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Figure 1:

Distribution of Stream-bottom, Stream-terrace,
and Upland Soils in Henry County, Alabama, and
Clay County, Georgia
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Figure 2: Distribution of Soil Types in Clay County,
Georgia and Henry County, Alabama
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gtream-terrace soils, and upland soils, These three divi-
gions may also be used to differentiate three vegetation
zones although there is considerable overlap of some plant
types. Table 1 is a list by zone of the plants found in
clay and Henry counties as recorded in Smith and Kirk (1914)
and Jones (1908). 1In addition to these plants, there are
other species recorded for neighboring counties by Justice
(1932). This list probably does not exhaust the list of
plants found in this area but the author has included only
those of which she found mention in the available literature.
Table 2 describes these plants in terms of edible portion
(if any), when available, and wood characteristies. This
table is based upon Smith and Kirk (1914), Jones (1908),
Medsger (1945)., Justice (1939). and Mattoon (1923).

Finally, Table 3 lists the faunal remains from Mande-
ville (as identified by Parmalee) and those mammals reported
for Clay and neighboring counties by Golley (1962). The
preferred habitats are also indicated. The plants and

animale listed on these tables were not necessarily used by

the inhabitants of Mandeville but they were apparently
available to be used if technological capability and cul-
tural norms so allowed.

Swanton (1946: 244-253) described the use of many of
these plants and animals by Indians of the Southeast during
historic times. The following examples from Swanton are
glven as an indication of the range of potential uses of

these plants and animals.
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economy.... But it would be an
errant assumption to suppose that
all economies during a given
archaeological period were
identical.

subsistence Pattern

Caldwell (1958) originated the concept of primary
forest efficiency to describe the adaptation of Late Archaic
populationz to the eastern woodlands. Struever, as a re-
sult of extensive investigation of the Wecodland period
gettlement-subsistence patterns in the lower Illincis
Yalley, visualized a progression from primary forest effi-
ciency to intensive harvest collecting, "...an adaptation

centering on exploitation of selected. high-yielding natural

food resources characteristic of certain biomes..."
(struever 1968b: 305).

Intensive harvest collecting is possible in those areas
in which food resources reguiring little labor to secure
and process are available in large supply which is renewed
regularly. Struever (Ibid.) identified five possible
resources in the lower Illinois Valley which meet these
requirements; nuts and acorns; seeds of plants like Iva,

Polygonum, and Chenopodium; white~-tail deer; migratory

waterfowl; and certain species of fish.

Examination of the subsistence pattern of the Early
Swift Creek component at Mandeville must remain superficial.
The identification of many of the above-mentioned food

Fesources on lower Illineois Valley sites was made possible
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py the special flotation methods utilized by Struever where-
by microbotanical and microzZoologlcal remains were recover-
ed. No such effort was made at Mandeville; the midden from
Mound A was not even screened. Despite this shortcoming,
gtruever's model may be applicable to Mandeville. The site
was eituated so that the inhablitants had access to resources
from three micro-environmental zones. Among the floral and
faunal remains that were recovered from Mandeville were at
least two of the categories listed by Struever: white-tail
deer and nuts and acorns. By far the most numerous clags
of faunal remains identified by Parmalee was white-tail
deer, numbering over 1400 bone fragments. In addition, over
5300 bone fragments were classified "unidentifiable large
mammal bone fragments, most probably deer." Evidence for
the exploitation of nuts and acorns is slight with only a
few charred hickory nut shell fragments being recovered;
however, more careful excavation technigques would most
certainly have allowed the recovery of greater guantities
of these items since oak-hickory forests did surround the
site. Using Struever's model and the available evidence
from Mandeville, it might be hypothesized that the Middle
Woodland period occupants of the site were intensively
harvesting the deer and nut and acorn resources which were
within easy accese to them. The abundance of these
resources probably allowed the site to be occcupied for a

major portion of the year as a base settler .at (Ibid.:

307).
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Figure 3: Mound A Excavations, 1959-1962

(adapted from the original, on file 'in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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apparently adopted after the 1959 field season had ended as
they are not used in the field diary. The following
description of the South and North profiles is taken from
the July 8 and August 14, 1959, entries in McHichael's field

diary.

South Profile (Plate 2)

Layer A (Layer V). Three zones were recognhizable in

Layer V. These were (from top to bottom) a two-inch humus
zone, & level of about one foot of leached brown sand, and

a one-foot level of loaded sand and red clay.

Layer B (Layer IV). Layer IV consisted of a dark Early

owift Creek midden.

Layer C (Layer IITA). Layer IIIA was about two feet

thick. The upper foot was composed of gray sand; the lower

foot, brown sand.

Layer D (Layer I1I). Layer III was about a foot of

dark brown-black midden.

Layer E (Layer ITA). Layer IIA was about two and one-

half feet thick and was composed of loaded black and red

clay and brown, yellow, and gray sand.

Layer F (Layer II)., Layer II was a six-inch layer of

dark midden.

Layer G (Layer TA). Layer IA was a three-foot layer of

brown sand.









51
no explanation is avallable for the apparent error in
Mgmichael's field notes.

gther discrepancies exist between McMichael's recorded
layer thicknesses and the catalogued indications of layer
thickness. The following 1s a comparison of the figures

provided by Mclichael, those from the catalogue, and those

given in the American Anticuity article (Kellar, Kelly, and

McMichael 1962a: 338-340):

Layer MeMichael Catalogue American Antiguity
IV b I i 2 1ft. av. 1 <
IIIA e It, 3 £1. 1-3 Tt.
IT1 s o iy 2 i« 3 dna av. 1 s iy vi8
IIA E% . 2 Thq 2-3 ft.
11 = ft. 11 ft. 1 : g 7i
IA 3 T, 1 ft. -
I 1 FE. B P 1 Tt,

The above illustrates quite conclusively that the various
layers were not uniform throughout the mound and that the
excavators sometimes had trouble distinguishing layer
breaks.

Iin 1960, an East-West Profile was cut to intersect
McMichael's North-South Profile (illustrated on Figure 6).
In this new profile, lLayers TII, IA, and I were easily
Picked up and followed. Layers II and ITA were difficult
to follow (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962b: 74).
Overlying Tayer I was Feature 25, a primary mound to be
described in greater detail in a later section of this
Chapter. The 1962 profiles are shown on Figure 7. AS can
be seen on these diagrams, not all of the defined layers

could be picked up in all portions of the mound.
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Figure 7: Mound A--1962 Profiles

(drawn from the original on file in the Depart-
ment of Anthropology, University of Georgia)

A: N 130
L 30-70
B: N 45

L 30-100
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A study of these various profiles reveals that the
mound was not simply built up in a layer-cake fashion by a
ceries of successive additions. Instead, Mound A was a
mound which graduslly grew as both in situ occcupational
debris and fill brought in from elsevhere accumulszed.
Fireplaces and other features were not restricted to level
breaks. In fact, there were no significant breaks between
Layers II-IV until the top of Layer IV. Humus stains
marked an old sod line separating Layers IV and V (Frank
gchnell, persohal communication). More will be ssid about

the nature of Mound A in a later section of this chapter.
ARTIFACT ANALYSIS

Despite the rather large quantity of artifactual
material (mostly pottery) recovered from Mound A, only
about one-half of the material pertaining to the Woodland
occupation is adequately provenienced to be profitably
analyzed. The material, as it was taken from the ground,
wag placed in labeled paper bags (the label indicated
square and level from which the artifacts came). When
brought to the lab from the field, each bag was given a lot
number and recorded in a catalogue. The material was then
Placed in shoeboxes with the lot number and provenience
written on the outside of each box. Many of the original
bags were evidently discarded. In the intervening years
between the initial cataloguing and the present research

{hEEUH in 1973), one of the two catalogues, that containing
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4 outlines the 1lip treatment of these pottery types at
Mandeville. Flattened lips predominated on all types with
the exception of Earlyswift Creek Complicated Stamped;
notched 1lips were more common on that type.

(d) Flanged lips. Several flanged lips were recover-
ed, mostly from the lower levels of Mound A. This lip mode
ig probably identical to Sears’ (1962: 9) "T" shaped vessel
lips which he deseribed as "right-angle everted flat lips.®
At Mandeville, flanged lips were noted on two plain rims
(plate 3, right center), a check-stamped rim (flanged and
notched), & cord-marked rim (Plate 7, bottom), a negative-
painted sherd (Plate 33, upper right corner), and on three
unclassified rims (one also notched; the other two, pinched--
Plate 3, lower right corner). The check-stamped and nega-
tive-painted flanged lips were from Layer IV: the remaining,
from layers I, IA, and II.

{e) Tetrapods and bases (Plates 9, 36, and S4). A
total of 72 whole tetrapods, 19 tetrapod fragments, and
four flattened bases were included in the Mound A pottery
sample. Measurements of the whole tetrapods are given on
Table 33 in Appendix E. Measurements were taken from what
had been the inside of the vessel to the tip of the tetra-
Pod. As can be seen from this table and from Table 34, also
in Appendix E, tetrapod size tended to decrease from Layer
i through Layer IV.

All but nine of the whole specimens were plain. of

these nine, four were check stamped; one, simple stamped;
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h
two, Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped; and two. Crooked

gpiver Complicated Stamped.

ceramics summarized. The Middle VWoodland period pot-

tery from Mound A was very homogeneous, showing no abrupt
breaks or intrusions. Evolution of the ceramics is, how-

ever, evident from layers I through IV. Tables 7, 8, and 9
gummarize the Swift Creek and associated ceramics from Mound
A:. Plain and polished wares made up nearly fifty per cent
of the total ceramic inventory; Early sSwift Creek Compli-
cated Stamped, twenty per cent. Check-stamped pottery out-
numbered Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped pottery in
layers I and II. In layers III and IV, Early Swift Creek
Complicated Stamped pottery predominated over check-stamped
pottery. Complicated-stamped motifs remained generally sim-
ilar throughout the mound although there was an elaboration
of motifs in the upper levels. Flattened vessel lips pre-
dominated although the percentage of notched lips gradually
inereaszed.

In addition to the pottery types and modes just dis-
cussed, two more classes of ceramic artifacts were re-

covered from Mound A.

Ceramic figurines. Two figurine fragments were re-

covered from Layer IA. The first (pPlate 37, upper left
Corner), found in Blocks 40-50L0 at the 6-12 inech level,
+++18 2% inches /57 wide at the
ﬁhﬁﬁﬁdﬁsthéiw%’i’ié%?s%j?u“‘ﬁeﬁigh
19.0 mm/ wide from back to
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breasts in front. The edge of a
skirt is seen at the waist; and
just above, on the front of the
figure only, an applique strip is
broken away--apparently some manner
of decoration in the midriff area
or possibly where an arm was folded
across the waist. The figure is
very probably a female, Jjudging by
the breast indications (Xellar,
Kelly, and McMichael 1962b: 22).

A second figurine fragment (Plate 37. lower left
corner) appears to be the right chest and shoulder of a
male figure. It was recovered from a brown layer above
Feature 25 (Feature 28 or 367). It measures 23.8 mm
thick and 35.3 mm tall from the neck to the waist.

One clay figurine fragment, a human head, was found in
Layer II (Plate 38, right). The right ear is missing.

It is probably a representation
of a male, has considerable facial
prognathism, and a suggestion of
almond shaped eyes.... The one
ear present ls very crudely made
and stands straight ocut from the
head: the large size of the ear
may lndicate an earspool. The
dimensions of the head are; 12
inches /31.9 mm/ front to back
and side to side; 1 3/4 inch

4.4 mm/ from top of head to the

reak at the neck (Ibid.: 24-26).

This figurine head is remarkably similar to a figurine
found at the Block-Sterns site east of Tallahassee, Florida
(Plate 39). fThat figurine, missing only the legs below the
knees, appears to have been formed in a sitting posture.

The figurine shows traces of pig-

ment 1n all areas except where the

hair should be. All bare skin

areas are covered with a white
plgment, and the skirt is black
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with vertical stripes of whiie

and red. The lack of pigment

within the halr area, excepiing

the center part, may indicate

perishable hair (Dan Penton,

personal communication).
Although the face of this figurlne is very masculine, the
breast indications suggest that it is a female figure. The
hands are folded in the lap.

A fragment of a leg bent at the knee (Plate 37, center)
recovered in square 30L0, level 96-102 inches, and a foot
of unknown provenience round out the inventory of Mound A
figurines. The figurine found in Mound B will be described
in Chapter 4. Another figurine fragment recovered from the
Mandeville site was a female figurine broken at the waist
(Plate 38, left). This artifact was recovered from the
spring below Mound A. However, as this was the area to
which backdirt from Mound A was thrown, it may have come
originally from the mound. This figurine differs from the
others in having an elaborate headdress. A photograph of a
figurine found in Plorida by an amateur (the exact location
of the find is undisclosed) was shown to this writer by Dan
Penton. It has a gimilar hesddress although peaked on the
opposite side from the Mandeville example. Dan Penton says
that, although the finder refuses to disclose the location
of his find, it is suspected that it came from a mound that

is known to produce Hopewellian artifacts.

