to burxals with {the best., My inter-

pfetatiOn Of'the late history of Oliver pottéry, based on

4
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long study of buria1 distributi0ns is this, The fine bottles

~and others were made within & generation or two of the end‘of

the occupatioh; Probably nothing of the best quality was

produced in the last few desperate years before abandonment C b

‘and the best pots in-thc latest burials may have been a generaé | ;
tion of two oid wﬁen they were at last consignéd to the wbrld

of the dead. ‘Aiﬁost.qertainly only the mdét festigial effi—

gies were bgiﬁg_madé‘ét-thg last, but some fairly:goo& pot-

tery was.ﬁrébably being turned out yét.' Seéar&ting out £he'

léss than ten really awful pots on the basis of burial disf
tribution and depth proveé.impossiblé, Degeneratién Was very
swift ahd sdme of the perhaps oldar potters were.still turning
out decent stuff whlle thexr compatr1ots had abandoned or grosslf_
distorted all the old canons of shape, paste and decoratlon.

&
There is then no dewenerate period per se, Cer-

tainly the phenomeneg ;I total culéural collapse in the face :
of modern Euroseah contact is not unknown in the annals of
ethnogrgphy,/but ;he meagre archeclogical and historic evi—_
dence auggeaﬁs that Olivef'was aﬁandoned before any.suéh WiD lew
sale cbllépsé-might-have.cdmé abuut;. | |
The degenerafion.of.ﬁottery at Oliver seems to be
a feature-df certain bottérs, not of all the potters in the
'village. This abandonment of the old ‘norms by 1nd1v1duals is
qulte easily and logxcally explulned by two factors histori—

cally known to be operant in the regian, The first is disease,

Epidemics devastating whole villages reducing whole tribes to
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mere remnants gfg;historically documented for all the Lower _ fﬁﬁ
Valley peoples, asécéially the Quapaw. That there'was‘di-
sease at Oliver ié indirecﬁly substdntiated by the archeolo-
‘gical record. ‘Théré are‘léo or more Oliver burials in the
big mound alone. Over half of these may be assigned with

' : _ Cg#sai]
certainty to Late (liver. The teapot, erodlng out of a small
mound and the fxve or 8ix recorded (and how mahy unrecorded)
llate Ollver burzals from the Cemetery Mound attest to the
'-:fact that there waa”no lack of other burlals elsewhere on the
site, 100 is’ a truly conservutlve nuudber for late 011ver
burlals on the slte. |

On the gpﬁer side_?ﬁ_yhe coin 50'to_20 or even
‘lesg*wgrrioré are“maniioned a8 being the couplement of many.
Viliaées'in thg Delta at Qontact. That Oliver was a smgll
and unimportant‘vil lage in contact times is evidenced 1nd1—
.rectly by xts ‘lack of mention in. the hlstorlcal records.
Phillipa* cuts indicaté‘;ith their overwhelaing perceqt#ges
of Huahpuckena sherds that thé.01iver occupatlon was very
thxn. Ollver, and especlaliy late . Ollver sherds are very
rare in the collectlon .and are far outnumbered by mortuary
vessels, ; o
Histdricfgoods represegting, it seems, a very short
penlod of contact are scattered through the areas of - the
_mound reserved for Late Ollver burlals - most or al‘ burlals

of thls subphase whe*her they had any of the very rare irade

goods or nqt, were probably made in the historic peried. " In
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the hlator1ca1 sectlon of this paper I glve my reasons for

hellevzng occupatlon at Oliver ended not much after 1700;

historie contact started not before 1686. A time span of

‘ -f1fty years for the Late QOliver subphase is a liberal estl-

mate indeed,

OverIIOd'bﬁrials repreaénting a compiete Cro88=
aeqtidn ip age of the population, for not much over a genera-—
'}tion in a small village::'Smallpox does not to my knowledgg
léafo ﬁéfﬁs on ﬁhe.bdnéé;: However the indirect evidehce for
epidemic ét Oli?ef"ééems.incontrovertible. Oune thinv to get
back to the pottery, thdu an epldemlc will do is destroy

famlly atructure and makc orphanb of many. Many little Oliver

¥

glrls could have.gruwn up poorly tutored at best in the arts
of thelr ancestors.r'-The degenerate pots we are concerned
with are fhe producf.df ignoragce and lack of skill,

The other factor that might have contributed to
the cerawmic degen#ré%ipﬁ is the knOWn.breaking up of t}ibes
.and the constant flow. of refugees intq_the_surviving villages
of their alien heigﬁbors. Many of the po;s beznv considered
may have been the product of refugee women poorly conversant
with the'ceramic peculiarities of their hosts.; The presénce.
of not a few Leland and Nauchez like pots, and of uniden£ified
but aouthern 1ook1ug arrowp01nts at Ollver attest to contact
of various sorts with a reglon which was largely abandoned by
1700, .it is inﬁereating that the grt of effigy makingf;hich

the southern tribes were totally ignorant, shows the most

+




spoctaculaf degene;ation;
. - There ia; with the possible qxgéption of the‘tegppt
shape, no evidence of a possible other factor, EBuropean cera=-

mic influemce. . Now let us wove on to the pottery types.

PYPES

2.. NEELEY'S FERRY PLAIN.

There is little to add about this fype. Paste oh

bowls is if anything thicker than before; on jars thinner.
On wmany vesscls a”ﬁort-of.slip which tends to flake off is

present. Tewpering is in general coarser than before. There

.. - V : - . - . - b
i8 a class of vessels, wainly miniature children's bowls and
. . . . ' - . %

teapots, with a very fine and thin paste, often a thin slip, D

© and a'ﬁouse-grey_cplbr.'_SOmd’shérds of the collection, often

from little bottles, bowls or te¢gots mever jars, arve easily

aeparable from the’ others, in contrast to the situation in

Hushpuckena tiwes. This variant, which in my'notes I dub

b

"Teapoi Béll“, mayn39meday warrant distinction on the variety

donger applied to the rim, but are

replaced by slash punctates made with a sharp instrument.

Nodes on. the necks or-shoulders of jars are COM@OR —- there

) 7
is even one sherd of all—over "Fortune Noded" Twa bowls[ggzﬁﬁgqi £}

have the rim pusLed down, a8 if with the thumb

once on each

3¢ ... BARTON.I

INCISED.

-Barton is mainly of the type B variety already de-
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scribed, ‘Deaigna are ol several sorts:  parallel-line arcades,
f‘"negatlve arcades" —- emgty semi-circles with diagonal hatching

'above and around them, pendann parallel line festoons or semi-

circles, pendant trian rles with the flllxng lines vertlcal

not 10110w1ng the framing llnes {(as in the St“kns Bayou specl—
mens) and, perhapa most common&@a the gullloche or (liver
Ingisedn&esignq“In Early Oliver a row of "burred" punctates °
is often added undefneath_?he outflaring rim. In Late Oliver

of course the rims are too swall for Lhis, One or two rows

of punctdtea'are'often.added on the ahoulder if the design

" is'on the neck. In Larly Oliver the. arcade, the pendant

Jg#394]
trlangle and in one’ examp;gha concentrlc squares design are

placed on jar'necka. The pendant'triangle the 011ver desxgn,
and concentric seml-clrcles are placed on jar shoulders.
The two deéigns of Old Blanchard, concentiric semiw

clrcles and a deveneratu versxoﬁ of the aLorementloned nan

design (knowu from two historic bowls, see Peabody, 1904,
[Zo2e4 jer, 44263 ripect] -
plate 12)Aare placed on large everted bowl rims. The shape,

“paste, and type offiine however are not Blancharxd,

In laﬁe'oliVér_certain.changes take place. Jar
necks and. rims have'grown too swall to hold any designs. Two
examples have all over body deaxvns. One is the Stokes Bayou

L
pot already dlscuased _and the other is a Rhodes—llke pot E;%;?gy

with an expanded veraion of the (liver design wilch covers the

whole vessel, Thxa vessel also hias Vbatlglal handles; it may

be native. No ce:tain examples of norwal Oliver design are
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known fo? late Oichr,-but they wmight exist. o
— ‘ - o Rt
Late bowl -designs are excessively crude. On one the
aeml-cxrcle deslgn is applxed to a simple bowl with no everted
“rim, On another examplehtgz pendant triangle design is applled
.to the‘outside of a crude everted rim, Th;s bowl is in a
bufiaIEWith histoeic goods. No new invention is apparent in
Olivef designs or shapes. The major development is the re-—
laxatlon of the old norms of design, design placement &nd.
'shape.
ET PARKIN PUNCTATED.
Eeretofofe I haﬁe mentioned thdt_new types of punc-

tation were introduced both here and at Menard on ‘the Oliver

“bime level.. These‘agé efescentic‘punctates,‘hemi-conical
ﬁuncfatee; slaeh Line puncﬁatee, and dot punctates. At Menard
is a special type-hade ol ultra-short Wailace lines. 4ll
-these types‘may have_existed eariier, bLut they became ?aenly
wore  popular now; fhe old burr iype still continues to be
widely used, however; Another develoyment is the construc—
tion of designs ;rom horxaonual or vertical bands of four or
WOre Irows of punctatea.. Whut the designs are I cannot say
as thaylare Kinown only ffcm sherds. Vessels ere found Qifh
two ToWs of punctates on the shoulder, perhaps aunother on the

[@e295]
rim, and nothlng els%. This is unheard of in the qushpuchena
ph“ae.“ . o .

[#424 "?7

A late 011ver.pot cllSuS with all-over “burre®

punctates but'they‘ere much_further apart than on early exw
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auples. There séem.té ve no dombinations of punétates to form
ridging or corrugation in the Oliver phase.
6. | RED PAINTED_TXPES

.The re& paint on oliver v;ssels is a light reddish-
.orange color uaually gquite dxstlnguxshable from ithe Hush-
puckena crimson, It occurs on teapots, bottles and probably
bowls of a paste very siwilar to my "Teapot Bel’“_variant of
Neeley's; In the small collection of redpainted sherds from
this pﬁaae thore was no Carson Led-on-Buff, no red, white and
black ﬁoiychrome.r Plain réd‘was of course the Wost common,
w1th red and whlte and red aud white and buff also present.

When it could be distlnguxsned the bands of palnt on Hush—

puckena ‘vessels dll seemed to parallel the rim. On two Qli-

S _ o (57312, 44293
ver sherds the bands are diagénal and on the bottles i@ D

A
tioned prevxously the desxgns are curvilinear. No conclu-
sions on cOntlnulty between lushpuckena and Oliver painted
pottery are- pOSSlble with the small sample at hand but

Boine shapea, desigus and the pigment seem to be different.