Clay platform pipes. A final category of ceramic




80
artifacts is platform pipes. No whole specimens were found
in Mound A (one from Mound B will be described later). A
fragment, the distal portion of a platform pipe, is aseribed
to Layer II by Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael (1962a: 344).
At the point where the bowl would have rested, what appears
to be modeled bird tailfeathers are visible, perhaps indi-
ecating that this was a bird effigy pipe (Plate 37, right).
The proximal portion of a second clay platform pipe was
found in Layer IV (Ibid.: 347). It had a central longi-
tudinal ridge on the ventral side. Three additional frag-
ments, all of unknown provenience, were recovered from Mound

A

Lithie Analyeis

Unless otherwise noted, all of the chipped stone arti-
facts described herein were made from local cherts. Colors

ranged from brown to purple to white.

Chipped stone. Chipped stone artifacts include points,

knives, scrapers, drills, and blades.

(a) Points. There were relatively few projectile
points found in Mound A but those that were found exhibit a
rather wide variety in form. Many appear to be Archaic
types; however, since the occcurrence of fiber-tempered pot-
tery indicates a late Archaic occupation of the site, the
presence of Archaic-looking points is not unwarranted.
Also, some Archaic types probably continued to be manu-

factured into Woodland times.
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The majority of the projectile points from Mound A
fall into four general categories: stemmed, lanceolate,
corner-notched, and expanded stem. The projectile point
categories used here are defined and described below.

category I, stemmed points, (Plate 40), contains five
gubdivisions. The first, IA, is a medium to large point
with a straight stem and wide blade, The second, IB, is
similar to IA except the blade is long and narrow. Sub-
division IC is a medium to large point with a straight
gtem and a concave base. These three varieties resemble
both Savannah River Stemmed (Coe 1964: L44-45, Pigs. 37, 38,
and 39) and Cotaco Creek (Cambron and Hulse 1969: 27)
points. They tend, however, to be somewhat smaller than
these two Late Archaic types. VYarlety ID is a small to
medium point with a rounded stem and wide blade. These
resemble Gary points (Ibid.: &47). The final subdivision,
IE, is a medium to large point with a weak stem.

The second general category of projectile point is
lanceolate (II) (Plate 41). There are two subdivisions
within this category. The first, IIA, ig a small to medium
point with a concave base and a long, narrow blade.

Yariety IIB is a medium-sized point with a straight base
and a straight and excurvate blade. These points resemble
Copena points in general form. They are, however, much
Bmaller than Copena points. Copena points measure over
BO mm in length (Faulkner 1969: 53) whereas the largest

of the lanceolate points from Mandeville is only 71 mm
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long. The measurements of these points more closely
approximate those of Copena Triangular (Ibid.: 26).

gategory I1IT, corner-notched points (Plate 42),
contains four subdivisions. The first, IIIA, is a medium to
large point with a concave base and long, narrow blade.
variety I1IB is similar to IIIA except that the base is
straight. These two varieties resemble two points illus-
trated by Butler (1971: 37) as Jacks Reef Corner Notched.
They do not particularly resemble the illustration in
cambron and Hulse (1969: 69) but they do fit the written
description in that publication. Jacks Reef Corner Notched
is generally considered to be a late Woodland point (Butler
1971: 32: Cambron and Hulse 1969: 69). The third variety,
IIIC, iz a medium-sized voint with a straight base and a
broad blade. Variety IIID is a small corner-notched point
with a straight base and beveled blade, (Plate 44, bottom
center). This variety resembles the Early Archaic type,
Palmer Corner Notched (Coe 1964: 67-69, Fig. 59).

Category IV, expanded-stem points (Plate 43), has two
subdivisions. The first, IVA, is a medium-sized point with
a long, expanded stem. These polnts resemble Bakers Creek,
which is an early to middle Woodland Alabama point type
(Cambron and Hulse 1969: 8). vVariety IVE is a medium-
sized point with a short, expanded stem. This variety
resembles the type, Steuben Expanded Stemmed, an Illinois
Late Hopewell type (Morse 1963: Plate VIII, Fig. 1).

Expanded-base points are generally considered to be "the
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typical Early Swift Creek point" (Kellar, Kelly, and
McMichael 1962a: 347: Phelps 1969: 16; Penton 1974: 12).

A fifth category, triangular, contains three varieties.
variety VA is a small to medium peint, basally notched,
with a straight or incurvate blade, (Plate 44, upper left).
This variety 1s ldentical tc the Florida type Hernando Sub-
type I (Bullen 1968b; 23). variety VB is represented by
one medium-sized triangular peoint with an amorphous base.

A medium-sized point with a concave base is variety VC.

Two additional projectile peoint categories are side-
notched (VIA) and ovate (VIIA). The side-notched variety
is a small, shallow side-notched point with a thick blade
(Plate 44, lower right). This variety resembles Swan Lake,
a Woodland point type from Alabama (Cambron and Hulse 1969:
108).

The sixty-seven points analyzed from Mound A are listed
on Tables 35 and 36 in Appendix F. Provenience, dimensions,
and raw material are all includsd on these tables. Of
these sixty-seven points, about 78 per cent were manufac-
tured from local cherts; 22 per cent, from non-local mater-
ials. The exotic materials utilized include Ft. Payne
chert, quartzite, and ecrystalline quartz. The sample size
is so small that very little can be said definitely about
the projectile points from the site. The Early Archaic
Palmer Corner Notched point was found in Layer IV. Savannah
River-like stemmed points occur throughout the mound. The

lanceolate points do appear to be restricted to Layers I
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and TA with corner-notched points more predominant in Layer
7v. Bakers Creek, Steuben Expanded Stemmed, and Hernando
are all Middle Woodland types; therefore, points resembling
them are gquite appropriate in the first four layers of
Mound A.

(b) Preforms (Plate 45). Several stemless, rectangu-
lar preforms were recovered; unfortunately, all but one are
of unknown provenience. The one of known provenience came
from Layer III. All are broken but this one is the most
complete and measures 65.3 mm long (tip broken), 39.0 mm
wide at the base, and 22.4 mm thick.

(¢) Knives. Knives are here differentiated from
points on the basis that the former are asymmetrical while
the latter tend to be symmetrical. Three broken knives
were included in the Layer I sample. One broken knife or
scraper was found in Layer IA. A rectangular flake which
was worked along one edge, found in Layer IIIA, may have
been a knife or a scraper. Two knives were recovered from
Layer IV with one measuring 66.0 mm long, 32.5 mm wide, and
10.0 mm thick.

(d) Secrapers (Plate 45, B46). Seven scrapers were
found in layer I. This number includes two triangular
scraperg, two ovate gserapers (one is unifacizl), one end
Scraper, and two irregularly-shaped scrapers, From Layer
IA came an irregularlyshaped flake worn along one edge
which may have beéen a side scraper. A unifacial scraper

was recovered from Layer III. It measured 556.1 mm long,
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26,9 mm at the widest point, and 7.3 mm thick. Pinally, a
unifacial and scraper was recovered from Layer IV.

(e} Drills (Plate 43, 44, upper right and lower left
corners). A stemmed drill was recovered from Layer I. It
measured 63.7 mm long, 25.1 mm wide at the shoulder, and
7,8 mm thick. A drill with a broken base came from Layer
11I: and a concave-base drill with a broken tip, from Layer
IvV.

(f) Prismatic Blades (Plate 47). A total of 33
blades and blade fragments were analyzed from Mound A.
Their provenience, dimensions, shape, and raw material are
indicated on Tables 39 and 40 in Appendix F. Unfortunately,
the provenience is unknown for 19 of the spscimens. Non-
local material from which 21 of the blades were made include
Flint Ridge. ohio, chert (Plate 47, first four on bottom
row), crystalline gquartz (fifth one on bottom row), and
medium to dark gray chert (all on top row and sixth blade
on bottom row).

The blades are of two forms: triangular and trape-
zoidal. It is interesting to note that all of the speci-
mens made from local chert are triangular in cross-sectlion.
Those made from exotic materials may be either triangular
(8) or trapezoidal (13). Also, the ones made from local
materials average longer, wider, and thicker than those
made from nonlocal materials. Differences in workmanship
indicate that the examples made from exotic materials were

Probably imported as finished products rather than
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manufactured at Mandeville,

Polished stone. Very few polished stone artifacts

were recovered from Jlound A. Bannerstone fragments were
found in Feature 4 (Layer I) and Feature 34 (Layer IA).
Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael (1962a: 344) reported a green-
stone celt fragment from Layer I. Two other fragments of
polished greenstone, from Feature 36 (Layer IA) and Layer
IV, were recovered. (ne steatite platform pipe with the
proximal end broken is ascribed to Layer III (Ibid.: 347)
(Plate 47, 48).

From Layer IA in the North Profile came a broken,
rounded, knob-like object. 1Its use is unknown but it may
have been the head of a plummet. A possible stone plummet
fragment of unknown provenlence is a part of the Mandeville
collection. And a broken ceramic object, also of unknown
provenience (bulldozed from the top of Layer I), may be a
plummet head. Since plummets are a common Santa Rosa-Swift
Creek artifact, it is not without reason that some should

appear at Mandeville,.

Migcellaneous Worked or Utilized Stone,

(a) Nutting stones. Two hand-sized sandstone nutting
stones were recovered from Layer I features. oOne, from
Feature 51, had a nut-sized depression in two sides; the
other, from Feature 56, had a depression in one side only.

(b) Metate. From Layer III was recovered a portion

°f a broken grinding slab or metate. A second fragment is
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of unknaown provenience.

(e¢) Other. From Layer IIIA was recovered an igneous
rock apparently purposefully chipped inte a circular shape
(plate L6). A piece of steatite with several grooves on
either side, a piece of sandstone with grooves on one side,
and a piece of sandstone notched along the edges were all

recovered from Layer IV.

Minerals. Several minerals were utilized by the
occupants of Mandeville. Map 3 illustrates possible sources
of some of these minerals.

(a) Mica (Plates 49 and 50). There was some mica in
all levels of Mound A. Although much of it appeared to be
cut, none was in any discernable shape. The third piece in
Plate 49 looks somewhat like the outline of a projectile
point. Willey (1949: 241, 257, 271) reported mica cut
into the shape of a spear point at several Santa Rosa-
Swift Creek sites in northwest Florida. A few pleces of
the Mandeville mica appeared to have been broken at a point
where a hole had once existed, as if the mica had been
perforated for attachment to a garment. The sands around
Mandeville are heavily micaceous but sheet mica is not a
local item and had to be brought in from the Piedmont.

The source of gheet mica nearest to Mandeville is twenty to
thirty miles northeast of Columbus, Georgia.

(b) Ccopper. oOne small fragment of copper was re-

covered from Layser I. The piece is flattened and folded
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Map 3: Possible Sources of Some of the Raw Materials
found at Mandsville

ﬁf Mica, Copper, Galena, Graphite
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but whether it was just a scrap or originally part of an
artifact is unknown. Copper artifacts from Mound B are
described in Chapter 4,

(¢) Petrified wood. Several pieces of petrified wood
were found in the mound. Petrified wood is found in the
vieinity of Ft. Galines, within ten miles of Mandeville
(Don Smith, personal communication). Worked petrified wood
hae been reported for at least one Santa Rosa-Swift Creek
site (willey 1949: 271).

(d) Hematite. Hematite oncurs rather abundantly at
Mandeville. It was probably ground and used as a red pig-
ment. At least one sherd (from Feature 3) from Mound A
exhibited reddish stains on the inside as if hematite had
been ground to produce red powder. Hematite is available
loecally.,

(e) Limonite., Less limonite than hematite was re-
covered. Ground limonite is a source of yellow pigment.

(£) Graphite. A small amount of graphite was found
in Mound A (some was also found in the village). Graphite
is a source of black pigment and comes from the Piedmont.

(g) Quartz crystal. Several guartz crystals, mostly
broken, were found in Mound A. One example from Layer IV
was badly battered on the tip. Nearly nine per cent of the
waste flakes from the Mound A sample are crystalline quartz;
however, two points and one blade (Plate 47) were the only
artifacts made from crystalline quartz. This would seem

to indicate that the flakes themselves were being used.
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crystalline quartz comes from the Piedmont.

(h) Galena. Galena was found in Mound B but not in
Mound A. It is a source of white pigment and can be found
in eastern Alabama.

(i) sSteatite. Steatite is found in the Piedmont.
only two pieces of worked steatite were found at Mandeville,
a platform pipe and a piece with grooves on either side.

The rarity of this stone at the site would seem to indicate
that little use was made of it by the inhabitants and the

platform pipe was probably imported.