6o ~ TRADE POITERY

There are four certain trade vessels xrom Late Ollver
burlals plus ‘a bowl with & r1m strap which may come from the
south in an earlier burial. Ohe of the certain trade Ve g

z429i]
-aels is a small blobular bodied vaseAw1th”a”broad plate- -

like rim at the top. The paste is very fine, and on the rim
is a classic Blanchard Tucised design in a nice broad dry

line, which types the vesscl niceoly,
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CTwo other vessels may be called Leland U.; one, has

[e41¢7] A

& gullloche des1gn, the other, has a running loeping de810n

SOmething like that.made by the seams of a baseball. The pot

&) has another zone

‘with the.guilloche Eg
of IL-shaped areas filled with “Silver City" hatcliing. This

vessel ia-quite aimilar to a vessel in Dr. Phillips' collec=

tien from the Glaas 31te L;l
v vl

vessel, 1llustrated in Peabody,_1004 plate 14, is a miniature

u The last
with “Natchez" shape. The major design is a crude forim of

'thq "Laseball® design of the 9£her vessels;-dn the stem, ine
vigible in the'iilus{raticn,_is'the aforementioned “L" design,,
this‘time filled with bunctations, not hatéhing. Despite |
fhe Natcheg:shapg,_theidesign siﬁilﬁfities indicate that this
vessel.cam§ from the éame generallafea as the others -— the
aputhgrn Pelta, not all the way.froﬁ Natchei itself, Similar
vessels qume'I:ou a:'uearby as Neblett Landing (Moore, 1911,
figure.lQ). The same area . may have prodﬁced the arrowheadé
found.in twololive; corpses. The séuthern Delta was being
abandbned duringithe late Oliver period and refugee groups,
hostile or. frlendly,.were evxdently descendlng on- lever,

'some perhapa coming w1th & fcw pots to stay.rl




vi. - OLIVIR POTTI-)_RY, CONTINUITY, AND TIE QUAPAW QU”S‘I‘IO’\I
A comparzson of Olzvor and [lushpuekona pott tery shows
.lo;nsiderable continuity but ulso a great deal of chaﬂga¢' Tha
old efflgy and painted Varlants contiaue, paste, general clas-'
alfication of pottery, the roster of old Survey Typea, shows'
no radical shiﬁt. The old shapes patagoriéa-of.bottles; jaré;
.bowla, eto., aré atill used. But wlthzn the broad Mlsszsiu—
pian framawork there ig cunsxderable change. -Shapea are no. -

- lengex smgoth_and gracefnl but sharp and angled,’ Compariébﬁl

of rghows the radical differonce in pot

form. The Barton, var. Barton dasign creaies the siaple ef-L

r&r83¢]
-fect of a: toxtured area on the upper uortzon of the pot In

| o Jwaag] & psti 2 [flastrated _
.the Ollver phase the potAhaa.beeg divided 1n§0 design zones
:and these zones contaxn definite bdnds 6f-repeating ¢lements
with rdwﬁ-pf‘punctateé aétinﬂ a6t as mere borders but tex—
turally contraat1n~ exeutnts. Nodea, lugs and the few handlésl
arc not functlonal in- ullve/} they also serve as repeﬁted
déco atxve elements. fux Jillnear designs, like the new nadina
“and types of pugctgtions)hava conaiderably broadenad the de=-
corative repertoire. The popular "Oliver" guilloche is.long,
gantiy ﬁurving, creati;g th§'effect of a iqving band around
tha.shouldcr.u The ola Barton.design is;defunct here. _Over 3
a# Meaard it has béen” severely adupted ta naw- uurposes.

‘But tue_o d ‘Parkin of the [ushpuckena people h .a
pPlaco in this phase as, seemin*ly, does their painting tradi-

tion. Rod slipping secuws to ox cist in this area from Harksville.
3 .l Fi (3%




times on, red and white painting from beasonville (pre~
Coéhomu?).. Through‘muny changes of population these attracfr
tive formsg of decof@ﬁion persist.é The line—filled triangle
idea is certainlylﬁushpuckena. Tge Blanchard designé 80
populﬁf with native (liver potters were undoubtedly picked
:ﬁp;from_the.Lelahd people-close to the south. Ali the effigy
forms are native, and Hushpuckena motifs are quite'récogni*_.
zable though exécﬁied‘in_nhe at best moderatély cbmpetent
style of-Oiivér.

Jémes Foré, on his forthcowing paper on ﬁhe'Menard‘

[see Ford Jouj] : o :

-sit%, coumes aut for contiggity on the Lower Arkansas from
egrly”Mississippian,ti@es_foﬂﬁhu,historic, wmainly on the basis
‘of pottery, despite a radical change in the stoheworkiné
tradition; - |

I am not cdmpetgnt 1o judge én‘Mcnard, but the
éequences there and at'Qli#er are 0 similar that.hié'qonclu;
siﬁn must be dealt With here. Frankly 1 cannot ;gree.with'iti
Pottery.is a pﬁor_indicator of pcpulation_shifté, ieﬁ us
look at_tﬂe si;ﬁ@iion hcie. Iﬁsearly Mississippian a'wide;
sﬁreud) fairly h6@qgenéQus culture with Bafton, var. Barton .
as a éonsﬁant féature of its teramic repertoire spread 6ver
'ihg who;cpnorthefngower Valley. By proto-historic tizes
ip waé gone, repluéqdf&t Oliver and Menard by a culturé with
.a somewhét.relafed pottefy, an unrélgted stone wogking tradi-
tion, ana.at Qiiver at least new burial practices ani, perhaps,

different ideas on wound cemsiruction., (ne would be hard




preséed‘to explain this by some sort of frenzied outbreak of

“invention after'mdny years of a reia@ively constant culture.

Let us iéugiue what would have happened if a new
. group of people came iu, - First wé must ;emeMber thal wars
betweén‘Indians ethﬁographically are not characterized by tﬁe
wﬁolesalg annihiiatiou of populations. True,-villdges are
‘destroyed and most of t ) warr;oré killea off or dispersed,
but women and child?en were Ofﬁen?incorporated into the tribe,
if only as slavea.‘jAnd it is thefwomen often who carry.on
ﬁhe pottery.txadiiion, .In the muie sphereg —-— reiigious
practiées; weapon making; and stone.working there is #.break
ﬁ"in.continuity. Eyen in Qattery“fhéfe ig a new art style w—
thé shanes and d031wn—ﬂrran gements have a very differeat lm k
about Lhem. The ﬁgut;nulty is ¢n.ssolated modes of design.
and form. |

No 1nvq51;n or migration can be proved uniess a
‘homeland with an. old culturu pGssessing many or alil o10 the
intrusive traits can be found. Thether such a place exists
for the (Qliver Phase is unkuown vo me, My only,feeling-is
that the direct and majotr ante edcnts of the Oliver people
~are nét.to be-found,in'the Upper Sunflower, gnd probably nd.

in the Lower Valley;




APTER VYV
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COAHOMA PHASE

BURTIALS.

There were traces of twenty three Coahoma burials
comprising twenty-nine individuals, four of which aré re-
corded as being children. Two of the burials were evidently
disturbed and out of place; seven burials (11 individuals)
were from the first stage of the burial mound {stratum A).
and fourteen burials including sixteen individuals were
from the second stage (stratum B).

There are two slight differences between burials
of the lower and upper groups: (1) The lower group had two
double burials and a triple burial out of a total of only
seven burials as against two possible double burials out of
fourteen in the upper groupl._(2) There seemed to be no
reguiarity of orientation in the lower group whereas all the
burials of the upper gfoup except those right next to the
gquare structure, were oriented to the east —— the direction
of the structure, The burials next to the structure paralleled
it, lying south to southeast, or in one case north-west.
These burials although placed outside the major religious
structure evidently retained a distinet relationship, to it
in their orientation., The meaning of this is impossible to
guess at, but it hints that the dead had some place in the
religious'sﬁrncture of the society, as reflected in the

architectual patterns, The matter of the multiple burials

ig less easy to explain. Possihly all the burials of the
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first stage were made at the same time —- during the construc-

tiqn of the burial mOUnH; iIa these condltlons & certaln

=c1uster1ng of burlals is 1nev1table. The crowded yet un—

bunched pattérn of the:secand stage, coupled with the fact 

"that all tﬁéselburialé are of equal depth from thefsufface
of the mound,‘éuggqsts'tha% here on the other hand we have
intrusi#e bufiais'mdde over a long periad.

All burials on which there is any information ar¢

‘extended, usually oﬁ the back; but, acdording'to Peabody,
sowetimes on.the stodﬁch.or even the side. In cantrast.to
the ﬁrobsbly cgntemporary Bayland dnd Aden ;haséé to the
south, grave goods are 1ot GRCOWWMOD —m there being eLﬁhu ar—
txcles w1th seven bufi%ls. ‘None of the grave goods are_with
childrénj a situution very different, as we shali see,
from that wﬁ{ch pqrtained in Oliver Phase times.

Two of the uo;ccua #7e not pols.  One is a stone

[#i3ad

pendantﬁvery similur to the 1arger one illustrated in Moore,

lOOS,‘figure,S. This similaricy to'a peudant frowm Menard -

made me fecl thls )artxou*&r bu¢111 was M1581531p01an but

suasequenu checks oroved beyond doubt that it was unques—

tionably Coalioma in age. Tither the Menard pendant'came from

a “Baytown"_buriai, or basically the saue techinique of pendant
: : EE;; nafet Menbical st ffyas&aufﬂ are Fw«s’ on Yaiudfle crod hali MW ik

T In e yﬁ.?“’ BMM (
maklng persisted for centuries, "he other obwect is a clay i 5&9%

K [;#3;2 4325] £2. mT&- ‘W*}f”‘ ooy

pipe. There are three fragmentary Baytown pipes in the e hong WA &
. . . A = . 7 Gw,é‘ h‘w
. bﬁﬂﬂﬁi N ?WL
collections, ald evideusly of the same type: the stem is’ 5:j;m£3 mvw&d)
A A
. . . ’ uﬂ&fj‘m *
tubular and expands toward ihe middle, then flattens out to - Frefy, E%ﬁi
. . v-olw&u. N
. ﬁiéhﬁé are CJC“; MP
| o . _ ; . B ‘ : B } . ;;dmei)ayeﬁwj
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a ?0und-ended platform. Near Lut aot at the end of this

platform is the bowl, which has a sort of flowerpot shape.