Worked Bone

Very little worked bone was recovered from Mound A
despite the large quantity of animal bone found in the
midden layers. Two bone awls from Layer I and two from
Layer II were reported by Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael
(1962a: 344). Two pieces of worked bone, zn awl and a
fragment of bone smoothed to a point, were a part of the
Layer IA artifact sample,

A sample of the faunal remains from Mound A was sent
to Paul Parmalee for identification. The results of his

analysis are recorded in Chapter 2.
THE NATURE OF MOUND A

The stratigraphy of Mound A has been described as have
the artifacts found therein; however, the function of the

mound remains a question. That it grew as both in situ
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occupational debris and fill brought in from elsewhere
accumulated seems certain. Several lines of evidence
pertaining to activities associated with the mound will be
described in the following paragraphs.

The important Mound A features will be described in
gome detail; the remaining features are summarized on Table
41 in Appendix G. Ceramics from these features are in-
cluded on Tables 24-30 in Appendix B. Finally, Figure 8
illustrates the horizontal distribution of the Mound A

features for which provenience data 1s available.

Layer T

Layer 1 was a premound midden about a foot thick.
Numerous cooking and storage pits and postmolds were found
in this occupation layer. Figures 9 and 10 of the South
and North floorplans show the heaviest premound occupation
to have been in the southern portion of the mound.
McMichael did note in his field diary that there were sev-
eral other features in the north floor (120L0-140L0) but
these were covered by slumping walls before they were mapped
or excavated. Bulldozing operations in the western half of
the mound in 1962 uncovered only five additional premound
features.

McMichael (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962b; &),
although unable to work out any definite patterns, felt
that the multitude of postmolds in the premound floor

evidenced circular structures twelve to sixteen feet in
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Figure 8: Horizontal Distribution of Mound A Features
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Figure 9; sound A, Layer I, South Floor Plan

(reduced from an original on file in Department
of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Figure 10: HKound A, Layer I, North Floor Plan

(reduced from original on file in Department
of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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diameter.

Showing in the break between layers I and IA in the
gouth Profile (Figure 5) was an area of burned sand, ash,
and charcoal in which was found a considerable amount of
animal bone and pottery. McMichael (Ibid.) thought this
might represent a housefloor. In his field diary,
McMichael noted that there were a few postmolds passing
through this "floer." The ceramies from this feature are
included in the Layer I, 0-6" sherd count on Table 24 in
Appendix B. For the record, however, the material recov-
ered from this feature was as follows:

Plain 29

Polished 11

Check stamped

Simple stamped

Cord marked 1
Swif't Creek

Punctate
Tetrapod

=y = oD

In addition to pottery, a small amount of miea, 13 chert
chips, a broken chert knife, and a corner-notched, concave

base (type IIIA) projectile point were found.

Layer TA
layer IA marks the beglnning of construction of Mound

A: Mound A construction apparently began with the building
of several small platforms with Feature 25 being one such
Platform. There were indications of at least one other
Platform near Feature 25 (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael

1962a; 339) and bulldozlng activities in 1962 disclosed
another possible platform in the western half of the mound
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(Kelly. et. al. 1962: 3). As the platforms were enlarged
and the area between them filled in, the unit began %o

assume the shape of one large flat-topped mound (Kellar,

Kkelly, and McMichael 1962a: 339).

Feature 25 (Plate 51). Feature 25, the "Primary

Mound," was a low, two-foot high flat-topped platform in the
southeastern guadrant of Mound A. The top measured 18 feet
wide by 40 feet long. It was composed of yellow sands and
clays and was easily distingulished from the midden beneath
it and the dark mound fill above it (XKellar, Kelly, and
McMichael 1962a: 330; 1962b: 75).

The fill...was largely a stiff
yellow clay, with lenses of a
bright golden yellow sand, the
same sand being used as a sheathing
or mantle over the summift portions.
This same bright sand occurred in
the east-west profile in bands 2
to five inches thick, with indications
of continuity horizontally but
broken in short intervals; two
such broken zones occured in

the overburden immediately above
the yellow sand covering Feature
25. In troweling down through

the survey prism these yallow
patches were contacted and identi-
fied as the sand-strewn floors of
other platforms, with extended
aprons, overlying the original
Primary Mound, Feature # 25. They
were larger, more extensive,

built from a dark, midden-stained
gsoil probably derived from the
margins of the large spring sites
below the bluff, and thus much
darker and homogenous 1ln their
entirety not revealing structural
lines in profile so clearly as had
been the case with the yellow clay
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lenses of Feature 25. 0Only the

bright yellow sand on their summits

indiecated their presence in vertiecal

profile, or provided a clear floor

that could be followed consistently

in horizontal clearingz of the survey

prism (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael

1962b: 76).
Features 28, 34, 35, and 36 are the platforms and floors
above Feature 25 just described. They are illustrated in

Figure 11.

Feature 36, Feature 36 was a brown sand mantle over
Feature 25. Artifactual content of this feature includes
ceramics (listed on Table 25 of Appendix B), a possible
gide scraper, a fragment of polished greenstone, a small
amount of mica, a piece of unworked petrified wood, and

gseveral chert chips.

Feature 34. Feature 34 was a layer of brown sand with

a bright yellow and white sand floor on top. Much pottery,
two blades, a bannerstone fragment, mica, chipping debris,

and animal bone were taken from this feature.

Feature 35. Feature 35 was a flcor on top of the brown
Band mantle (Feature 367) for Feature 25. It was composed
of bright yellow and white sand. Quoting from the feature
form: "Post molds from a higher structure show up very
nicely as dark brown or black spots in the bright colored
Band." FPeature 35 was excavated by two different people a
few days apart with a balk left between the two excavations.
Prank Schnell excavated one-half of the feature.
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Figure 11: Profile view of Peatures 28, 3%, 35, and 36

(drawn from a profile on file in the Department
of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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commitments elsewhere required his absence and Richard
Nonas worked on the second half. Schnell recorded the post-
molds as he uncovered them and belleves they were not in-
+rusive but were in definite assoclation with Feature 35
(Frank Schnell, personal communication). Nonas, on the
other hand, thought the postmoids were intrusive (Kellar,
Kelly, and McMichael 1962b; 76) and so did not record their
location. This writer, based upon data from the Annowakee
creek and Garden Creek Mound, two sites to be described
below, accepts Schnell's statement that these postmolds
were associated with Feature 35, indicatling some sort of
gtructure(s) on top of at least one of the super-imposed

platforms above Feature 25.

Feature 28. Feature 28 was a level of brown sand with

a bright yellow sand layer on top. Patches of burned sand
and clay were found in the fill. Much pottery and animal
bone, several chipped stone artifacts, a bone awl, and mica

were recovered from this feature.

Mound B, the burial mound to be described in Chapter
%, was quite definitely a Hopewellian construction but was
Mound A? Platform mounds are associated with four ghio
Hopewell earthworks systems; but, with one exception,
these have never been excavated and any comparisons with
Mound A can only be tenuous.

Three unexcavated platform mounds occur within the

Marietta earthworks. These measure 188 x 132 x 9 feet,



105
150 x 120 x B feet, and 108 x 54 x less than 8 feet. The
emaller of the three has two ramps; the others, four ramps
each (Shetrone 1930: 10).

The Ginther Mound was a flat-topped mound measuring 120
feet square at the base and nine feet high. Adjacent to it
was an earthen circle 250 feet in diameter with a southern
entrance. The Ginther Mound was excavated by Shetrone, who
found several fireplaces, ash beds, postmolds, and refuse
pits in the floor beneath the mound. Other than one intru-
give burial found about a foot below the top of the mound,
no evidence of burials or of crematory pits was found.
shetrone (1925: 154-163) concluded that the Ginther Mound
was hot a burial mound.

The Cedar Banks earthwork included a large rectangular
platform mound but it was destroyed before it could be
investigated.

There is no proof positive that the
Cedar Banks earthwork is Hopewellian;
but the Ginther structure with its
associated 'sacred circle,' the Shilder
Mound, and a village site, all in the
immediate vieinity of Cedar Banks
proved to be Hopewellian, suggesting
that the entire complex including
the Cedar Banks platform mound should
be so classified.... It should also
be noted that the Newark, Cedar Banke,
and Marietta platform mounds were
located within earthworks, apparently
being integral parts of the obviously
Hopewellian earthworks (Prufer 1964,
51).

Two of the mounds at the Marksville site (Map 9) are

flat-topped (mounds 2 and 6). Neither have been excavated
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put a series of test trenches were dug around three sides
of mound 2. The ceramics recovered from this test indicates
that the mound may date to the Baptiste phase, a late Marks-
ville phase (Vescelius 1957: 417-420; Toth 1972; 8).

The above examples suffice to indicate that flat-
topped, or platform, mounds were apparently constructed
during the Hopewell period. Nothing is known, however, of
the function of these mounds. Three other sites which
merit mention in connection with the topic of early plat-
form mounds in the Southeast are the Swift Creek, Garden
Creek Mound 2, and Annawakee Creek sites (Map 92).

The Swift Creek site, located just south of Macon in
Bibb County, Georgia, was a mound and village site. A
rather intensive late Archaic occupation preceeded the
Swift Creek occupation of the site and a very small amount
of Lamar pottery is indicative of a brief later occupation
of the site. The major occupation was Swift Creek and
early through late Swift Creek is represented in a strati-
fied sequence in Mound A. The two main north-south pro-
files of Mound A suggest that mound construction at the
Swift Creek site may have begun with the erection of a
emall platform which was gradually expanded to form a
large mound (Kelly and Smith 1975: 30).

Garden Creek Mound 2 is located on the Pigeon River in
Haywood County in western North Carolina. This mound was
constructed in at least two stages. The primary mound was

a small flat-topped platform of yellow clay. It measured
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4o x 60 x 1.7 feet. o©on the surface of this primary mound
was a thin layer of ash covering a hard burned layer
(vburned structure), three hearths (one directly assoclated
with the burned layer), two refuse pits, and three large
postmolds. The conclusion that a structure had been
erected on this platform is inescapable (Keel 1972: 106-
107).

The second mound stage measured about 80 x 60 x 7-9
feet. The original height of the mound is approximate as
the mound had been plowed down to 3.4 feet at the time of
excavation. Additional postmolds, refuse pits, and rock-
filled pit hearths were encountered. The ceramics and
other artifacts from these two stages and from the pre-
mound midden date to the Connestee phase. Intruslve
Pisgah-period burials were found in the secondary mound
(Ibid.: 110-113).

Connestee phase ceramice include brushed, cord
marked, simple stamped, check stamped, fabric impressed,
and plain (Ibid.: 136-139). Trade wares include Swift
Creek and Napler from Georgla; limestone-tempered wares
from Tennessee; and Chillicothe Rocker Stamped, Turner
Simple Stamped B, and cross-hatched (Hopewell) rims from
Ohio (Ibid.: 153-157). The following, taken from Table
3.12 (Ibid.: 128), illustrates the distribution of the

Georgia and QOhio types:
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Keel, using Wauchope (1966) as his reference, classified
the few Swift Creek sherds as Early Swift Creek. However,
the material described by Wauchope is Middle to Late Swiflt
Creek, not Early Swift Creek. Roy Dickens (personal com-
munication), who has seen the Garden Creek Mound 2 ceramics,
gays that it is similar to the material he found at
Annawalcee Creek.

The Annawakee Creek site is a mound in Douglas County,
georgia. At the time of investigation by Roy Dickens, all
but the base of the mound had been bulldozed away. Enough
remained of the base to indicate that mound construction
had begun with the erection of a small platform. The basal
dimensions of this mound were 40 x 40 feet; the summit
dimensions, 30 x 30 feet; and it was 2-3 feet tall. Pottery
associated with this platform mound is Napier and Late
Swift Creek. There was definitely a structure (or struc-
tures) on top of this platform. One of the pits on the
surface of this platform yielded a charcoal sample which
was dated at AD 605 and a sample from an intrusive pit from
a higher level was dated at AD 755 (Roy Dickens, personal
communication).

At the Garden Creek Mound 2 site, Hopewellian traits
other than the pottery mentioned above include fragments of
¢lay human figurines, prismatic blades (at least one of
which is identified as Flint Ridge chert), cut mica, a
steatite platform pipe, and a copper pin (Keel 1972: 162,
188, 194, 201). The Hopewellian pottery and other traits
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gseem to be concentrated in the premound midden and primary
mound; therefore, it appears likely that this portion of
gcarden Creek Mound 2 is contemporary with Feature 25 of
Mandeville. The Swift Creek aznd Napler pottery at Garden
¢reek is concentrated in the secondary mound which may be
contemporary with Annawakee Creek. Figure 12 outlines a

tentative sequence of the sites just described.

Layer 11
Layer II was the summit which resulted after the

hypothesized enlarging and filling operations described
earlier for Feature 25 and the other possible Layer IA
platforms had been completed. 1In the South Profile, Layer
11 was composed of midden; in the North Profile, of loaded
brown sand. Further, in the North Profile thie layer was
bowided by an iron precipitate layer separating it from
Layer IA and by a band of yellowish-orange sand separating
it from Layer IIA. To McMichael it appeared

«++that prior to building the layer,
the top of 1A /TA/ had seen consider-
able packing down, i. e., use as a
floor--hence the very definite iron
precipitate accumulation. The yellow
gand band capping the layer may have
similar origins, in that the layer
above IIA) is dominantly composed

of loaded yellow sand. The sand band
might be a result of filtration of
this sand downward, and concentration
of it on an old packed surface--the
top of layer II. If such is the case,
it would indicate that after adding
layer II on the north side, there was
no immediate further mound construction,
but rather continued use of the layer
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I1I top (Xellar, Kelly, and
McMichael 1962b: 9-10).