The whole thing is about four inchés long.
No difference existis betwecn the pottéfy from the

lower burials ‘and that frug the upper, excent that the two

specimens from the lower level are unquestionably the finest

Coahona pbts”in.the”collection. One is a superb gracepul

a7l . [g438d]

little Mulberrj po&, the . other,is a fine specimen of division
Alllgator. The firét:specimen was cnlizatening to mé;_ﬁo

‘longer do I feel.jﬁé?ifie@ in calling Mulberry the ugliest

pottery type in ta;uéoﬁnneast. ) |

The upper ievei had three pots, two of which are

[917%]

lost. Tne othcr is the pot&in :

a specimen that
receives detailéd consideration elsewhere,

There are two other Mulberry pots which came io.

.

11ght over buu cuns;uerably avove the Coahomd burial area,

Tewaei]
well up in stratum 5s die, was & division 2 or 3 incised

2
pdt{ ﬁhe other a liptle Baytown ( Sharb “pugh)-boiic Both
were 1n extremeiy £fa§m¢ntary cunaitions énd assogiaﬁo& not
wifh full ske;¢L0n§ but'wiﬁﬁ single skullis, The.impact_of.
these burials first struck meliung after I had decided
stratum 5 was-écrtaipiy Hiushpuckena in date, and it was a
‘1ong and.gIOOmy day"béfore dn exPlanation preééntéd i self

The pos;tlon of these burlald directly aLove all the otherb

and their fra“mentar* conditions certainly sugrests aborirsinal
=) * e o

.
5

digturbance. We can imagine the l{ushpuciena folik turning up




Ly .
ME“{D‘ K2

two of the reallyivcry superficial Coahoma‘burials in the
courserf.mound coﬁéﬁruciion. Evidently as an act of chafity..
-tﬁey_colleéted the smashed vessels and the skﬁlls aﬁd reburied
them, .Aé we shali see skuil burial was a perfectly right
and reverent @oue of 1nhhmat10n in Hushpuchean tiwes, howe
ever much it mlght have offehded the sensibilities of Coa-—
‘_homa people, .
2. STONESORK.

Skulking a dg the bundreds of fine Gliver Phase
l?ointa_in'the coilqctions are forty—tﬁo gross and boorish
specimens lmmeuianel} recubu14able as prc-ﬁ;ssissippian,‘evi-.
~dently Coahoma ghdbel in date, ,Théy are in most cowses typln
‘cal Gary pointy (Fo;u ;nu Webb, 1906 p. 52-4), a type that
isg {monument to the lack of 1a ipidary iwagivation in the
Lower Valiey. All gre abgut three in#hes in length, of

STemme _ ' w _
course B%ﬂﬁﬁed; reughiy ¢hlpped, and made of the old vellow— .

o

arovn flint stanuuy of the arca. Most of the stems are straight

or contraﬁting, but four have ¢Xpanding stems very muth
llike point &, plate 9: in Collius, 1932...Thése ﬁoints_are'
somewhatl better chipped than the average,

| There are also three buperb*y chipped llttle Alha
points of a fine white flint. These are the only. pointsg
_attribuiable to this phaise that could-easi1y have been arrow
points, The flakeprrk_onmthcse specimens i8 hard to equaie
with that on Lie Gary points, but it is barely possible these

Albas were made here;: they are often found associated with
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crude spearheaés. On the other hand according to Bell (1958
Pe 8) Oliver is. - way ouu on the periphery of Alba dlstrxbutlon
~and these poxnts mlght have cqme from the bows of Coles Creek

Marauders from the gouth.,

O§her chip?éd‘sione artifacts ;ttrihutable to the
CéahOma Phase are a fecw oval knives and one good‘expanded
base arill; two saidstone pliaaets with grooved top (see‘
illustration in Peabody, 1904} are Coahoza in date. There
are undoubtedly other artifacts in the colleétions frowm this’
phase, but'no‘study was made uf Lhe smaller Categorles of
-bohe, stone and sne11 tools so uno oplnlons uway be offered
concgrnlng them. . _____;

3. sudany,

As wifh ihé other uvhuses we emerge with a clear .
picture of ceramics, burials. and reli 1ou$ struCuures a dim
inkling of stene~wqr3ing, ant no knowledge at all about
winor artif;cfa, dbmeSQic architecgure, settlément pavtern
‘or extent of relatioésnip'with otnér phases. The Coghona

T !
phase is evldently one of the later represcatatives of .ihe

]

-famlly of "Deasonv1lie" neoples. They are the only'peoﬁlé
8till wmaking Mulberfy Creel puttery that are proven to have
shared inﬁthe‘tem;lé mound'tradiﬁion. _Thei} cowpairiots at
the Deagpnvixzejgiﬁe {colzing;'1932)fséémuto_ha§e'had-a simie
lar type of reiigipgs_(?)_circuiar stockade, but evidently |
here it w#s not ut upon é mound. The evidence for a Burigl

mound-temple wound transition here has been dealt with, The




evoiution scen ik mdund:aructure stockade type and burlal

Es

pattern is 10#10&1 and stralput—forward The old Deasonville

3 Was \11 we mqy Judﬁe from the Deasonville

£
o
bt

site) a sacrcd arca caclosed uy a4 palisade on flat ground,
with probuhly_a little burial mound or two elsewhere on thé
site, To‘combine these two features bf thé siuple-expedient
of raising one's sﬁcreu arca vuto a mound after the fashlon
of people in the Southern Delta is not a very great culturali
Jjump to take. Actuaily the more revolutionary change on the
site was that of the séc0nd stage when the mound was squdred
 up,.uhe stockade chdrﬁcd accoraxuwly, qnd the burials rele-
gated to a perlpheral but noutheless integrated feature of
the total plan.
The maJor differences between this and the Missis-‘
sippian.pattqrn wust be emphasized. In a sense the Coahom#
Moﬁnd was not a "iemple" wound at all.‘ There was no house,
ounly an cnéioacd:sacred‘area and an unenclosed but restricted
burial area -— old D?asunyille patteras both. In the Mis-
sissippian teﬁuge me#nd:the whole ﬁay surface of ﬁﬁe mound
as a uﬁit is of liﬁtie.importance -=- all is focussed 6# ihe
house erected in the midule. Buriqlslﬁre not resiricted hut
surround the house in & ring. They are certalnly not part
of “the archltcctural plan Qf mound and temple and in many
Mississippinn cultures burials are not made in the temple
mound at. alil. 'Certa;ﬁly thae use of the term "temple mound

tradition" for both the Coatowa and Hushpuckena practices,




]
-
a0

f,

[}

and the use of boﬁhlthat aﬁd'"bﬁrial mdund tradition" to;
.de;cribe tﬁo féatﬁréslo£ the same'phase is less than instruc-.
tive, -
Whatever its dubious merits as one of the lesser
ilourescences oi formatlve culture in the Southeast, the

Coahouwa phase seems fraught with 1mpllcdt10ns for the present

coaceptual models of- Soutneastern prehlstory.
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1. an'HUsHPUCAENA PHASE.
Lo BURIALS.
There_a%e"e;ght burials assignable to the,HUshpucken#‘
Phase by virtue of th gravé-gobds accoﬁpapying them,.or,.in
the case of-those in the BDig Mound, by virtue of their depih

and relatioﬁ to Stratum 6. 7There_are'two bundle burials _one

unaccompanled and the other with the fine affigy ("Pot Aleph")gﬁaof]
mentloned elsewhere. fhxa last wmay be an Ollver Phase bur1a1

Thcre are moreover 1n the Blg Mound: two extended burlals,

one w1th an unuatalogucd arrowpo;nt in the skeleton and one

fully flexed hurlal 05 a8 Peabudy terus it, a "sitiing
burial”, It was the only ‘such burial recorded in the excava—

.tion,
There are’ tirce recorded burlals from the Cemetery
Mound which are proveﬂ-to be Hushpuckena Phase by their agso-

-

ciated goods. “he Llf&u cohisists of seven sl ulla laid out

together in the furm d§ a_”T"‘within & three-fooi-square
- [¢437£] |
area. An edfigy bpwlhwas ussvciated, together with abundant

red gchre. . The second seemingly consisted of a fireplace
surrcunded by three siculls with all the other bones heaped
in the middle and very ‘charred. At the ¢enter, of the pile

[g1296]

was a4 ammall Aeeley E] ch% The third uur1a1 was a few inches

below the secund; it dlso consisted of the remains of three
skeletoné;'.The Lhreo ;Aulls were towethef in & trlanWIe
and stacked to one side on a pile were the bones in tuis
order; hands and feect, hrm boues, shin bones, thigh bones,

1

and "irunks® presumably wvertebrae, ribs and pelves. It is
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not qeftain;_but a_Neéley'z bottle way have been associated
with ihis"gravé.
No gdneralizati@ns h@y be madeée from tﬁis_small sample

Two types 6f buria1 ﬁot'fouhd‘iu the succeeding phase are the
fully flexed and the multipié burial variants. -This care-
ful separatibﬁ of‘bbdy_parts, especially ‘the isolation of the
skulls is never fﬁund‘iﬁ Oliver and may beltakeé as a good
Hushpuckena trait;_'Nothing gnywhere near'és elaborate.can”
be.foﬁnd in £he 1atéggphase2:

2. STONIWORK. |

| Since n0 sLonework is placed stratigraphically iﬁ 

the mound 1t is imfussiblc ﬁo be sare which'artifacts are'df

Hushnuclena derivatlon. Uy a poocess of elimination one type

of arrowpoint was found Lo be possibly [lushpuckena: a variety

e
o the

of wiliowﬁ}eaf with the' tip pointed, the
'widest part é{ or near thé base. There are two whole or
partial specimens at‘oiiVer-of this type. ‘Paints identicél'
t%ﬁtéese, and often called.”Nodcna" boints, are found through-
cutwﬁﬁrth~cast'3rkaasus_at an Barly Mississipgian_time Ievei;
These must be'sh£rgly distinguished'ffom anothép type of
poeint also called'”uﬁlibw—leaf“ and'"Nodqna“ which, however,
is widest at the @iddic‘and has bbth ends'poiﬁted, or one

end poiﬁted and_theiotger siightly rounded..lThese peints
afe'yg?y comuon at'ihé;Camﬁﬁéli Sité‘{Chabgagm;£amhnderson,
1955) in Southeast Miésouri'aﬂd'scem 10 Bé typical of the

protohistoeric period in that area. There are eight certain
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specimens of this type at Ullver, they must all be considered
‘too late in tlme to be paru of the qushouckena Phase.
| The nuuber of broad;based willow=leaf p01nts found
on thisxsite seems far too'smull to be the gum total of
pointas for a whélé phase. 30351uly some of those points
assaned to %he Oliver ac;ualiy belong here, Furtner ev1dence
_on this problem must coine from future digs with better re-
cordlng of art;fact place;ent |
S. | .- OMMARY OF T{u FLSH)LCKE\A )TASE
This phasc scews to be a- full—”ledved member of the
grouj . of culturc known as yiddle mlSSlelp 0., Pottery
. types and techniquesf%ll point to such northern manifestatibnS"“
as the ngis, ?écun Point and'?arfin Phases.
Héré éé ledwhéru in the Lower Valley evidenéémbf
‘the Southern Cult is énﬁircly Iackingé however that the
Hﬁshpuckena-péople bad a_cefemonial compléx fully worthy'of;
the appellétﬁﬁh."Mississippian" is beyondldoubt - They had
.a.flne larﬁe temolc mound dmproved and enlarced once and
x\;probably tw1¢e. A ternle robauly adorned the top. Bufiai
rites were eiaborate gad- cowplex
“The Hushpubkéhakﬂhase is of iuterest because it
is the southerumOBt "ane".H1s91sslupian phase yef isolated.
Thefe are no 51gﬁé of Coles Creek Culture lnfluence here, in
dlrect contrast to the so-called ths;551pn1an Lahe George
Phasc iﬁwéhe Souuuern Dcita;.mThig isg pot to say that other

pure Mississippian phases furtiher svuth will 10t soon be




disqoverea:. I ha?é‘suggested the poséibility'ofnsuch a phase:
on the Lower'Arkanéaé,-therc may'be another in the Centrai
_Delt#.‘Stephen W;lliﬁms (personal qommunicati@n) believes he
.hgs evidénce'of an'intrusivé_pure Barly Mississippian phasé
as far south as the ﬁake George region. Thelrelationship
beiween this phase‘and Hﬁshpuckena is as yet unknowh; one
of Williamsf pqts’thever Sears & close resewblance to the
clagsie Hushpﬁckena poh {ora, |

Thé Hushpuckena.fhase at Gliver takeé_on Rew
interest in this light. 'hg evidcnce pieced together here
musﬁ be rega%ded:ds ﬁrelimiﬁary data for a new chapter just

now unfolding in the annals of the Mississippian peoples.
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III. :CLiVER fHASE
. BURIALS AND BULIAL GOODS

| .To.gbtain an adeqhat§ sampling of_Oiiver burials -
I huve.dombiled ﬁatalon ail_the wali-recorded Burials in the
ﬁig Mound, This 1é§vca vut the few burials in the Cemeiery
Méﬁnd, and thoéélburiuls in ﬁhe Big Mound recorded oaly by
.such hétqtiona.as “humun-boﬁcs £0un§." My sample includes
_perhaps 80% of.aillthe buriéls of the twoe subphascs; this was
an exceedingly diffiéuit”{ask, it was accémpliéhed.by"first
taking all the bot# in ﬁﬁrials with historic.géods; Theh(ﬂ%i)
'bﬁrials'géné;ally océﬁ;red in close—packed groups of the . |

same depth, Analyzing the pots of the other burials in these

grbups_I'fbund_that3nonc‘cf ithen possess characteristics

that distinguished them froi the kuown historie sroup,” It
: 4 ) k> F )

et

had come to my motice thut there was a huge group of burials

on the.westfsiﬁé oi:ﬁhc mﬁund wiiieh had no historic.goods,_
énd'&ifféféd in.oiher characteristics to be outlined prégently.
1 then'c;pbeived the idaa.of ﬁakipg a profile map of the.moﬁnd
.usigg ﬁhe leﬁeis of §Lu skeletons a5 my data, hoping tgéf

there WOdld'be a'sQrink1ing ﬁf‘historiC'buriais‘in the

weslern group_whicb would not ;uufdrm in.thcir'depth to the
profile maprcqns;rgéth'qn.fhe basis of the dgeper vast
wajority bf‘thé westcfnﬁﬁurials, butrﬁould conform to a
~pr§fileﬂﬁ$pmmadé &ith.ﬁgu Qéip'§f.tﬁémﬁiggé;i; gfo;é.on‘the
-othér'Sides 6f”£ﬂé mbuﬁd:7'The task prdved aliost imposéible

because Peabody recorded noti the absolute height of the




.burials-but'their i from the surface 0f the wound

thew, frow the surface

inconsistently from other ¢rude refercnce
'by measurlng from ile profile

iwpessible om the steeply sloping

wheré the burials ﬁere
profile hé was digping
collapsed and he began
the. depth of thé:fiodr

to other-burials, cte,

an account of tne labors neceus

of the trench behind him,

above

of the wound at the profile ahead or

points, de began
ahead of him but this was

west side of the mound
often higher than the top of the next
up tc iere his scientif{c method |
to fecordwburials in reiation to

in relation
I

8hall not dismay the reader with

TY to unravel this tangle.

Sufflce it to saY‘that even with the data no
sensmbl proflle WADS cou; _beicanstructed; and th0se that
fwere yroved in *he end dcaningless. _Somelof the deepest
'burials hud undeniabiy laﬁe.pottery; soﬁe 6f_the'highest,
eaflya“ The,specﬂré.of gevérse& stratigaphy haunﬁed'my
sleep, ‘hén;it ocdt:fcd to me Yo separate ﬁhildren from

adults ‘and it

& e

O A
b AN CAV VY 1

'many cuses early w
I then reappralscd my ¢

to the conclu31on expre

replotted tbe burlals arr;v;nw

the straulgruphy sec t;o
ldte Oliver_rests on o

but the conclusions pre

turned out that th

ere_merely better made winiature

¢ higher burials were usually

with thew, which I had fhaught in

pots,

riferia for early and late, and came

ssed in the scection on.pottery and

at the final wap discussed in
n.  ‘he whole separation of carly and

certain circularity of reasoning,

sented bere present the wost economical




- and reasoﬁublé,intéfprqtdniop of the data I couldlderive;'
Az OLIVLR

| __Thgré,are_48 burials assigned to this subphase,
éowpr%s;ng 54 ihdividuals, as there are at least six doublé
_burials;:_Sdme of the;sipgle burials are quite close together
and may have been in the saue pit.r 46 of the burials are of
thelbundle type,_ﬁithlskﬁlls‘either at one end of the pile.
of long boneé or in'the'midale. There is no consistency in -
ofient#tibn. *he other two burials, a chi1d and an adult,
are in.?eabody's "on the backh or “extended“;category.
Whether these burials are fully exteanded or not is questiongble.
Over at Menhrd, Ford {n;d.) founud no éxteﬁ@ed burials but
a conéidérable'ﬁumbcr of fidiéd_bnes. Mbore (1908, p. 488)
on thé'othe: pand found lufge nusbers of both. TFord illusirates
his buridgls and it is easy to see where there might be confusion.
_Flgxufc_gt;Menard is of-ail‘passihle varieties#'rgnging
Trom domﬁleﬁe.f}éxupé'to partial fléxure to a pQSition_in
which the knees are beat at 90 degrées; but the hip joint is
entirélyﬁstretcﬁed dut, Soue bu}ials are seated, others
“have thé.ibwer iegs_turned-completély under the‘upper.
‘Possibly both Moore's and Peabody's Mextended buriéls" are
wainly of the.slighply.fiexed varievy.,
| Seventeen of the,buriais'had:grave'goods, in All
Nbut twd'casés'pois,-geuerﬁlly one per bnriai, The two other:
aftifaﬁts were a point-(uncataiogued) lying near (not in)

the skull of an aduli, and a stone pendant with a child who




|

also had two pots. The pendant is alwmost identical to the

:right—hand one illustrated in Moore, 1608, figure 3. Some

of ﬁhé skéletonsfseem to have been surrounded with bark, or
'aoméfofggnic material,
| .‘Only_nine aut of 38 adult burials contained grave

goods, whereas eight.out-of-the eieven children did, 0Of.
thé'thfeéxéhildrgn wﬁich did not, one was actu#l}y an adoleécén£
and anéiher.was 5ﬁricd Qith an adult, so.only one out of uine
'tyﬁiéal-child bﬁrials'lacked grave goods. Some of the chiidren
are gi#en'reguldr.adult pot;, but imany are:given sm#li bowls
four to si# inches acro;é; repiiéus of adult bowls but im

'genergl much bette# madg.' it ;s evident from the awount
and'quality-Of.the grave géﬁasrwith children that they held
a somgwhat spcciai.pgsi£i§n. Gf@ve goods, since they are

absent in the majority of‘buriagé, do not seem to be a pre-
requisite %or'paSSagetigtq the afterlife in this cultﬁfe, énd
it is hurd to conceive of any purciy religious motive behind

. the abundaﬁcc of goous with“children; Nor could they be
a symboi of prestige or stuluzg. “a;her they seem to be a
jmark of"séntimentaiiiy §r affection, Ve have n0'inf0rmati6ﬁ
on tﬂe sex of the bufials,_bﬁt.pcrhaps some of the clearly

e utilitariaa bowls were put with the women who made them.

Uﬁhers, such as some of the trade vessels, effigies and
‘boltles sre too lurge for toys ~ they may be the child's

[

own food ‘bowlis One bowl with an adult in the cexetlery mound

wag full of Ycharcoal," perhaps once some sort of food,
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All types of vessels find their Way into gravés,
but jars are rare,,especially the incised types. The jaré
that are present are swaller thun the ﬁorm in the sherd

.cbllections. Bowls and of course.ﬁhe.épecial'shapes ;ré'fa; 
moré Common in the:ccmetery'than in the middeqs.
- be . LATE OLIVER BURIALS

| There are 71 Late Ollver burials in the sampxe,
ﬁlth 82 1nd1v1dual skeletons, ﬁﬁqu wilch are adults, 5ix
‘Vadolesc;nts'(buriala with the notations "eplphyses net unlted“
or “w1sd0m teeth no» yet erupted")} and 13 children or babiéso
lPeabody sometlmes says Mol ucriy" of‘"female" in his recorﬁs,

_out he. 13 not cunqlsLent enough to. give figures on these
Catégories,_ It ié a)pa ent h&wevér thatl members of both'
séxea‘aﬁd pgdplg_af_#ilrages were buried ierc. The iacidence
of cnlldren however. is remgfkably low cumpared to their
abundance at Moung ¢ 6n_the Lane Georwe site. Perhaps.
Peabody jusi mi;séd & great zany of the children (though he
" records kany which &poea* to have been a "mere trace"
perhaps here We_huve.a‘high “adult”mgrtaiity rate" because
of the epidemics,

61 of the surials were bundles. - The othérs will
be treaﬁed aeparately, hcre Were seven doubie burials,
.two trlples and ane quauruple. .o;gover all the late burials
tended to c¢luster in aroups of five or tenuﬁ;tu the bundles,

where Pedbody SHD)IIC& infor mation, all oriented in the same

direction, Some groups nad their orientation.east«west,




othcrs'north%south-. The earlier burials formed no such
convenient bunehés.,_ln tﬁo of.thcse groups ﬁheie there is
”gdsd infofmation'thé burials seem to be laid out in rows.
It seews probable thuat theae groupb, one of whlch contalns
eight bundles ih an area litile over five féet square; are
actually mass funerals madé'at about the same time, The
quadfqple burial, Whiph_cumprises a smaller group, iq.almost
_ cerﬁainly this. If this 1nterpLetaL10n is correct, epidemic
fat Oliver seems llkely ‘ndeed

'There.wére 18 out of 48 or 33% of the Early Ollver
burigls‘ﬁith poté; phere|are 25 out of 71 burlaxs wiith gots_:

" here, vefylneafl&_thé syme percentave.' Yet nere 38 burlals
~out of 7; hau grave Weada of s;mersoit as opposcd to only
17 out of 48 in the ca;ller ﬁh“se.‘ The reason for this 15
& pnenomenai rioe 1u hon-ceramic woods - 21 ooJects or sets
of ohjects in 18-bufid1s¢

| C;lldrun :gain are liberally furanhee with goods;
"eleven out of thirteen had goods of suume sort, Uf the two
.exceg£ipns, one chi}d 1s prab#bly in a pit with‘anothér, and
the-other.is:buried'with an adult. As in the adult catevory,
a higher perceatage of goode are non-ceramic than beforel
althﬂugﬂ'uhﬁ cnllur en's bowls are stzll a ‘comzon Ieature.

fést of tuo.traue vessels bodong to thls last sube
B [#42%7, 4167, £5291)

phase. “ere they arc all (thre e) with ca11dren, but on th

g?%?_j}

Cemetery Mound oueﬂxs found with an adult, These way aciua iy

F

not be {rade vessei5 per se, bul the possessions of refugees
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coming un from the south, - - Sho ot g4
o o 3 I 2y B
In the non~cevamic category only three setgﬂof S

{57331, ¢4372) ' C Gee Matvicsinitl, Hhis

' glass beads and twoe copper bﬂlls are irue European artlfactir V”“Wﬁ7
Dr. Williﬂmd (persenal communication) has ascertained that

these artifacts are typical of the early historic periecd’
o o \ [pa3ss, ¢u35€]
around 1700, There are also two sets of beads made out of a

| . | | - (57303
ralled, tube of copper or brass and a copper p01n% found |

lying near thé head of'a YOung auolescent.
fhg?@
There are mox eover pleces of mxcaﬁxound w1th an
fpa3el ‘
radolescent two bear's teeth, one at each ear of an adult,
[#339]
a small rec ng@éﬁémgggi;ﬂg;w&%urw1th two perforatlons Iound

[_?;7317 $7344]
with a chlld, two bone am‘%, oue each with a. uurlal There

= ‘ o o] ~
15 also a spt of tluy uurwuo‘se unaua of a type common to the
| [ewsa]
Southwest toaeuher'with a tiny tur u01se menddnt‘oi the same
shape aé the stone pendant .in the earl y Oliver burlal This

may be eviaence_of ;f‘de tha the Dueolos. A get of guariz

Jersss]

béaa%, ev;ucutly Mdde in iwitation of glass, and six sets

E(t Spoamr, Fhis Vaiwmg
of sucll ‘be ausﬂrounu out the roster of goods.

Ltudte
Let'it:he”rcmembered that no jewelry was found with

Hushpuckena purials, and valy one stone pendant with an

Barly oliver burial. t i1s evident that the jewelry industry

received a terrific stimulus from'contagé. Dr, Willisms has

remarked {personal communication) that stonme points are overw

7

whelhingly more commou_on historic sites than prehistoriec
ones in the Lower Va lley Ford {n.d.) states that nearly all

the stone points and scrapers at Menard were found on the
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surface and the top few inches of widden. The vast number

of Oliver phase poinis on this sité cannet be suraly 3331gned
to the later, hlstor;c iortlon of {ho phase, but 1t is llkely
ithat many or wqst date frow then.

I should like to sugpest an explanation. The two
‘ihdustries affectéd were oneg in which the whites offered
appeﬁlinQ su5stitutes to the native forms - metal points and
Zuns on.the oné hﬁnd, aﬁd glass beads on the other. A
démand was created for which, in the early histbric ﬁéfiod,
the supply was totali; in#ﬁcﬁuaﬁe. I know‘ﬁéthihg of
pfimitivé.éécnomiCS, but here scems a stran”e 51uua~10n°‘

in two indusiries where supply and demand had remained at a

stable low level for degtﬁfles, tﬁérsudden introductién of a
new supply of.highrguality goods does not créateia.gluﬁ on
the market, does not farée*the native'industries to the wall,
but rather crﬁ“nes an explosive new demahd which stimﬁlaies
pgtiﬁe indusﬁriés o ﬁnheard.of heighté of productivity;

. Later,'whgn supplies of HEuropean gqods:became
more readily-avaiiqblcg n%tive industries did become uorlbund
afd the Indlans Dcc¢m¢ qulue ueuundunt on the European
trade goods,:so much 80 that inhe conirol of the suppiy of
trade goods became tne major source of polltlcal power over
the Iudlans. “Once-free peaple became Iav1shly dependent
on tﬁé.ﬁﬁféﬁéaﬁ.. From a functlonallst voint of view the
last miﬁﬁéé burgeoning of native ihduétfy secus a desperate

effort by the society to aveid this suicidal dependence
Py °




Although of course no Indians at the time could have been
aware of the eventual conscquences of the introduction of
trade gooda, there was appa%ently-an element of comscious

organization involved'in the mative industrial expausion,

Seine of the shell beads are far t¢o large to have been made
‘ﬂmm.r,,m::’ T

from the ordinary river clam and possibly were made of sea
s J’ . ’ . ’

shdlla. (Dr. Goggghn - personal communication — affirms

that some 0£ the beuds are froa conch columellas ) the

turquoiée‘may walrhavé been from as far away as New Mexico.

Considerable effort must Lave gone into securing good scurces

of supply in the hills for the stone-industry. Une wmignt

formulate a tenhatlve authrOpulovlcal law- wheun hlwhly

désirﬁglé goods ;reulﬁtruuuced 1n£o & soclety witich ca nnof
mdnuiautare them lt;g;x, and which has zu conbrol over the
supuly and ia’ ;act may be dictaved to by the aupp;zbs' all

- the resgurceg 9f na§ive industry and trade will be marshalled
to create subsiithﬁgs “hiat will i1l the demand. The
'évﬁntual cbnsequqncé,gf this is hoﬁcvor an institutionalization
of the new demand 5{1a;ge and hign—qualit} stores of weapons
wxll becom“ the norm; jewélry will become a prerequisite-fdr
a:"decént" burial, When the {oreign source of hlgh Guallty,
wore desirable zoods bgcombs aucq&dte to $a1® t{he noy ger-
mﬁnént_démand? the sﬁhstitute nutive industiries will sink
rupidiyﬁiu.a moripund.sﬁate, and eVeﬁ hdl culnural colLdpse

or al least deminunce by the culture of hi n‘hez‘ tccnnolony will

‘result. There is oniy oue solution: rigid coatrol over




5T~
. i f ) ’ : : . ’ :
swpplrers S ‘ { - . ;
" » dealers and workers in the new technoloegy and o S

incorporation of these into the society in positions of low

power and prestige, 7This séews to have beea accomplished
by many 01d World socictics only marginally capable of
‘ﬁupporting an iroen technology: the ironworkers are made

into an outcusl, subscrvient and despised elewent in the

social siructure., This could not be donre with the Europeans
in the Southecast,

Aside from the theoretical implications of these

finds of jewelry, they may provide an answer to a knotty

archacological problem. Trude goods are notoriously rare
on early historic sives in the Southeast, any sites have

been found which arcizcologists feel certain are historic
but which have né ‘trude goods and thus must be called "proto~

higtoric.™.  The discovery that

.

®, that shell beads in any E
s J

guantity 4o not precede glass beads, provides a possible way

out. Certainly in & previous stedy of Fort Walitoan culture

in Florida I found 2iso that large quuntities of jewelry

were always associated with |

g

te sites, itrade zoods or no.