McMichael (Ibid.: 9) noted a few postmolds in Layer II;
nhowever, only one feature, Feature 12, was catalogued from
this layer. It was a subconical pit containing a few

cobbles.

Layer IIA

Layer ITA was composed of loaded clay and sand. No

features were found assocliated with this layer.

Layer I1T
Layer III was composed of midden in the South Profile

and loaded clay and sand in the Nerth Profile.

Again this side was apparently

built up of sterile soil to

keep up with the midden accu=

mulating on the south side of

the mound (Ibid.: 10).
A number of postmolds were recorded at the bottom of Layer
III. Feature 13a, a ring of fire-hardened clay, was found
in the middle of the layer. Figure 13 is somewhat confus-
ing, therefore, in that it appears to show both the post-
molds from the base of this layer and the fired clay ring

from the middle of the layer.

Layer TTIA

Layer IITA was composed of loaded clay and sand.
Feature 15, located on top of this layer, was horizontally
widespread, covering Blocks 4ORO-70RO through 40R30-70R30,
With a vertical thickness of about 0.5 foot. The fill was
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Figure 13: Mound A, Layer III Floor Plan

(original on file in Department of Anthropology
University of Georgia)
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composed of red sand, ash, charcoal flecks, sherds, and
bone; however, neither pottery nor any cther artifacts from

this feature were located among the collections.

Layer IV
Layer 1V was the final Middle Woodland layer. As in

Layer III, postmolds (fewer in number, however) were noted
in the bottom of the layer.

on the surface of layer IV, a
number of curious, apparently
water filled holss were noted.

It almost appeared as though

they might have been postmolds
from which the post had been
removed and the empty hole filled
by natural means. None ran
deeper than 1 foot and no pattern
was apparent (Ibid.: 11).

Work in 1960 and 1961 revealed several large oval
depressions on the top of Layer IV. The significance of
these depressions is uncertain.

One possibility considered was that
they might be some sort of large
oval pit, up to 15 feet long and B
to 10 feet wide, and 3 feet deep
on the average, with sloping
shoulders, that had been scooped
out at Level &4, the final sSwift
Creek occupation of the site.
Weathering after the removal of
the Swift Creek group and the
centuries of abandonment before
the Mississippian cap was finally
added might account for the
smoothing out and contouring of
the shoulders, and also the efface-
ment of any postmolds or subsidiary
structures which might have been
associated with them.

A second explanation is that
incident to the final Swift Creek
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ﬁeriod of mound econstruction, Level
: the surface was uneven due to
nadal or mounded points which left
the surface undulating and uneven
and these inequalities may have
filled with windblown material or
leaf-mould from the encroaching
forest. This would account for the
occasional sand pockets or lenses and
the overall dark homogenous organic
residues in the fill to the large
oval pits. The occagional included
pottery or flint would come from
material brought in basket-loading.
Lewis Larson visited the site and
thought it likely that the Till to
these inegqual swales in the mound
surface came largely from lenses of
mucky organic solls brought up from
the nearby creek bank. Very little
charcoal is contained in the dark
£ill, which favors the theory of
gicayed vegetation in place (Ibid.:
) I

From the long gquote concerning excavation procedures
given at the beginning of this chapter, it is readily
apparent that one of the principle objectives during the
excavation of Mound A was the discovery and definition of
structures, first Mississippian and then as the origin of
the mound became apparent, Swift Creek. Careful troweling
failed to recover any definite structural evidence. About
all that the original researchers could conclude was

by Level 2 times the moundbuilders
contemplated and executed a
synostosed, filled in, overall
mound summit of total proportions,
leveled and hardpacked, but with-
out evidences of structure in seg-
ments exposed by excavation, al-
though local areas if [Ef?
extensive firing or burning, with
deposits of animal bone, implied
cooking operations on a communal
scale. Deliberate, large-scale
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mound construction is indicated
(Ibid.: 85).

Flat-topped substructure mounds have traditionally
been regarded as a trait unique to the Mississippian
period; however, the evidence from the Mandeville, Swift
Creek, Garden Creek Mound 2, and Annawakee Creek sites all
indicate that platform mounds were also constructed by
certain Middle Woodland groups. Archaeoleogical data and
ethnohistoric sources indicate that the structures on the
gsummits of Mississipplian mounds were used as mortuary
houses, temples, residences of the chief, and as council
houses. The probable structures on Feature 25 and on the
Garden Creek and Annawakee Creek mounds may have served
one or more of these functions; however, to repeat the
statement which began this section: the function of
Mound A remains a question. The contrast between layers
II, 1III, and IV in the north and south portions of the
mound recalls a statement made earlier in this chapter
concerning the conclusion of Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael
(1962a: 339-341; 1962b: 9-10, 57-58) that the southern
portion of the mound was occupied while the northern half
served another (ceremonial?) purpose. For a while the
notion was entertained by the original researchers that
Mound A had served as a "community erematory center" at
Which ceremonial cremations were performed prior to final
burial in Mound B. This view was abandoned due to a lack

of supporting evidence.
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pne could envisage a situation

in which eremations, individual,
family, or mass, would be

carried out ceremonially at

Mound A, with ultimate burial

in Mound B across the plaza,

at least for certain individuals
in the society. Yet the most
careful technique in troweling
and observing suspect areas
never disclosged calcined bone

of human origin. Animal bones
were found which had been cracked
and partially burned; this suggests
ordinary open-fire cookery, broiling
or baking, perhaps in connection
with communal cooking. But the
intriguing cremation theory had
to be abandoned for lack of in
situ /In sity/ evidences (Kellar,
Kellyézﬁnd MclMichael 1952%: 77)

Although the mound was probably not a crematory
center, its possible role in community mortuary activities
cannot be ruled out. 1In Florida, Crystal River and Santa
Rosa series ceramics occur most fregquently in burial mound
contexts. The few Crystal River Negative Painted, red-
filmed, and rocker-stamped sherds found in Mound A may indi-
cate a mortuary function for that mound. Brown (nd: 5-7)
reported that during the Spiro phase (AD 1200-1350) of
eastern Oklshoma prehistory, low mounds were erected over
structures that were probably mortuary houses in which the
dead were temporarily placed. At the Spiro site itself, in
the Great Mortuary mound, the "...remains were lefit in place
and covered with a /platform/ mound that was the base for
what is presumed to be a successor mortuary...."

Mississippian mounds which supported mortuary or other

Ceremonial buildinge were kept meticulously clean with
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1ittle or no midden on the summit area. The midden layers
and scattered postmolds, pits, and fired areas would seem
t¢ indicate actuzl occeupation on Mound A or communal
activities rather than The kind of specialized mortuary
activity indicated by the Great Mortuary mound at Spireo.
The evidence from Mandeville, Swift Creek, and Garden Creek
favors the lnterpretation of Mound A as an occupational
mound .

Mound B, the burial mound, and the village area will

be described in the following chapters,



CHAPTER 4

MOUND B

The preceeding chapter was devoted to the description
and analysis of Mound A; in this chapter, Mound B will be
discussed. Neither the field notes nor an artifact cata-
logue are avallable for Mound B. The following discussion
is, therefore, primarily a summary of previous written
descriptions of the mound. The lack of primary data does
present some problems, as will be seen in the course of
this chapter.

Mound B, also known as the Griffith Mound, was about a
thousand feet north northwest of Mound A (Plate 52). It
measured about one hundred feet in diameter and eighteen
feet high, as can be seen from Map 4. Moore (1907: U447)
reported that a large hole had been dug into this mound
prior to his visit. The hole, begun ten feet above mound
base, was dug from the west side inward approximately
twenty-three feet. Near the center of the mound, this
trench became a vertical shaft which stopped just short of
the mound floor. Upon re-excavation in 1960, the pit was
found to contain laminated layers of water-deposited sand,

indicating that the pit had been left open (Kellar, Kelly,

121
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Map 4: Contour Map of Mound B

(reduced from original on file in Department of
Anthropology, University of Georgia)






124
and McMichael 1962a: 349]).

EXCAVATION PROCEDURES

Excavation procedures for Mound B are described by

Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael (Ibid.) as follows:

Limitations imposed on the work
would not permit the complete
removal of the mound by hand
methods. Therefore, a four part
excavation procedure was em-

ployed utilizing the grid system
eatablished for the village area.
Initially, advantage was taken

of the earlier excavation by
digging a trench bracketing this
intrusicon. The resultant profiles
and the absence of cultural debris
clearly indicated differences

from Mound A. The presence of a
few fragments of human bone in

the disturbed soll sugzgested a
burial mound. Secondly, a 10-foot
wide north-south trench was dug
into the mound for a distance of

00 feet. It was placed 25 feet
east of the mound's greatest helight.
The objectives were to obtain
information regarding mound structure
and possible burial disposition so
as to make use of mechanical equip-
ment in a more efficient manner.
Though no ceramic precedent had
been established for Weesden Island
at Mandeville, the east side was
chosen for locating possible pottery
caches. Following this, a bulldozer
made a 60-foot cut through the
center of the mound leaving a floor
of about two feet above mound base.
This was then removed by hand.
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STRATIGRAPHY

Kellar (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962a: 349-350;
1962b: 062-63) divided the construction of Mound B into
four phases, indicated by Roman numerals on Figure 14 (see

also Plate 53).

Fhase I

A primary mound measuring approximately fifty feet in
diameter and twelve feet high constituted the first phase
of mound construction. It covered a shallow depression
about fifteen feet in diameter. The fill of the primary
mound was composed of tightly compacted clay and sand. The
primary mound was capped by a thin layer of yellow-orange
sand and about a foot of darker humus-laden soll (Kellar,
Kelly, and McMichael 1962b: 62).

Phase II

After the construction of the primary mound (how long
after is unknown), at least eleven pits were dug around the
southern edge of the mound (see Figure 15). At least three
of these pits intruded into the edge of the primary mound
(Ibid.). These eleven pits will be described in a later

section of this chapter.

Phases III and IV
The third phase of mound construction consisted of
Placing four layers of earth over the basal pits but not

covering the primary mound. Each of the four layers was
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Figure 14: Mandeville, Mound B Profile

(original on file in Department of Anthropology,
University of Georgia)
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Figure 15; Mound B, Features from Mound Base

(redrawn from original on file in Department of
Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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composed of a different material, as is indicated on Figure
14. The apparent purpose of Phase I1I1 was to build up the
area above the Phase II pits to the level of the primary
mound. Phase IV, then, was the capping of this whole

structure with a layer of earth (Ibid.: 62-63).
FEATURES AND BURIALS

Features and burials were not consistently numbered.
Mwenty-four features, twelve of which contained human bone,
were recorded for Mound B. Water drainage into the interior
of the mound made possible by the pothole and "...the acid
sand and clay making up the body of the mound combined to
obliterate most of the skeletal remains and made feature
determination difficult" (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael
1962a: 349).

Figure 15 illustrates the features and burials found at
the base of Mound B. Their position relative to the primary
mound is indicated. The position of all features and
burials relative to the total mound is illustrated on
Figure 16. Kellar (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962b: 62-
68) associated Feature 1 with Phase IV:; features 3, &4, 5,
and 9 and burials 1, 2, and 3 with Phase III; and the re-

maining features and burials with Phase II.

Feature 1
Feature 1 is erroneously labelled Feature 20 in Figure

7 of the American Antiquity article (Kellar, Kelly, and
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Figure 16; Position of Mound B Features Relative to the
Primary Mound
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McMichael 1962a: 349). Feature 1 was a shallow depression
on top of the fourth Phase III layer. A few pleces of
caleined bone, a piece of marine shell, and two pottery
vessels were recovered (Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962b;
68). One vessel was a CrooKed River Complicated Stamped
jar with tetrapods and a notehed rim (Plate 54). The second
vessel also had tetrapods and a notched rim. It was an
Farly Swift Creek Complicated Stamped vessel of unique form
in that it was a compound jar.

Compound vessels have been found at several other
middle Woodland sites. These include Aspalaga, Crystal
River, Carrabelle, and Harness. The vessel from Aspalaga
(Moore 1903: U487) is most similar to the Mandeville vessel
(Plates 55 and 56). Both the Mandeville and Aspalaga
vessels exhibit a spiral complicated-stamped motif. The
Mandeville example has a notched rim and the mid-section has
been smoothed. The vessel from Aspalaga has a flattened
rim and exhibits no such smoothing. Both have small tetra-
pods. The compound jar from Crystal River is plain and the
one from Harness is incised (Greenman 1938: Figure 19).
The vessel from Carrabelle is simple stamped with a row of
punctations around the rim. It has tetrapods (Moore 1918:

Pigure 30).