Much more investigation throughout the Southeast will have to-

ﬂ’ bé_done 1o support £his,'but 1 contend that large quantities
of native.jewelry on'a-late site, whether shell beads,
,"ChickgééQngﬁﬁtons,“*sndﬁe.pcndants ofnéﬁaiéQQr; Aré as
reliable an indication of.historic occupation as trade goods,

and much more commoa. Likewise the lack of large gquantities
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of jeweirf br étdnework! especially if burials are found; are.
a sure sign of a‘préhistoric site. The Lake George site

\ ) ’ ) .
way, for -instance, even without-burials ba aimost“unquestion-
#bly prghistoric'in'its entirety, |

Before we leave thé subject of burials it remains

to treat the "extended" burials, Of therten,.fqr‘eight we
must accept Peabody's word ihut they are extended. One
adolescent is certainly extended: ,he.was the second burial
.found}ih the sééund scason qndlthe occasion of one of Peabody's’

artistic endeavors. Oue of the olher two is an adolescent
T L 3T : _ _
with a(brass bel%j he is in the feet-under-the-hips position

prevalent at Menard. +Yuc other is an unaccompanied adult

with his logs bent over at tte hips so that the feet are
resting on the skuil,  This burial, considered rightly by
Peabody to be an oddity, is illustrated in his report

v

16).

o

(Peabedy,_1904,ip1am
1tfis noteworiiy that of these ten burials, only

iwo, both adolesce#ts, have grave goods (jewelry). Two
“others contain ﬁﬁe;foreign arrgwpointé that presdmably killed
t@ema-’They'were evidcnﬁiy transported directly off the battle~
field and Dburied, Bundle burial entai}s.a'good deal of
waiting around an&‘ssmc work to get the flesh off-the bones,
Thé "extended" burials are evidéntly, ihen, evidence of-some.
haste in the burial rites in certain cases, Ex»ended burials
maj.fcpresoﬁt a special class of bufial.ﬁhoéc rites differed
)

from the normal, This class evideatly included those warriors




killed in battle,
At tnls polnt I should like to compare briefly the

Oliver and Menard buriali TFord found a few skull burials,
E@ nale § one. Foand o e Fi?l 55;‘#&?&_, see ﬁcﬁ'-.)'f.saﬂmyﬁ iz ya/»a_]
" a type absent hoth here and in Loore's dng. Ford ounly found
| A - See Ford 1941]
TWo pots in 24 burlais and advises (n d. ) that many of hls

burials were most iilkely the returns of the sklllful pot—

 hunter Srprobe. Both Moore and Pecabody seem to have been

digging, oﬁ”the 6ther-hund;'in relatively undistu;bed
z'depqsits._ We canaot accept skull burial as a‘distinguishing

feature of Menard mortuary customs,

fThere_remainB the high percentage of extended—

flexed burials at Menard as opposed to the relatively rare

'occurrenée'of the type.at 01ive¥;7-1he repertoire of possible
.bufiai,positions was the same in the two pultures, the Mengrd
péopie yimply had & hrigher preference for ;he ﬁare.hasty

burial a}ﬁéénativeay There is a likely hié@oriqa} explanation
_for:this.

If we acceuyt the postulate that. plague was responsible

for_ﬁhe‘majoxity of burials at 01 eria horrib}e situation is‘
revealed, The Uliver people in-thcir unhappy igﬁorance, 1L
we_gay extfap01ate froz nearby ethhsgfaphic_éxamples,
Iaoorlausly placed their plague-ridden dead in charnel houses,
:?erhaps'picked_tﬁéir bonés; pcrﬁormed domplex fites, We may.
‘even imagiﬁe that as the plague cohtinﬁé& £§..i ,ad the rites
were péffdrmedZWith”evén'gfédter care to ﬁléase'the gods,
Litule wonucr that these hapless people died by the village—

full.
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Ford (n.d, ) quutes a French missionary who laments .
over the plugdé'at‘Menurd, saying how the poor péople were
~buried two and three or Wore to.a grave, Eut the imporitant
fact is that here missionﬁries and traders were present
before and during the worst of the plagues.' There are no
racordé of it, but surcly'éne oi the fi;st things the
Europeans would have.done is entreat the Indians +to inhumé
thé plugueariddcn.de;d with all possible'speed, if only'for}'
 their awn sdfeiy. ‘Phis nay well pxplnxn the prevalence of
the habty'varl tlcs of burial at Menazrd,
2. CHIPPED Sfﬁhﬁ
The cn;y s»oncwa'“ Irom this ph;;e that ig stratx-?
wfaphlcally placua Cbhblbtb 0f six arrowpoints from two.
”‘burlalb. .These p0ssc5S & long straight-sided trianguiar
.blade,{shallow side notches and & slightly con»ave'base.

One burial contained five of these points scattered among

=

the boﬂeé? .if.wa;‘eﬁnended'us were all Oliver burials

with puinis, and-its head was wissing, Phe other ourial
had ogiy_oné‘pui1; and the maﬁ.had ot gqntrlbuted his head
to an enemy 5 ufoguj cei‘cct 60, but bothICan be reasonably
supposcd 1o have dln in battle,

There are seven other grogectl¢n polnts.¢n the
collcctlons verj similar to uheae. In fact they all closely
resemble peints "t,” u, ! and "v" gn plate 9 of Colxlns'

.?ﬁeasohtille report (1532}, There are four other stemmed

projectile points, onc of which is serrated and bears some




faint resemblancc ‘o thuse 111uaurated on p. 129 of Quimby's

Bayou Goula puper (l)o?) All these projectile points are

~wellwchipped, thin, ou good rfiint of various colors and in
general have a late look, but are entirely alien to Oliver.
According to Jeanings (1941, p. 182) most or all

Chickasaw points are triangular. lriangular points are also

H
r

typical of Menard, Oii#cr wnd wrou&uly of the as yet :
[5ee bazfr’mfus bad Brais ﬁﬁj ‘

unpublishedﬁlaue Lake George phase of the southern Delia,
_To the north in northeast Arkansas and southcast Missquri,
'he.paints are trianguiaf.ar "willow lcafed.® Stemme 901nua
in this-period #re“;.soutgefn traiﬁ; being typical_of the

Nutehez and it secws of the late population of Deasonville,

t is {rom wais genoTral region, or coamceivably from the
cuntraL Delta, whose point types are unknown, that the

po8vemmed points at $liver come. Certainly those in the burials

apd perhaps the unplaced specimens caue straight from alien

bows and were not manuiactured at the site, Atypical points
al a site should never be considered. trudu, and except in
the turbulent histolce perivd it is unlikely that they were

produced by refugec aiicus, War is the mosi logical explan-

a-‘tiﬁn.-

N othcr_alien'points are ureseut at Oliver un‘cs:

some of the "“1llow—;eav" )UlnBS which we have tentatlvely

assigned to the’Hughpuckena phusc are actua ly froa war

purticd’ of the 1qtc culture of the norih at the Campbell

site,'eté. (Chiaprun and Anderson, 1055). The number of




"willow—leaf" points (21) is so small that it is uniikely
they were a part of the Oliver stonework complex,
The typical Oliver point is triangular with a base

about one inch loag and length rauging zenerally between

one and two indices, ., with a fow lurger and smaller. These:
peints are overwheluingly the wost common on the site, and

indirect evidence of their true placement is provided by a

cryptic statemeént in Peabody's notes: "Most of the stones-

near the Lop to one foot down.™ A total of S14 points may
Le class%f a8 of theé Oliver type., ‘There arec moreover 217 .

2 .

~

broken buses and 238 tips which probably once belonged to
-sueh points. Bases ave generally stralght, sowetimes sowee

what convex, but almosi never concave. The two or tiaxee

exceptions way be the result of {laws in the. stone, ihe

base was made by chiuing a series of small flakes off zach

]

side of the buse along the whule length, creating a thin:
edge which approaches « sirazgav line, evidently the norm,

The sides on the olher haad vend to be much wore convex.
This became very appurent when & study was wmade. of the broken

buses and it was found that ilke basal angles in ihe majority .

of cascs appreached 90 degrees., It was at first thought that -

-theseibaées HUS L have cowe from a very long point almost
unrepre&ehied in.ghc’whblg'point_collections. But a_ré_
éxaﬁlﬁéiidﬁméfhthé 1§ttér Qfaved th#tmtgér;"ﬁﬁs ﬁsu;ily a
gentle 'conveX ¢urve which allowcd the'busal.angle to be so

wide. Many of the specimens indeed huve guite siraipght
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sides, turving in ohly at the top to a blunt point, thus

having a shupe liké'a bullet. These points are triangular

only in thdt they hhve uhree 51des. In fact on some.examples

the sldes actually ﬁo out from the base, SOmetht like the
31des on a Folsom yUlnt

On wany of the points i@ s{range flaking pattern
was used: one side had Giagonal fiukes_across the whole
blade, creating a very flat surface. Thg other side however
had flékes'going“oniy from the side to the middle
'_alslight ridze ia the Cenver, Here;ﬁhe cross-segﬁion of the
points te#ds‘td he.somewhat planc—-convex, aithpggh.all—told

very thin. The stone used iz a g;ou flint: grey, black,
P - ! .. - == .

yellow~brown, pink, yellow and jasper colors are represented,’
- : e i . . . K ‘

Ev1dent1yumany Sﬁufces_of-szone wexre being employed. iStoneé_
‘of many colqrs #nd thin finely-iliaked blades_charéctexize
alI_Miseisﬁippigqgage poiﬁts in the Lower Valley regardless
df shaﬁé, in'céntrhéﬁ Lo fhe %hick'fellow-b:own pbints of-
older days,

Another eﬁtremely abundant class5of-stone artifécts
are ﬁh#t I havefgalled.the Triangular scraper;'Of which
there ﬁ;e 281, plus_about‘one bundred Lips'and bases,
Actually wany of these crude implewments way be uerely hlanks
for poip@s?;but“g‘majqrity:of specimepg hqv?_three definite
'chArécteristics which set thew off from puluts firsy
there.ls.no.bd;él side ﬁcr se with the points' special

thinuing, Secoand, the shape 1s w0t geometrical ly a sorti of

H




-l
equilateral tyiang}é, bué a right triangle., That is, if we
aséume that.the éhortest.side is the base (onc canuet be
certain) the poinﬁ 0f weeting of the other two side$ is not
&bove the.éeﬁtéi'of the base,. but above one end of it, The
.10ngef:ﬁide} thel“hypotenuse," islgenerally Very COnvex.
indeea all sidegﬁaré'often S0 copfex_tha? tﬁe shape approaches
‘an 0?&1, The ﬁhiré.characteristic‘is 4 nubbin dr'hump of
stonc néaf or at ihc center on ¢ne side up to which most'of
.thé:fiﬁkeé lead.‘ The bump loocks as if it were_caﬁsed 5% a
flaw in the étone; but it is such a constant feature of these

"scrapers" tlhat this cannot be the case., Perhaps this

feature is reiated to the siight ridge on one side of the
polnts, : _ .

These scrapers are more generally made of the

¥

yellow=brown flint which is e¢ver the utilitarian standby

.

of people in the Lower Yalley., Lhey are on the average
.darger than the poiats.

The third common typé of svone artifact is the

9 . . i
. i : I o | : .
"thumbnail®. scraper of which there are 226 specimens, These
. - o : S :
well~lmown artifacts are quadrangular with two long sides,
and a short and a ioager "business end,” In section they

slant up silightly toward the larger ends, The bottom.is flat,
compesed of one .flake-scar, the top has two flake-scars
: _ o . B A .
.. . ' ' ; ) axrs
- with the ridge between them runsing down the esews of the

instrunent. The sides and cnds are cowmposed of many small
- v ¥

steep flakes. Somelimes the flaking on the sides is not steep,




but the fronc end always h“s a sharp slope. Seventeen
atyplcdl speclmens, ev1dtntly rechlpped from other art1f¢cts,
have prebsure flamlnw over all the surfaces. These scrapers
are, except for three or four spe01mcns, much larver than a
thumbnall ranglng from Just over an inch long to almost“two
 inches; lhe colors o* stone on Lhese ‘artifacts are Just és
-V¢r1ed as on the polnts.