Euriﬂ_.l.s 1- EI and 3

Parts of three burials forming one feature were found

on the side of the primary mound about eighteen inches
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above the base. The burials were apparently a secondary
purial and two skulls. One of the skulls had a copper
gtain on 1t. A copper-covered panpipe and fragments of
marine shell were associated with these burials (Kellar,

Kelly, and McMichael 1962b: 67-68).

Feature 2 (Burial &)

Feature 2 was a shallow pit intruding into the primary
mound. It was 5.6 feet long and four feet wide. 1In the
pit was a human skull, poorly preserved, and long bone frag-
ments, indicating an extended innumation. The only arti-
facts found with this burial were one simple stamped/brushed
sherd, one plain sherd, one quartz pebble, and a fragment
of marine shell. A small mound of earth covered the pit

(Ibid.: 63).

Feature 3

Feature 3 was a large pit intruding into the north
side of the primary mound. It measured 17.9 feet long and
9.6 feet wide. The bottom of the pit contained a four-inch
layer of gravel above a thin layer of white sand. Deposits
of calcined bone were located between two layers of gravel.
A three-tube, silver- and copper-covered panpipe, five
Plain sherds, one linear check-stamped sherd, one simple-

8tamped sherd, and one stemmed point were recovered from

the pit (Ibid.: 66).
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Feature L

Peature 4 was somewhat smaller than Feature 3; however,
like Feature 3, it was lined with gravel and sand. It
intruded inte the west side of the primary mound. Calcined
bone, two copper-covered panpipes, and a bicymbal copper
garspool were found in this feature (Ibid.).

Among the copper artifacts in the specizl collection
room of the University of Georgia Laboratory of Archaeology
is one of the original labels from the box in which the
Feature 4 material was at one time stored. This label
indicates that three earspools and one panpipe were re-
covered from Feature 4. The source of the discrepancy
between this label and Kellar's description of Feature 4

grave goods is unknown.

Feature 5 (Plate 57)

The upper part of Feature 5 was disturbed by the bull-

dozer, making correlation of this feature with the correct
construction phase difficult. It was about 4.5 feet agbove
the mound floor. Feature 5 was 5.4 feet long and 3.0 feet
wide. A redeposited cremation, charred wood, nine green-
stone celts, one chipped greenstone spade, thirteen bi-
¢ymbal copper earspools (one of which was also covered with
meteoric iron). four or five pounds of galena, and three
check-stamped and two plain sherds were recovered from this

feature. None of the artifacts had been burned (Ibid.:
(67).
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The following is a portion of a letter concerning the

calcined bone sent from James B. Griffin to A. R. Kelly in

march, 1961 as quoted by Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael

(1bid. ):

+++the bone material vrobably
represents a gingle individual.

The sutures of the skull, the size

of the condiles /8ic/, the incom-
plete epiphyseal closures and the
general small stature indicate a
youngster of approximately an age
around 11 - 12 years. The con-
dition of the bone indicates that

it was burned while dry. This

means that it was exposed for a

bit and probably then collected more
or less as a bundle. The uniform
exposure to heat is an indication

of perhaps a small bundle of bones.

It is suggested that the bone was fired
in an oxidizing atmosphere, in a

good hot fire with relatively quick
burning. It appears, of course, that
the body was disarticulated when the
bones were burned and that the skull
lay on its face in the fire. The fire
seams to have been a log pyre and

not a pit in the ground to Jjudge

from the high oxygen appearance of

the fired parts of the bone and the
absence of color changes which would
have been due to a reducing atmosphere.

An original label from the box in which the Feature 5
material was at one time stored indicates that thirteen
eargpools and a small four-tube copper-covered panpipe
were found in Feature 5. As with Feature 4 described above,
the source of this discrepancy between the label and

Kellar's description of Peature 5 grave goods is unknown.

Feature &

Feature 6 measured six feet long and five feet wide.
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Along the west wall of the pit were a few fragments of
calecined bone. No artifacts were recovered from within
this pit; however, on the old land surface east of the pit
was a cache of broken pottery. The sherds represented at
least nine vessels, none complete. Three of the vessels
were of the Punctate variety described for Mound A. The
body of each of these Punctate vessels was check stamped.
gther vessels represented were check stamped, cord marked,
and plain (Ibid.: 64). With the exception of two restored
Punctate vessels, none of this pottery could be located.
That this pottery cache was intentionally associgted with
Feature 6 is really only a guess because, since it was east
of Feature 6, it immediately reminds one of the Weeden
Island habit of locating pottery caches on the eastern edge
of the burial mound. This may be, as Kellar, Kelly, and
McMichael suggest, the beginning of the wWeeden Island

custom, or it may be a coincidence.

Feature 7

Feature 7 was a shallow pit about 7.5 feet long. A
thin layer of gravel lay in the bottom; and the fill was
composed of white sand, clay chunks, and pieces of char-
coal. No indication of pit use was available as neither

skeletal remains nor artifacts were found therein (Ibid.).

Feature 8

Feature 8 was an irregularly-shaped pit measuring

about eight feet long. TIt, like Feature 7, was lined with



138
gravel. Again no skeletal remains were present but two
plades and a clay platform pipe were recovered. The plat-

form pipe was warped and in poor condition (Ibid.).

Egature 9

Peature 9 was located on the mound floor but Kellar
(1bid.: 67) felt that it was a Phase III feature because it
wae "...peripheral to the major addition which covered the
/Phase I1I/ basal pits...." This feature measured fifteen
feet long and ten feet wide. A small piece of bone, frag-
ments of a copper-covered panpipe, a clay platform pipe
(plate 58), and pieces of a tetrapodal vessel were recov-
ered. The vessel was plain with some irregularly-spaced
simple stamping. The rim was slightly flaring. Green

stain on the earth in the pit indicated oxidized copper.

Feature 10 (Plate 59)

Feature 10 was about seven feet long. It differed from

other Mound B features in that there had been an in situ

fire in the upper portion of the fill (about a foot above
Pit base). At the base of the pit was a single piece of
galena and a clay figurine (Plate 60).

The figure is that of a female

bent slightly forward at the waist
with the hands, detailed even to
the knuckles, at the side with
fingers extended. The thumb on the
left hand was not modelled. The
skirt, portions of the feet, hair-
line, and armbands are painted with
a red pigment, while the hair and
sections of the back are painted
black. Her hair is parted to the
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left and tapers down the back and
is rounded off just above the
waigst.... The extreme breadth of

the upper neck regions suggest a
goiterous condition (1bid.: 64).

Feature 11

Feature 11 was a circular pit with a diameter of about
1.5 feet. It was about 1.2 feet deep and had a flat base.
The fill was = gray ash-like silty material. Its shape
was similar to Feature 20, a pit in which was found cal-

cined human bone (Ibid.: 65).

Peatures 12, 16, 17, 18, and 19

Features 12, 16, 17, 18, and 19 were circular,
tapering pits which may actually have been tree roots
rather than true features. No cultural material was found

in any of them (Ibid.).

Features 13, 14 and 15

Features 13, 1%, and 15 were irregularly-shaped
intrusions. jA few pieces of unidentified calcined bone

were found in Feature 15 (Ibid.).

Feature 20 (Burial 7)

Feature 20 was a pit 1.4 feet in diameter and 0.9 feet
deep. Calcined human beone fragments and ash mark this as a

crematory pit. HNo artifacts were associated (Ibid.).
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peature 21 (Burial 8)
Feature 21, like Feature 20, was a small pit filled
with calcined bone and ash. A piece of galena and two

pebbles were included in the fill (Ibid.).

FPeature 22 ;Burial 9)

Calcined bone and ash were recovered from Feature 22.
At the bottom of the pit was an undetermined number of

poorly-preserved copper beads and a celt (Ibid.).

Feature 23 (Burial 10)

Feature 23 contained calcined bone, ash, copper beads,

a piece of galena, and a stone celt (Ibid.: 66).

To summarize, Features 12 through 19 may have been
natural disturbances, such as tree roots. The remaining
features zppear to have been graves within the mound because
all but four of them contained human bone, The four
features (7, 8, 10, and 11) in which no evidence of human
remains were found either contained artifacts (probably
grave goods) or were in configuration similar to other
features which did include human remains.

The artifacts found associated with the above features

and burials are described in the following section.
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GRAVE GOODS

The most common grave goods were Hopewelllian in
character; copper-covered panpipes and bicymbal copper
earspools. Other Hopewellian items apparently used as
purial acecompaniments included a figurine, clay platform
pipes, and blades. Galena, copper beads, objects manu-
factured from greenstone, marine shell (containers?), and

pottery were also included as grave goods.

Copper-covered Panpipes (Plate 61)

Unfortunately, the copper artifacts from Mandeville
were not adequately labeled and cared for; and, in some
instances, 1t is not possible {o definitely identify which
came from what feature. The one silver- and copper-covered
panpipe from Feature 3 is identifiable and a small, four-
tube panpipe is labeled as coming from Feature 5. The
latter has some sort of woven matter on one surface. This
woven material appears to be basketry or mattiing rather than
fabric. The remaining three panpipes are from features 4

and 9 and burial 1, 2, 3.

Copper Earspools (Plate 62)
Richard Jefferies (1975: 59 60) distinguished two

varieties of earspools at the Tunacunnhee site in northwest
Georgia. Variety A was composed of two outer discs and two
inner discs held together by a central column or rivet

Which was fitted through holes in the discs and flattened.
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vegetal fiber was wrapped around the central column. The
edges of the discs were curved downward forming a convex
surface. The diameter of the outer discs of the Tunacunnhee
examples ranged from 1.6-1.8 inches. Variety B earspools,
only two of which were recovered at Tunacunnhee, measured
2.3 inches in diameter. The discs of variety B were flat-
ter with less curvature. There is no hole in the outer
dises of this varliety; they were apparently secured to the
central column by some natural adhesive. The central de-
pression of one of the outer discs was filled with iron. As
with variety A, fiber was wound around the central column.

411 but one of the Mandeville examples are similar to
variety A+ The Mandeville earspools appear to be somewhat
smaller than the Tunacunnhee earspools, averaging 1.5
inches in diameter. One of the Mandeville earspools is
gimilar to variety B. The disc of this incomplete earspool
is flatter than the other Mandeville specimens and it does
not have a hole through which a rivet could pass. The
outer surface of this disc was apparently filled with
meteoric iron, only traces of which now remain. The outer
edge is broken, preventing accurate measure of diameter.

Sharon Goad (1974: 9-10) has begun an analysis of
Southeastern copper artifacts by testing five earspools
from three Georgia sites: Tunacunnhee, Mandeville, and
Kolomoki. Her preliminary conclusions concerning these
artifacts are as follows: two copper earspools from a

single burial from Tunacunnhee
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.+.5eem to have been manu-
factured from the same ore
sample. A third earspool
from the Mandeville gite in
Southwest /southwest/ Georgia
is gimilar in construction
and nearly ldentical in copper
trace element content (Ibid.:

9).
The earspool from Kolomoki is similar to variety B from
munacunnhee, including the iron in the outer disc. The
trace element contents of the Kolomoki earspool and the
Punacunnhee variety B earspool are similar (Ibid.: 9-10).

Turning to a consideration of the source(s) of the
copper ore used in the manufacture of these five earspools,
she found the first three earspools to be similar to an
ore sample from Ducktown, Tennessee. The last two ear-
spools resemble ore from Ashe County. North Carolina. “In
all five examples the trace element analysis show a marked
difference when compared to ore samples from Michigan and
Wisconsin" (Ibid.: 10).

It would be important to know if the variety B ear-
gpool from Manceville is similar in trace element content
to the variety B specimen from Tunacunnhee and the earspool
from Kolomoki. Jefferies (personal communication) is of the
opinion that the variety B earspool may be somewhat later
than variety A. A similar earspool from Kolomoki would
tend to corroborate that suggestion as would the fact that
the variety B earspool at Mandeville was associated with

Feature 5 which was radiocarbon dated at AD 420 + 120.
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clay Figurine (Plate 60)

The physical deseription of the figurine found in
Feature 10 has already been given. Caldwell (1964: 137)
has called attention to the similarity between this
figurine and these from the Knight mounds in Illinois.
griffin, Flanders, and Titterington (1970: 82-87), after
listing the Hopewellian sites at which figurines and
figurine fragments have been found, state that there is a
get of stylistic similarities which help to identify Hope-
wellian figurines but that the figurines from each site are
distinet. They (Ibid.: B87) coneclude that

«oTigurines were not an item
of trade, barter or exchange.
At least the variations of
either style, dress, ornaments

or materials do not suggesti
that such was the case. There
are no figurine features which
are held in common at all of
the sites, perhaps because of
the inadequate sample from

most of the sites.

Other Burial Accompaniments

Clay platform pipes. Two rather crude clay platform
pipes (see Plate 58) were recovered from Mound B. Compared
with the broken steatite platform pipe and the fragment of
a possible bird effigy clay platform pipe from Mound A,
these two pipes are definitely inferior in workmanship and
hot at all what one would imagine would be included as
burial furniture in a Hopewellian mound.
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Blades. Two blades were recovered from Feature 8. The
e ———
author was unable to locate them; illustrations are, how-
ever, available (see Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962a;

Figure Jc) and they are quite similar to the blades shown

in Plate 47.

Galena. A large quantity of galena was found in
feature 5. Only two other small pieces, in features 10 and
23, were recovered. The finding of galena In burial con-
text in the Southeast is quite frequently taken as an indi-
cation of connections with Copena. Possible relationshipsz
between Mandeville and Copena are discussed in a later

chapter.

Copper beads. Copper beads were assccliated with

burials 9 and 10 in features 22 and 23. These beads were

tubular rather than rounded.

Greenstone celts and spade. Greenstone artifacts were

concentrated in Feature 5. HNine polished greenstone celts
and a chipped greenstone spade were assoclated with the
burial in this feature. Unidentified celts were also

found in features 22 and 23.

Marine shell. WMarine shell was rare in Mound B. As
marine shell was a trade item from the Gulf coast to
interior Hopewellian sites, the cccupants of Mandeville
may not have wanted to "waste" this valuable commodity by

dispogsing of it within the community.
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pottery. Pottery was not a common burial accompani-
ment. The only vessele found were the two examples in
peature 1 (Plates 54 and 55). The pottery cache near
Feature 6 was probably an intentional ceramic deposit; the
portion of a vessel found in Feature 9 may have been de-
posited intentionally. The occasional potsherds mentioned
with other Mound B features were probably accidental inclu-

gions in the other fill.

Mica. Rather conspicuous by its apparent total ab-
sence from Mound B is mica. Mica sheets, sometimes cut
into recoznizable forms, were common in the Santa Rosa-
gwift Creek burial mounds (Willey 1949) and in the stone
and earthern burial mounds at Tunacunnhee (Jefferies 1975).
Sheet mica was abundant in Mound A and Mandeville may have
been a supplier of mica to northwest Florida. If so, mica
may be absent from the burial mound for the same reason

sugegested above for the scarcity of marine shell,

MOUND FILL

Few artifacts were found in the mound fill. Two
medium-sized expanded stem points and 81 sherds were re-
covered. Of these, 74 were Early Swift Creek and related
types; seven, Mississippian types (Kellar, Kelly, and
McMichael 1962b: 69-70).

There was no midden layer beneath the mound. This

fact coupled with the scarcity of artifacts in the fill
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suggests that Mound B may have been located outside the

1imits of the Early Swift Creek village.
NATURE OF THE IIQUND

Mound B was a conical burial mound. The few ceramic
vessels and sherds associated with features and the radio-
carbon dates (see chapter 6) indicete that this mound was
contemporary with the Woodland portion of Mound A. The
copper artifacts and figurins indicate connections with
Hopewell. The extent and meaning of this connection will
be discussed in a later chapter.

only a small portion of the community was buried in
Mound B. Even if one assumed that all of the features
found in the mound were buriai reatures and doubled or
tripled this number to compencatz Tor lost data due to the
earlier pothunting and the bulldozing, this number would not
account for the total populaiion of the site. The grave
goods indicate that those who were buried there were

special status people.



CHAPTER 5

VILLAGE LAYOUT

This chapter is concerned with village layout. The
village test excavations, some indications of activity
areas, and settlement pattern are described in the follow-

ing paragraphs.
THE VILLAGE AREA

A number of test squares (indicated as black sguares
on Map 2) were dug in the village area between mounds A and
B. No field notes are available for this operation; how-
ever, a manuscript report on the village excavations and
analysis is on file in the Department of Anthropology,
University of Georgia. The following discussion of the
village is based upon this report, written by James Kellar

in 1960, and upon the 1962 American antiguity article.

Excavation Procedure and Stratigraphy

In 1959, a total of twenty-three ten-foot test squares
were excavated in the village. Arbitrary six-inch levels
were used and the earth removed was screened (McMichael and
Kellar 1960a; 114-115).

Occupation depth ranged from six inches to forty-two

148
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inches in the various squares. This variation in midden
thickness precluded any comparison of vertical stratigraphy;
however, some horizontal clustering was noted. A heavy
concentration of Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped and
related types was noted northeast of Mound A on the edge of
the terrace overlooking the junction of Sandy Creek and
gandy Branch. Check stamping predominated in areas
1200W590 and 1300wW&00, perhaps indieating the presence of a
small Cartersville settlement. Rood focus ceramics were
concentrated north of Mound A; and a later occupation,
characterized by Chattahoochee Brushed and related types.,
was found on the western edge of the village (Ibid: 130~
132; Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael 1962a; 348),

The horizontal clustering of pottery types noted by
Kellar above was tested as follows: the percentage of the
ceramic types for each square (using the sherd counts on
Table 42 in Appendix H) were caleculated. In each square,
those types numbering less than five sherds were not cal-
culated since only a very small percentage would be involv-
ed. For purposes of simplification, several of the ceramic

types were grouped inte four ceramic categories:
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CATEGORY TYPES
chattahoochee Chattahoochee Brushed

Chattahoochee Plain
Rood Plain, grit

Plain, shell

Incised (A)

complicated Stamped Complicated stamped, curv.
Complicated stamped, rect.

check and Simple stamped Check stamped
Simple stamped

The type Plain (B) was omitted since it was the over-
whelmingly predominant type in all squares except one. The
total of the four categories for each sSquare was calculated
and this total was used in calculating the percentages given
on Table 43 in Appendix H. Seven squares in which the sherd
total for all four categories was less than one per cent

of the ceramics being considered were omitted from further
congsideration. Twelve squares (three of which had been
combined by Kellar) were then used to test Kellar's idea of
horizontal clustering. Maps 5 through 8 illustrate the
distribution of the four ceramic categories by percentage.
Kellar's findings concerning the Chattahoochee and Rood
categories were confirmed. His findings concerning the
Early sSwift Creek Complicated Stamped and check stamped,
however, require some elaboration. There does appear to be
a high concentration of Early sSwift Creek along the

eastern edge of the site, but there is also a large per-
centage along the western edge of the site. As for the
Check-stamped pottery (grouped here with simple stamped),
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Map 5: Distribution of Chattahoochee Ceramics in the
Village Area of Mandeville

Map 6: Distribution of Rood Ceramics in the Village Area
of Mandeville
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Map 7: Distribution of Complicated Stamped Ceramics in the
Village Area of Mandeville

Map 8: Distribution of Check- and Simple-Stamped Ceramics
in the Village Area of Mandeville
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there is a concentration in the area noted by Kellar. 1In
other areas of the site, this category appears as a con-
gtant minority, probably because of its association with

complicated-stamped pottery.

Artifacts Recovered from the Village

Ninety per cent of the village ceramics were Early
awift Creek Complicated Stamped and related types, a find-
ing which corresponds to the ceramic inventory of Mound A
(McMichael and Kellar 1960a: 130-132). The area northeast
of Mound A, besides contalning a high percentage of Early
Swift Creek Complicated Stamped and related ceramics,
yielded eight red-filmed and two-rocker-stamped sherds, two
figurine fragments, a fragment of a clay platform pipe. two
blades, and a blade fragment, crystalline quartz chips, and
cut mica.

one of the figurine fragments is the head of a female
figurine (Plate 38, center). Part of the face is damaged.
The other fragment may be a portion of a leg. The broken
platform pipe appears to be the stem portion. It is rec-
tangular and measures 33.3 mm wide. The blades and blade
fragment were all made of local chert and all show use
along one edge.

Other than the items just described, no re-analysis of
the village material was undertaken because the vertical
stratigraphy afforded in Mound A was not available. Since

one of the problems being considered in the present study
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ig whether the Weodland occupation of the site ecan be
justifiably divided into two componenis, it was deemed
necessary to 1limit the analysis to material in a demon-
gtrably stratiflied context. For the record, however,
ceramic counts for the test squares are given on Table 42
in appendix H. The categories and counts are those of
Kellar (Ibid.: 116-128), "A" refers to Mississippian and

later; "B", to Woodland and earlier.

ACTIVITY AREAS WITHIK THE SITE

Activity areas, archaeologically, are portions of a
gite at which specifie activities seem to have regularly
occurred. They are determined by the kinds of artifacts
and/or features that are present (see, for example, Morse
1970; Winters 1969 for descriptions of the use of artifact
types as indicators of specific activities). Any conclu-
sions concerning activity areas at Mandeville can be made
only in very general terms. Three such areas seem to be
mounds A and B and the village area between the two mounds.

Mound B was obviously a burial area. Equally obvious
is that only a small proportion of the total population of
the site was interred there. In those features containing
human bone, the most frequent type of burial was cremation.
Since neither the ground surrounding these features nor the
associated artifacts show any indication of in situ burn-
ing, the actual burning of the body before burial appears

to have taken place elsewhere.
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The activities associated with Mound A are unknown.
The mound is similar in form to Mississippian pyramidal
mounds on the summits of which, from archaeological recon-
gtruction and early ethnographic accounts, were residences
for the paramount chief, mortuary houses, and other cere-
monial structures. Projecting such features back to the
third or fourth century AD may be a hazardous proposition,
but, at the moment, no alternative ils apparent.

The north and south profiles indicated that the
gouthern portion of the mound was composed of alternate
layers of midden and fill whereas the northern portion was
composed of layers of fill. The midden deposits on the
northern portion of the mound tended to be on the slopes of
the fill layers, perhaps indiecating intentional cleaning of
the summit. Excavation subsequent to 1959 concentrated on
the southern portion of the mound; thus, additional data
pertaining to the apparent north-south division of the
mound was not collected.

If such a division did indeed exist, it ies probable
that functional differences between the northern and
southern portions of the mound are indicated. o0One portion
of the mound may have served as the place of residence of
the village leader; and the other portion, as a focus of
ceremonial aectivities. The apparent intentional cleaning
of the northern half of the mound might imply that this was
the portion of the mound at which ceremenial activity

eocurred,



158

The third general activity area was the village between
mounds A and B. The limited testing of this area falled to
uncover sufficient data to delineate activity areas within
the village. The ceramic clusters described above relate
to temporal differences rather than to functional differ-
ences within the site.

o fourth possible activity area was 9 Cla 2, a small
gite just across Sandy Creek from Mandeville. Limited test
excavations were conducted at this site. The ceramic
inventory indicated an occupational history similar to
Mandeville with the exception that 9 Cla 2 ylelded a some-
what larger percentage of Weeden Island ceramics than did
Mandeville (Nonas and deBaillou 1962: 11). The sherd count

for three of the excavation unite is reproduced below.

TABLE 11: Ceramics from Site 9 Cla 2 (Ibid.)

POTTERY TYPE X-1 X-2 x-4 TOTAL
Fiber-tempered 17 0 8 25
Deptford 185 28 27 240
Swift Creek 76 8 17 101
Weeden Island 25 39 2 66
Lamar 13 29 8 50
Chattahoochee Brushed 20 25 20 65

More than twice as many check-stamped as complicated-
stamped sherds were recovered and Nonas and deBaillou
(Ibid.: 3) indicate that most of the check-stamped sherds
were linear check stamped. This probably means that most of
the check-stamped ceramics date to the premound levels of

Mound A or slightly earlier.
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Nonas and deBaillou (Ibid.: &) felt that 9 Cla 2 was
a lithic workshop during the Early Swift Creek period; but
this writer is unable to accept this interpretation since
the lithic artifacts illustrated by Nonas and deBaillou and
the material she has personally examined from the site are
primarily Archaic in nature.

sixteen artifact lots from excavation unit X-4, the
area reported to be the Swift Creek lithie workshop, were
briefly examined by this writer. The artifacts noted dur-
ing this brief examination are indicated on Table 12 below.
With the exception of one or two crystalline guartz chips,
the chipping debris and artifacts represented only local
material. One small Mississipplan triangular and two Cat
Cave Creek points were included in the sample. The latter
are late Weeden Island points (Kelly, et. al. 1962: 23-
24). Thirty-two per cent of the artifacts were patinated.
One Palmer Corner Notched point was identified and other
Early Archaic traits such as beveled and serrated edges
and a unifacial point were also noted. No projectile points
identifiable as Middle Woodland were included in the sample
examined. Site 9 Cla 2 may have been part of the village
during the Early Swift Creek period but it did not function

Specifically as a lithic workshop at that time.
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SETTLEMENT PATTERN

Any analysis of settiement patterns should include

.++a description of (1) the nature
of the individual domestic house-
type or types; (2) the spatial
arrangement of these domestic house
types with respect to one another
within the village or community
unit; (3) the relationship of
domestic house types to other
special architectural features, such
as temples, palaces, ball courts,
kivas, and so on; (4%) the over-all
village or community plan; and (5)
the spatial relationships of the
villages or communities to one
another over as large an area as

is feasible (Vogt 1956: 174).

The latter category is alsc referred to as the settlement
system, "...the relationship between contemporaneous sites
whose Inhabitants were interacting in systematic fashions"
(Plog and Hill 1971: 9).