.Theré arelé few other smallef classes of objebﬁs
which.might, on the baais of stonue colors and fine&&és of.
chipping, be dﬁsignéd.to the fliver phdse. ‘heré'are 21

knife-~like objects, pexcrally two to three times as long as

ﬁide rangiﬁg from one and one halflto two—and one hali'iﬁcﬁes
16ngo. The bette:—?hippedrspeéiﬁe;s are.sﬂaped like a long
eliipsé, wiﬁh Gné.énﬁ,slightly larger than the'other,.like
a_very muach elangatéé-eggg One-lung_side ténds to be ﬁore.
convex ﬁh@n Lhe sther, ‘hese aunives are cpmparatively as thin
as. the pbints;_much_thinner for their size than the scrapers.

few of the thicker, wmore crude specimens may be blanks. . : E

bere are wwently whole or Iragmentary pipe drillé;
They are ameng the most carefully éhippéd_objects in the
collccﬁion. ~the wdulc Qp ccimens are shaved likg long, DArrow,
thick w1110w—1ea;.go;4t;9 in CAOb&—bLCthn they range from
Llat lentlcal i to aluoqt rouand, aever being much more'thdn

a quartef of an inch wide, and avc;anl ng £ﬁ6 ihdﬁes'bf 80

in leagths  Some of The partial spécimens may Lelong to the

expanded base bype drill of an eariier phase,




.
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Lastly there ;ré fiveAsmall boat-shaped objects
with a flat end a7ﬁumped side, a bit leés_than two inches
‘;ong.. They exhibit‘nd pressure retouching and could be
 b1anks of somé sort or even ;rtifacts of the Coahoma phase.

There are otlher sione objccté such as celis, both
wholly andlpa;tl lly poi;sheu, worked pcbules, sharoanlng
stones, and hammeruuone analysis of which was omitted'fox'
lack of time. Only. lHLcu81VL comparative study could have
Pestdallshed thelr-culcural provenience W1£h ;;;.égrtalnty.1
In_gll probablliﬁy_sqmc of these objects, plus Liost bf the

over ocue hundred unidentifiable or waste fr agmenus of fllnt

in: the collec»xona o“*winatcd in the Qliver phase.

Thiere are Lwoe reasonably well documented sitcs,in
the Lower Valley whose stonc industries bear str onv resen-—
1

iances tothal of the Oiiver site, the Campbell site im

soathbastern Migsouri Chapmza and Anderson, 19585, pp. 14-20)

[P
b
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and Menard (“éf
apbell site is estimated by Chapman and
.Anderéon #0 b$71aLe‘Mississippian in date'(ChaQﬁah and
Ahderson, 1955, §g’i50). 'fephen Williaws inforas me {personal
caﬁmunicatiop) thaw ihis site and two others ln.so*t heast
”Missouri arc pro@ably jgét prehisioricrig date, Say about
1600;'lfhuszgampheli is contemporanqéuﬁ.wi§§ §r,g"%ittle
earlier than the early zart of the Gliver pﬁuse. Conceivably
in&ifééiuhiétéfié iufipcnces from Canadz were beings felt in

southeast Missouri wt this Lismo, d.e. the uphcuvals occusioned




anount of

by the expaiision of ilie Iroquois. At any rate the woderate-
Y i Toq a4

in the burials and the large
Quantitiés of store 0h the site foreshadow the‘general
squtheasterq histofic dé%elopmeﬁisg

There are 146 triangular peiﬁts at Campbell iwo
thirdé of which have convex sides. The disﬁinction between
straight_and cog#ex sides'gecms from the photographs to-be
; reiatively acadeﬁié‘oné rellecting only degree of curvature
of the sides. ‘The Puints illusirated all fall well within

the (liver range, -and the general lack of céncave—sided
By " & )

- points agrees exactly with the situation there., But here the

similarity ends. At least a third of the couvex sided group

‘are. sald to be reworited willow—leals, and wmorever there are
147 willow-leaf points evidently, from the photographs, mostly

of the bi-,ointed variety. It is barely conceivable that some

>

or ail of the Qliver juviuls ure reworked willow—leaf—-——1 am

0ot sure how one tells; however the virtual lack of whole .

willow-lcaf specimens at Oliver makes this possibility

‘exceedingly remote, Nevirtheless the flaking on COliver points

suggests that the speecial triwming on the bases to wake a

straight line wus one of the final stages in point manufacture

- This triwming mukes sense if triangular points in this culture

were originally salvaged willow-leafs with the broken base

trimeed off to provide an adequate haft. The parallel flaking

on one side ol Qliver points alsoe sugrests 4 willow—leaf

tradiftion,
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‘Certainly the Oliver and Campbell "triangulars®
‘bear little close resemblance to the classic, often sidew

‘

" motched Caholia_trianguldr; and a separate ofigin for the
type-mhy reasohab1y be postulated. 0f cﬁursg a vague atl-
ﬁempt'atlcopying the Mi33duri:§uinﬁ may have beeh involved,
jBe'that as 1t way, whether Uliver.is later than Canpbell or
not, the Olivef.people sécm té luve fuily ffeedrthercdgvexg
friangulaf-pbint fﬁom its nmuable mukeshift origiﬁs by the

time they arrived on the Upper Sunflewer,

gAS'fdr:thc_resi_of the flint industry at Campbell,
: o o R _ : : : ‘
Chapman apd Anderaon have no triangular scraper category.

o . : _ . ‘ !
I3 sgch objects do ¢xist they uy be included in their "tri- '
angular 9rojectiie'ﬂbint'ulanxs”fcatﬁgary, in which there are

 #65 sbeciméns. There are 1*5_snﬁb}nosed or thumbnzil scrapefs,

but 81 ¢f these are ¢f the small type {under i3 inches)

which is very pooriy represented at Oliver. Campbell also

-

has pipe drills similur to the Oliver site and a few large

flint knives which zeem 16 be more willow-leaf shaped and.

betier worked than the spociweans L Lave placed in that cate-
gory. ({(Numberical and form data in this discussion from

s PP- 15=20).

14

Chaprmas and Anderson, 195

Despite the differences, Gliver and Campbell stone-

working iraditicns have stroung connections and most likely

sprang from the same source, & source certdinly not in one

of tiie earlier Lower Valley Misaissippian cultures. Despite

this, the rest ol the waterial culture at Campbell bears




~ little or no rescablunce to that at Oliver: pottery is vir-
tually unrelated in all but the most genex al characterlstzcs.

Loncelvab iy however the heﬁelled inner rim mentloned as being

characterlstlc of many of the vessels (Chapman and Anderson,

1955; Do 102) WAY be dlstaﬁtly ah;n to the Qliver and Manara

evefted.rim, which is indecd in late Qliver pots re&uged to

a mere interior bevel. (S¢c iliustration number 2), Burials

aiSo‘a%e'differént.—- they are all'exteudéd, and contain on

thé'average many more pots than were found in Ollver burials, .
The.pbtte}y at Campbell seems to der 1ve‘1ﬁ‘very

large part frowm the native Walls -~ Pecan Point traditions
(see Chapaan and Aﬁderson, 1985, pp. 1u0-102). If indeed as

1

I Havc gostuiaue& the stone~working tradition is a better

4

-indicutor of the origin of & culture thaun is the ceranic¢ tra-

dition, we must admit thet thc tative invaders at Campbell

incorporated = vast aumber ol native people into their vile
lage. Certaialy the astive culiure, with minor alterations,

became domirant in importan: spheres of the culiure, - Mixing

(=]
¥
gl
le]
(o]
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[14]
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o
o
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1y a §lepy and unsatisiylnv inte pretétiqn of
archoolégical d#ta;ﬁhut here it is an interpretation.tq”-
reékon_with. Amalgamation of :ribes was by no Leans a rare
occurréncd on ;ue wxator;c leve4 -— wo need look ne further
than the Creea Confeu eracy iov a goou cxauple, | mnlg“mation
of peo plea must geners | ; lead to a.c;fﬁgia mérging of ecule
tures. {fhe Nutchez, it way be notéd,‘séeﬁ a definite ex-

4

ception {ci. Quimby, 1963), but they could well be the ¢XCe P




tion th@t proves.the rule. In their PCASECutlon, subaeouent
dzaspora and,connLnund fanatic attachuent to thelr own pe-—
culiarities of culture thcy'are, if a'paraliel m&y be drawan,
the Tows of the. Suutheast;')l |

The other stone indusiry we wish to discuss is that

of Menard., My inforwation consists of hasty notes taken on

Ford's n.d. wanuscript,. Ford Lirst of all remarks that
i

almost all of the stonework was Iound in tﬂe upper 8ix inches
of tle deposits, an observation remurkably akin Lhé Peabody‘s
comuent about Oliver. This fact increases the Possiblllty

‘of there bcxng ow§ as yet unu1at1ngulshed ﬁxsalsslnplan phases
at menard.

bed's sdmélg i%luﬁééréﬁn¢tely small, bﬁt He,does_”
héve[33.irianguia:‘peints ideatical to those at Qliver-eéven
down to fhe,charact¢:istic flaxing on the base. He divides
his gcrapcrg-ihta two categorics —- 19 "oval blades®, the‘mare
‘Carefully uh*pgmé aﬁecimcg ,-and 9 "oval-scrapers", ithe more , 5
'crude. His illustrations show most of these to be not‘ao

much oval as sub~iriangular, just like the onmes at QOlivewr,
o . . - .

Illuétraticns of his crudér variely show the peculiar'sméli
hump se‘cbafacter;aﬁicrﬁf the Oliver scrapers;. There &ré'alsq
12 shu§n§se scraperé.whichzare siaiiar te the Qliver and Camp-
bell speciﬁeﬁs. 'ifgotcd down no size data, but the one
copleu dx aw1nv 15 my not béék is ol a gg;é;éfm;f”thellarger,

longer variety.
L=

Ford also has & clasas of 19 erude vaguely rectangular




‘repertsires of

[

-5..)L

knives, a catewory poorly representod at Oliver. The re are

also ecight "Nodena willow—legf" points,_four of which however.

were.found in a siﬁgle buri&l, seemlngly as wravé goods and
not in_thé'body.- Thc large proportion of knives and willow—
leafs héreimuy be &ue to the smali'sizé ¢f Ford's sauple.
Be that as it may, ithe similaritics between tﬁé stone industry
here and-at'olifér are apparent

Ouly a é}ief recapitulation of the other spheres
of culture at Menurd iy needed here. Pottery éhaﬁéé ate vir—

FARE|

tually. identical to Giiver ones, although the everted rim jar

A

is known frow only one specimen {nuitber 2401 in Phillips?’