Lack of pertinant data precludes a thorough analysis
of the settlement pattern at the Mandeville site. A few
inferences, however, can be drawn. The following discus-

gion is organized around the above categories.

Domestic Structures

No domestiec struectures were isolated at Mandeville,
Numerous postmolds were found at the base of Layer I but no
house patterns were discernable. Information concerning
Middle Woodland structures from Mandeville must, therefore,
be extrapolated from data from contemporary sites else-

where.
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one such site is 9 Me 60 (Walker Street or Key School
aite), Jjust south of Columbus, Georgia. Harold Huscher
tested the site for the Smithsonian Institution River Basin
surveys in the early 1960's., The predominant pottery type
at this site was Cartersville Check Stamped. Minority
types included large check stamped, complicated stamped,
linear check stamped, simple stamped, and a combination
check-complicated stamped. The projectile points were
triangular with slightly excurvate sides and straight,
glightly concave, or slightly convex bases (Roberts nd: 7-
B). The ceramics and projectiles indicate that this site
was roughly contemporaneous with Layer I of Mandeville
Mound A. No house patterns were found but linear and
curvilinear postmold alignments were noted (Ibid.). A
wall trench with postmolds is illustrated in Plate 1 of the
Eightieth Annual Report of the Burezau of American Ethnology.
1962-1963,

At the Kellog site (9 Ck 62), in the Allatoona Reser-
voir, Georgia, Caldwell (nd: 168) found one structure, a
Cartersville period house. This structure was a circular
house measuring eleven feet in diameter. It was of single-
post construction and contained a central rock-lined fire
basin. Cartersville ceramics were predominantly check and
simple stamped and projectiles were small to medium stemmed
lgoceles points; thus, the Cartersville period probably
dates to the early levels of Mound A or slightly earlier.

Twenty-one circular structures, twelve to twenty feet
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jin diameter with central fireplaces, were unearthed at
9 Fu 1% in southwest Atlanta. GSome of the houses had flat
floors and unprepared hearths: some had depressed floors
and preparesd hearths. One building was somewhat larger
than the others; the central fire pit was made of puddled
clay and the floor was devoid of midden. This latter
gtructure may have served some ceremonial function.
Ceramics from the site consisted of simple stamped, check
stamped, fabric marked, and Swift Creek Complicated Stamped
(Kelly and Meler 1969: 26-29). A charcoal sample from one
of the fire pits was radiccarbon dated at 1736 BP 2 60
(AD 214) (UGA 65) (Noakes and Brandau 1974: 133), making
this site contemporaneous with Mandeville,

Farther north into Tennessee, Faulkner and McCollough
have recently excavated a Middle Woodland village in the
Normandy Reservoir. The Banks III site (40 Cf 108) on the
Duck River was a multicomponent site with Late Archaic,
Terminal Archaic, Middle Woodland, and Mississippian
occupations. Among the features documented for this site
were four Middle Woodland houses (Faulkner and MecCollough
1974: 259, 291). Structure I was an oval building with a
single interior post. At each of the narrow ends of the
Structure was a semi-circular addition (Ibid.: 263-264).
Structures II and III, also oval, each exhibited four
central support posts and two large, heavily-fired earth

ovens (double ovens). South of Structure II were two

additional earth ovens, perhaps reprezenting another
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structure (Ibid.: 275, 281, 184). Structure IV was rec-
tangular with a double wall (Ibid.: 291). A series of
radiocarbon dates from these structures yielded a range of
ca. AD 150--AD 40O (Ibid.: 294-298), making this occupation
fully contemporaneous with Mandeville.

The structural elements of the houses at Banks III
probably indicate extended family occupancy. "These
/structures II and III/ are almost certainly multi-family
dwellings which sheltered extended families or other winter
population aggregates of up to twenty individuals" (Ibid.:
286). Sites 9 Fu 14 and 9 Ck 62, on the other hand, were
probably single-family units. Differences 1ln soeclal
organization are thus indicated for these Middle Woodland
settlements. Mandeville structures were probably more
similar to the 9 Fu 14 and 9 Ck 62 examples; the Banks IT11
site 1s important, however, because it provided conclusive
evidence of substantial, permanent dwellings during the

Middle Woodland period.

Special Architectural Features

The only special architectural features were mounds A
and B, both of which have been described in previous

chapters.

Over-all Community Plan

The village plan as shown on Map 2 was one in which
domestic structures were probably located on the terrace

edges to the northeast and northwest of Mound A. The area
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around Mound B was not adequately tested; however, because
no midden was found beneath the mound and because there
were so few artifacts in the mound Till, 1t seems likely

that Mound B was located just beyond the limits of the

'\ri llagE .

gettlement System

To go beyond the site itself, 1ittle can be said con-
cerning the relationship between mendeville and contemporary
gites in the immediate wvicinity. The surface collections
and limited test excavations conducted by the Smithsonian
Institution (Huscher 1959) and the University of Georgia
(Kelly, et. al.: 1962a) revealed only infrequent occur-
renceg of either check-stamped or Swift Creek ceramics in
the Walter F. George Reservoir area. The low density of
the Early Swift Creek occupation at other sites in the
reservoir would seem to indicate that these sites were
camps, possibly used sporadically by hunting parties from
Mandeville.

One fairly large site, 1 Br 15, is related to Mande-
ville; but it seems to have been abandoned before the
appearance of Hopewellian traits at Mandeville (see chapter
7 for a more detailed discussion of site 1 Br 15).

North of the Walter F. George Reservoir area is the
Halloca Creek site (9 Ce 4). fThe ceramiecs from this site,
described in chapter 7, relate the site to Mandeville.

Fragments of animal bone and charred hickory nut shells in
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the pits indicate a subsistence pattern similar to that of
Mandeville. One burial, the partially-articulated skeleston
of an elderly female, was found at the site. No grave goods
were assoclated but several Early Swift Creek Complicated
gtamped sherds were included in the pit fill (Chase and
Kelly nd: 8-9).

This writer, in her perusal of the material from the
yvarious pits, noted several fragments of mica and
cyrstalline quartz, a piece of petrified wood, and a broken
blade made from dark gray chert. Map 3 indicates that
gheet mica 1s avalilable about twenty to thirty miles north-
east of Columbus. Petrified wood may be found near Ft.
Galnes, just south of Mandeville. The Halloca Creek sife
may, therefore, represent a local village which maintained
a trading relationship with Mandeville. An alternate
hypothesis is that the site represents a base camp occupied
by peoples from Mandeville as they periodically came north
in search of raw materials, such as mica and erystalline
gQuarta.

The relationship between Mandeville and Santa Rosa-
Swift Creek sites in northwest Florida is the subject of a

later chapter.

Conclusion

Faulkner (1973: &4%-45), discussing settlement system
types during the Middle Woodland peried in the upper Elk

and Duck river valleys, Tennessee, suggested two possible
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types: nucleated and dispersed. In a nucleated type
settlement system, the base settlement is

«+.located in an optimum

area for expleoitation of the

various resource zones,

utilization of prime land

for simple horticulture, and

possible easy accessibility

to an important ceremonial

site.... Groups of hunters-

foragers will leave it for a

month or so at a time to

exploit the various surround-

ing resource zones.,
in a dispersed type settlement system, the base settlement
ig the most important ceremonial center but several other
geasonally-occupied sites are of equal importance in the
total subsistence system.

The Mandeville gite situation corresponds most closely
to Faulkner's nucleated type. The activities indicated by
the artifacts recovered from the site designate nelther a
particular season nor a particular task. The deep middens
(and especially the numerous pits and postmolds in Layer I)
point to intensive, permanent occupation, as does the whole
Process of building Mound A. Plant and animal foods of
some sort were available during all seasons of the year.
Some food, such as acorns and nuts. could also have been
stored to prolong their availability. Hunting and collect-
ing parties probably systematically exploited resources in
neighboring ecological zones. In addition, Mandeville
itself was the important ceremonial center in the settle-

ment system.



CHAPTER 6

MANDEVILLE RADIOCARBON DATES

A total of 17 radiocarbon dates are now available for
the Mandeville gite. Thils number represents six samples
run by the University of Michlgan Radiocarbon Laboratory in
the early 1960's and fourteen samples recently run by Don
gmith of the University of Georglia Geochronology Laboratory
with the kind permission of Dr. John Noakes, director.
Three of the last fourteen samples were from the same
features as three of the samples run by Michigan. The
Michigan dates bear the designation M-; the Georgia dates,
UGA-.

Figures 17 and 18 illustrate graphically the Mound A
and B radiocarbon dates, The dates are calculated with one
etandard deviation. This means that there is a 67 per.cent
chance that the true age of each sample falls within the
range indicated on the graph. "If we had two contempora-
neous samples...all that we are permitted to expect 1s that
the total ranges of the two dates in question overlap"

(Michels 1973: 156).
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Figure 17: Mound A Radioccarbon Dates
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Figure 18: Mound B Radiocarbon Dates
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MOUND A

Layer I
UGA-7B: A radiocarbon date of 1810 + 70 BP (AD 140)

was obtained from a charccal sample taken from Feature 3.
A sample from this feature was run by Michigan (M-1042)
with a date of 196C + 150 BP (10 BC). Although both dates
fall within the range of other Layer I dates, the UGA date
more closely approximates other Layer I datesz and ie con-

sidered here to be the more acceptable of the two.

UGA-1B. A date of 1800 + 65 BP (AD 150) was obtained

from charcoal iﬁ a postmold in L.ayer I, below 12 inches.

UGA-3B:. A radiocarbon date of 1775 + 120 BP (AD 175)
was obtained from a charcoal sample taken from Feature 1.
A sample from this feature was run by Michigan (M-1043) with
a date of 1030 + 150 BP (AD 930). The UGA date is a more

reasonable date for Layer I than is the Michigan date.

UGA-5By Sample UGA-5B provided a date of 1705 + 70 BP
(AD 245) for Layer I.

UGA-6B. A charcoal sample from the 6" to 12" level of
Layer I was dated at 1580 + 65 BP (AD 370).

The first three dates are all from Layer I features
that fall below the twelve-inch level and are in good agree-
ment. The fourth date overlaps the upper end of the ranges

of the first three and also probably dates Layer I. The
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fifth date, however, appears to be too late.

Layer Th
UGA-4B. A charcoal sample from Layer IA was dated at

1640 + 65 BP (AD 310).

UGA-16B. A sample of animal bone from Feature 34 was

dated at 1690 + 85 BP (AD 260).

UGA-14B. A sample of animal bone from Feature 28 was
dated at 1560 + 70 BP (AD 390).

The plus-minus ranges of these three dates overlap
some of the Layer I dates. Layer IA represents the first
stage of deliberate mound construction. If this construc-
tion began as a series of small platform mounds as surmised,
it would not be improbable that occupation of Layer I over-
laped the construction of these platform mounds. The 130-
year separation between Features 34 and 28, both mantles
covering Feature 25, the primary mound, seems excessive and

cannot be explained here.

Layer 11

UGA-2B. A charcoal sample from Layer II was dated at
1840 + 70 BP (AD 110). This date seems to be too early to
accurately date this layer.

Layer TII
UGA-9B. A sample of animal bone from Layer III was

dated at 1860 + 65 BP (AD 90). This date appears to be too
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early for this layer.

M-10/%. A charcoal sample was dated at 1420 + 150 BP
(AD 530).

Layer 1V
M-1045. A Layer IV charcoal sample was dated at 1460 +

150 BP (AD %90). The ranges of this and sample M-1044 above

are such that these two may be viewed as contemporary

samples.

UGA-15B. Sample UGA-15B was originally thought to be
an animal bone sample from Layer IV however, when a datle
of 1585 + 70 BP (AD 365) was recorded, the provenience was
rechecked. Upon a more careful reading of the catalogue,
this sample is noted as coming from a test to the north-
east of the basal portion of Feature 2%. Although Feature
29 was a Layer IV feature, the sample may have come from any
layer as there is no clear indication of the depth to which

the test was carried.

MOUND B

ound B
UGA=-11B. A charcoal sample from the base of the
Primary mound was dated at 1915 + 70 BP (AD 35). This date
apparently predates the Layer I occupation of Mound A and
may represent a burned tree on the old ground surface over

Which Mound B was later constructed.
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UGA-B8B. A charcoal sample from Feature 10 was dated
at 1700 + 65 BP (AD 250). A sample from this feature was
run by Michigan (M-1216) with a date of 2500 + 130 BP (550
Bc). The UGA date 1s more reasonable for this Hopewell-

related burial mound and is in accordance with the Mound A

dates.

UGA-10B. A charcoal sample from Feature 3 was dated at
1685 + 75 BP (AD 265).

Kellar, in his description of Mound B, recognized four
construction phases. He attributed Feature 10 to Phase IT;
Feature 3 to Phase IJ1. These two radiocarbon dates clearly
indicate that these two stages fall very close together in

time and may be considered to be contemporanecus,

M-1215%a. A charcoal sample from Feature 5 was dated at
1530 + 120 (AD 420). This feature is also attributed to
Phase III but it was located at a higher level than was

Feature 3 and so may well date later.