\

collection of Picturcs), due to the local aversion for jars

as grQVe'goods. ‘MAny ef ﬁhe_iipés present at Méngrd and not
at Oli%gr.éréfattrigu able to Caddoan contact,'aﬁd'the-major'
style found only at Gii#e:, vhe "pseudo-Blanchard® design on
5owls, ia ui&ribuiable to contact with Lelaﬂ@ folk., Differ-
eﬁcés that cannot;bQ:sc e@siiv eznlzined away are the variant
f incising iechnigues and designs. _These.hoﬁ—
ever may'be”att;ibﬁtahié io variant nativé traditiéns w%ich
ad an-impaét o the products 52 ihe 0u ative 1n;aders. Burial

Lypes we have seceu differ onlv iz proportiocn., It is uncer—
. k . & .

tain Wheuner Ul4vcr hxd the tradition of burials around

“houses on the flat or on small housemounds that appears at

‘Menard,

Suifice it to say that in all spheres of culiure on

wiich there is a reasvnable amount of data, « strong siailarity




eklsta beuween Moﬁaru and Jllver. : | . ' t
8. - ARCH OLOGICAM EVIDERCE PERTAINING TO ETHNOGRAPEIC .‘j - : ’

IDE ’”IbICAiId\ OF "1l OLIVEu PLASE.

1 have presented all the avallanle ev1dence per- o |
taining to the Oliver phase, .and concluded that both it and . | |
the Iast-compopen£ at Menard are madifestations of the same
cultural tfaditibn (dll 1ted as it may be by "nat‘ve" elements
in boih areas) and thau this tradition is allen to the mlddle

L Lower Valley. The Campbell site seems to hdve been strongiy
influenced by this saime tradition; but wi Gether the magor
element of popula%ion-on this site stemmed from the alien
source is problematical.

Whether or ot Menard way the historic {uapaw vile
1age of ﬁﬁs#touy", to leny that the_historic occupaticn at
Menérd, Daugias.(ﬁaorg,;IQGS, pp.\Sﬁ%—El) and other siﬁes in

the vicinity were (uapaw is to indulege in guibbling. wo

ot

uknow that the Quapaw Were the tribe of thé Lower Arkansas in
historic‘timeé. But o infer {rom this'that gll the Missis
sippian'material,thdt Griffin (1432, pp. 237-3) lumpe inte.
the Mené:d Phase is anﬁaw is aaother matter. I péréonally
‘helieve there is an earlier Miésissigpian phase which is
fnativet and not Quaﬁw. Y propose thai thereIWas a# in-
vésion into'theﬁValley, prodably from.the north, at azr ound
1500-1600, |

. Certainly in that period the Quapaw language exis ed

ag an entity —- linguages do not differentiate fast c¢nough

to even think that the Quapaw tengue had not separated from 1ts
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closest relatives at that time. But whether the Guapaw tribel
#s‘an-entity_eiisied then is doubtful indeed, éo one can only
_Lsuggestnnhat speakers oI Quapaw, not the Quapaw tribe/were
all or part of the invasion., Indeéd the Quapaw, vefore amgle
gawaiion in yhe-cighteenth ceatury seewm 1o hauve been a group
of.relatively aptunomous viliages‘with little or no tribal
or confedérational organizaiiaa, alihough the-?elati?ely_conQ“
‘sistent village lists obtaiuned by early Buropean exéldrers
iﬁdicates that théy identified witﬁgeach otherlt§-an'extenﬁ_.

Whether or not the neople at Qliver spoke the Oua aw
0T I I -3} Q

.tqngue is a queéiiqa unanswerable fram'archeological data,
Tﬁere is]howaverfohé'indication that the Gl}vg: phase was
closely as%oéiaté& w*@h thie Quapaw, indeed inclgded in whatever
pﬁnQQuabaﬁ'ofgénizaﬂion tbere way have been: the trade gzoods.,
John Gdggin_{ﬁe:sonai cammunication) has %entétively

identified 4He 4v

ade geods at Gliver as late seventeenih to . . ' -
. o Eze. Blaroin Siedth, Hhis yol'w.ag : S z‘:
very early eighteenth ceuntury in datgf AL this time there is _ E

ounly one coavenient and fiikely source for the goods: Arkansas

Post, an establisluent cxpressly set up for ihe Quapaw trade,
. ) . L . ./
Very near a fQuapaw viilage,
Trade goods ure very sparse in ihe archeclogy of
the region. Xoore Yound 160 burials at Menard, ten of which . . . -
o | | E [see For) 191
had historic goods in them {(ioore, 1808, p. 490). PFord (n.d.)
found four glass beads in hia:burials“wﬁich“ik's“rpfiSing,

seeing that the pothunters left hiw only three pots

las loore found historic goods in fhree out of 22 burials




LT

o

(Mohre,fiSOB, P- 525}. His two-iilustrations-(4l, 42} show
that the wost common ‘historic artifact was the rolled (pre-
sumably by the natives) brads or copéef bead. This type of
artifact is common at Olifer. It is noﬁcworthy that all the

Louglas burials were bundles, closely reflectiag the Qliver’

situation, Elevea out of some 140 Oliver phase burials
(60 late Oliver) contained historic goods,

There are tliree factors which may go to explaining

the paucity of historic goods on the Arkansas:. (1} Many
. t [
of Moore's burials especially wmay date from the preiistoric, * .
% | . )

{2) Pothuaters may have gleaned wany of the zocdies. {3)

5

“Relatively few of these rare objects way have been consigged

to the dead. At Oliver we know sowe 80 of the burials were

-

historic or mearly 'so, ‘we lnow potbunting did not leave any
visible traces on the ‘(liver mounds prior to 1901, and pro-

“bably did not oceur fo a significant extent. We know alse

t

thal in the casges of clLildren at least ithere was little hesi-

N

[ =]

tancy to give the dead objeeis of vaiue. Be zll that as it
may, even il we double or friple‘ihe awmounts of historic

1,
"

grave goods at Memard, ete., to cowpensare for these factors,

=
[N

v Oliver

p—t

itae proporiio uravoric pgouds to total sravesz &
IS i Lo

s

remuiug strikingly aigh, Remeuber that we are. iog with

[y
Pt

ca

& suwall "hick" town . il the backswamps that was not cccupicd

for loag in the hisbtoric period. Yo gy @ind the relative

cbundance of historic 4oula 2t uliver cun only be explained

by some gori of direch aceoms to lae covebe

d steres of goods




atlﬁhe Post. The turquoise also in all likelihood_c#me.tq
dliver:by wq&i éf‘ﬁhe;Lower Arkansas settlements.

| ‘lThié of cuurse‘dobé'not prove that.the Olﬁver pgople
were'card—holding mgmbers.of Bole soft of Pan;Quapaw Irdding-
-and Mutual Benéfit.League, but along with the evident simi—
'lafities.in material cultures, it indicutes a.close'relétion—
ship with the Quapaw. Whéther they spoke the Qﬁapaﬁ'or:aﬁy”
other Siouan tougue is impossible to ascértéin.

Archéology'thgﬁ ;eaves us in-thé.sﬁmé.pbgiiibn:as

eihnohistory: 'if:wé.musi'uSsign the Oiive: phase to aay.
known historic group;'ﬁhe Qﬁapaw are the mOStllogical'choice;

But logic ‘and probability arc not hard as it is to admit
E14 pEOD v ¥ . Wi%,

proof,

.
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CUNCLUSTON
In a sense ihis whole naper is nething but conclusions

of one sort ov ancother —— a compilation of raw data must be
: :
thal. One cannot swiuiarize the contents of & site or the re-—
L : .
sults of an excavation iu a siugle sentcnce or a paragraph.

Peabody had no set objective in these excavations, so what he

got was siwply what the site offered: stray bits and pieces

of inforumation which when fitted into

the frawework of South-
eastern prehistery fill in liitle corners of gaps here and

here. My job was mcTely to cozpile these tidbits and

Lo the holes where tiey scemed to {it. Gut of this can

come no general concepts oy all-iunclusive syntheses.

Still in all one salient fact has emerged from all

Dy

this drudgery and detail, o fact of no conseguence 10 theories.

o iture change or models of prefiistory, but of no small
impory to the science of archeolozy as a whole, Tohe fact is

that mouldering in the archiver and cellars of museums Iie
antold riches, Iimitless tata te be had with the expenditure
of only a little fiwme. There is 6nly one drawback to this

data ~- 17 you go 3¢ it leukins for something, secking 1o
solve any one particuiar problew, the chauces are that you
will meet with no succcss. The couclusions I had hoped 4o

reachh == that the Oliver people were fQuapaw, that
was cultural continuity in the Northeri Deéltn ~= proved

o
i

iwposgible of proof. . Uut .if une goes Lo the data werely

hoping to discover what is there

, Fsets to Kandbw euch

*




that will answer only questions of its own choosine. It
{ =3

page of notés and poﬁshcrd like an oid acquaintance, vadreamed
of péekholeé intp the past will be‘opgned. The most iuporiant
ideas in this Qaper, thivse concerning the'Burial mound—
tewple mound tfansitiou, the Hushpuckenu-Uliver dichotomy,
ihe lListoric Florescence ol jewelry and stonewusw, ol céme
to we unbidden after hnving.digested s0ime new Qortion of the
data, :

?

There is a sirauge perversity of duta such as this

S

valuec is not iecssened viiereby in the long run and its fase—

cination is considerably increased. Omiy by. prohibitive

elfort as outlined in the,iutrdductﬁgn_can “he answers 1o

wodern questions be wrung out of ancient data. The conclu-

sions of this saner are &% Tvandom and disconnecited as the
i rs v h

data frow which they were derived.. ?It_can'bnly-be noned that
Pra, i .
L | .
YeInS

what wEwears of slgnificance there were have been laid bare
. . % - ! .

and that what was worthy of rescue from oblivion is contained

within these pages,.
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