Summary

The premound village appears to date from about AD 140
to about AD 245. The construction of both mounds began
around AD 250. The radiocarbon dates for features 34 and
28 in Mound A suggest that Feature 25 may have been in use
(additional layers added and enlarged) for as long as 130

Years. The site was abandoned around AD 500.
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RECONSTRUCTION

mThe following paragraphs outline the cultural history
of the Mandeville site as can be surmised from the preceed-
ing analyses and radiocarbon dates.

The Mandeville site was occupied for about a hundred
years (ca. AD 140-245) by a group of people with relatively
few outside contacts. Their pottery was of local manu-
facture, predominantly plain, check stamped, complicated
stamped, and simple stamped. All but two of the projectile
points found in Layer I were made from local materials. An
efficient hunting and gathering economy allowed for the
aggregation of a fairly large population, to judge from the
proliferation of pits and postmolds and the foot of midden
accumulation beneath Mound A.

By about AD 250, two things had happened: construction
of mounds A and B had begun and items identifiable as
Hopewellian had been introduced. The occurrence of copper-
covered panpipes and earspoolg in burial contexts indicates
that ideas concerning usage as well as the items themselves
had been introduced and accepted.

If the construction of both mounds did begin at about
the same time, it seems likely that the same force(s)
served as the impetus for both. The burial mound would
geem to be Hopewell inspired; however, as was discussed in
Chapter 3, there is no clear precedent for Hopewellian

Platform mounds. The impetus for mound construction at
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Mandeville may not, therefore, have been Hopewell per se
but a developing system of status differentiation which
required some method of display.

gtruever (1968b: 2BB) saw from the Early to Middle
Woodland periods the "...development of complex ceremonial-
mortuary activity reflecting increased status differentia-
tion."™ If variations in the treatment of the dead and in
the kinds or amounts of grave goods placed with the dead
are indicators of status differentiation within a soclety,
gvidence of such differentiatien in the Southeast dates as
early as the Late Archaic (Indian Knoll).

Indian Knoll and Adena preceded Hopewell. Both used as
grave goods marine shell, presumably from the Gulf Coast.
The acquisition of marine shell may have been via a series
of exchange links or it may have been via direct contact
with the Gulf. In either case, the ideas concerning status
differences could have easily been diffused so that by the
time that Hopewell penetrated the Gulf area, it found a
group of societies, with developing social classes, which
were receptive to its tenets.

Between ca. AD 250-420, Hopewellian traits were much
in evidence, especially in the burial mound. Unless the
Pothole and bulldozing activities obliterated evidence to
the contrary, the last of the Hopewellian items were placed
with the burial in Feature 5. The cremated remains of a
child eleven to twelve years old were placed in a large pit

along with nine greenstone celts, a chipped greenstone
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gpade, thirteen bicymbal copper-covered earspools, and four
or five pounds of galena, If possession of the exotic
Hopewellian items was the right of a ruling family, then
thig family line may have died out with this child.

The period ca. AD 250-500 was also one in which cul-
tural ties with Santa Rosa-Swift Creek were most pronounced.
Mutual participation in the Hopewellian interaction sphere
may account for this closeness. As the Hopewellian inter-
action sphere reached its climax and dropped f?om sight, the
occupants of Mandeville may have looked more and more to the
south where Santa Rosa-Swift Creek was gradually evolving
into Weeden Island (many of the burial mounds to be
described in chapter 8 show this evolution and a few Weeden
Island-like sherds were found at Mandeville). When the
Mandeville site was abandoned, ca. AD 500, the population
may have moved to Kolomoki, forming the foundation for the

cultural developments at that site.



CHAPTER 7

THE EARLY SWIFT CREEK CERAMIC COMPLEX
AT MANDEVILLE AND RELATED SITES

The earliest pottery in the Southeast was fiber-tem-
pered plain, punctate, and incised pottery. At a time and
place as yet unknown, sand-tempered pottery decorated with
simple lines or checks made by impressing the clay with a
carved paddle superceded the fiber-tempered wares. From
this time to the historic period, stamped designs predom-
inated on ceramics in Georgia and the contiguous portions of
surrounding states. Holmes (1903: 130) defined the area
in which stamped pottery was found as the South Appalachian
Province. The focus of his work was upon the geographic
distribution of a particular style of pottery. Caldwell
later (1958: 34) used a similar term, Southern Appalachian
tradition, to focus on the pottery itse . This tradition
is characterized by stamped pottery in <-.ree main styles--
simple, check, and complicated stamping.

The earliest simple- and check-stamped pottery is
Deptford (the term Deptford is used here in the generic
Bense--gseveral regional varieties of the type are recog-
nized). fThe earliest complicated-stamped pottery is Swift
Creek. peptford is earlier than Swift Creek although there
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is some temporal overlap between the two. It is this period
during which Deptford and Swifi Creek pottery cccur together
that is the focus of the present chapter.

The Deptford ceramiec complex includes check-stamped,
simple-stamped, cord-marked, and plain (and fabric-marked
in all areas except the Georgia coast and Florida) pottery.
Late Deptford has been defined as that time when compli-
cated-stamped pottery (i.e., Swift Creek) was added to the
peptford complex (Smith 1972: 48-49).

A Swift Creek ceramic complex has never been defined
put as a type, Swift Creek has been divided into Early,
Middle, and Late phases. Early Swift Creek, according to
Kelly (1938: 28B), is

. « . characterized by the presence
of naturalistic patterns, simple
and combined curvilinear composi-
tions, poorer paste and less
favorable decorative finish. less
precise cutting of stamps, and
in general a relatively inferior
ware.

This is in contrast with Middle Swift Creek with its

.« +elaborate composgsite patterns
combining bYoth curvilinear and
linear motifs in a very sophisti-
cated manner. The stamped desizns
are impressed with die-like pre-
ciesion. The designs themselves,
although very intricate, are
beautifully proportioned and re-
strained in execution (Ibid.).

Finally, Late Swift Creek "...complicated stamp grows larger
and more exaggerated, loses balance in composition, and in

Eeneral becomes caricature of the earlier patterns" (Ibid.).
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These descriptions are largely impressionistic. More
definitively, Early Swift Creek is characterized by noteched
and scalloped lips and overall stamping; Middle Swift
creek, by a small rim fold and either a plain neck and
stamped body or a stamped neck and plain body; Late Swift
creek, by a large rim fold and zoned stamping., Only Early
swift Creek pottery is found at Mandeville.

Components exhibiting both Deptford and Swift Creek
ceramics have been called either Late Deptford or Early
swift Creek for, as Dan Penton recently (1974: 7) pointed
out, "...when you are looking at a continuum, Late Deptford
and Early Swift Creek can represent the same point, depen-
dent only upon the viewer." McMichael, who did a prelim-
inary analysis of the Mandeville ceramics defined both a
Late Deptford and an Early Swift Creek component. The
three components recognized by the original researchers for
Mound A were as Tollows:

Mandeville I--Late Deptford
Layer 1 (premound midden)
Layer I1I (midden)

Mandeville II--Early Swift Creek
Layer ITI (midden)

Layer IV (midden)

Mandeville IITI--Missigsippian Rood focus
Layer V (cap)

The Mandeville I (Late Deptford) ceramic inventory.
according to McMichael, consisted of predominately check-
and simple-stamped pottery (ignoring the plain ware which

accounted for nearly half of the total pottery for both
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mandeville I and IT). Complicated-stamped pottery followed
check and simple stamped in frequency of occurrence.
Minority wares included cord marked, burnished, punctate,
and limestone-tempered plain and cord marked. Tetrapods
were primarily medium sized. None of the vessel lips were
notched (Kellar, Kelly, and MeMichael 1962a: 341-346).

Mandeville I1I (Early Swift Creek) ceramics, again
accordinzg to McMichael, were dominated by Early Swift
creek, Crooked River, and 8t. Andrews complicated-stamped
potteries. The check and simple stamped were minority
types. Also found in minor amounts were Crystal River
plain, red-filmed, and negative painted and rocker-stamped
sherds of the Santa Rosa series. Small tetrapods predomi-
nated and notched and scalloped lips were common (Ibid..
3U6-347) .

McMichael, recognizing that complicated-stamped pot-
tery did occur in Mandeville I, called it Deptford Compli-
cated Stamped. The following is McMichael's (1960: 211)
description of Deptford Complicated Stamped:

..medium coarse grit temperi
granular paste (as compared with
Early Swift Creek): coarser in
general than Early Swift Creek.
Stamping medium bold, some over=-
stamping, medium deep, usually
curvilinear (simple concentric
circles, loops; a few simple
rectilinear designs) flat,
slightly everted rims dominant.
No notching or scalloping.

He continues

this iz not to be confused with
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and scalloped lips are found in Mandeville I. A little over
fourteen per cent of the rims from Layer I alone are notched
or scalloped.

Plain and polished wares make up fifty per cent of the
total ceramic inventory of the four Middle Woodland midden
layers. 1In layers I and II, the check-stamped, but not the
gimple-stamped, pottery is more abundant than is the compli-
cated-stamped pottery. In layers III and IV, this situation
is reversed with the complicated-stamped pottery outnumber-
ing the combined total of check- and simple-stamped pottery.
A few red-filmed, negative-painted, and rocker-stamped
gherds are found in the lower levels as well as in the upper
levels of the mound.

There are not enough differences between the upper and
lower levels to justify the naming of the two components,
Mandeville I and II. McMichael, in so doing, was influenced
by the traditional view of many southeastern archaeologists
that "Deptford people" made Deptford pots and "Swift Creek
people” made Swift Creek pots with the implicit assumption
that the two pottery types always indicated that two differ-
ent groups of people were involved. This view results when
the two concepts pottery type and ceramic complex are con-
fused., A type is "a pattern of attributes that distin-
guishes g group of artifacts and defines it as a class"
(Rouse 1972y 300). A ceramic complex is "...the sum total
of types, varieties, and modes of an archaeclogical phase"

(Phillips 1970, 30).
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The consideration of the co-occurrence of Deptford and
swift Creek at Mandeville in terms of a total ceramic com-
plex should prove to be more useful in the explication of
cultural dynamics than will be the consideration of each as
separate types requiring such explanation as "the sample is
mixed", or "Swift Creek pottery has intruded in Deptford,"
or "Deptford traits have lingered into Early Swift Creek."

The ceramic analysis presented in chapter 3 indicates
an uninterrupted continuum from Layer I up through Layer
IV. The addition of some new ideas and traits is evident
but these did not materially affeet the ceramic tradition at
the site. Mandeville I and II actually represent a single
component, The problem, then, becomes one of deciding
whether to call this occupation Late Deptford or Early
swift Creek. It would seem more appropriate to use the
term Early Swift Creek becsuse 1t is the overall dominant
decorated type at the site and because complicated stamping
was a dominant mode in southeastern ceramics from Early
Swift Creek up to the historie peried while check stamping
continued only as a minority type. Having made this deci-
sion to call the Middle Woodland component at Mandeville
Early swift Creek, it is now necessary to tentatively
define an Early swift Creek ceramic complex.

At least three sites with Early Swift Creek components
are known, these being Mandeville, Halloca Creek (9 Ce 4),
and the Shorter site (1 Br 15). The lower levels of the

SWift Creek mound (9 Bi 3) alse merit consideration in
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gANTA ROSA SERIES
Alligator Bayou Stamped
Basin Bayou Inclsed

santa Rosa Stamped
santa Rosa Punctated

COMPLICATED STAMPED SERIES
Swift Creek Complicated Stamped, Early variety
Crooked River Complicated Stamped, Early Variety
st. Andrews Complicated Stamped, Early Variety
New River Complicated Stamped

GULF CHECK STAMPED

WEST FLORIDA CORD MARKED, Early Variety

CRYSTAL RIVER SERIES
Crystal River Incised
Crystal River Zoned Red

Crystal River Nezative Palnted
Pierce Zoned Red

FRANKLIN PLAIN
UNIQUE FORMS
Compound vessel
Multiple-orifice vessel
Grub-worm vessel
Four-lobed tetrapod vessel
Miniature vessel
T-shaped rim
Human-hand motif
The four types of the Santa Rosa Series are generally clay
or sherd tempered, occasionally sand tempered (Willey 1949:
372-378). fThe tempering agent and decorative technigues
bespeak the Lower Mississippi Valley root of the series.
Crystal River Series may be a misnomer. The Crystal River
site, to be described in more detail later, is a little
understood multicomponent site. The ceramics of the Santa

Rosa-5wift Creek component include several of the unique





















TABLE 18

CERAMICS FROM THE TUCKER SITE, 8 Fr 4
(Prom Phelps 1966: 17)

212

Phelps Sears Willey
Norwood Plain 197 20 -
Norwood Simple Stamped L - -
peptford Simple Stamped b1y 292 10
peptford Cross-Stamped 184 - -
pDeptford Linear Check Stamped 661 66 5
swift Creek I Complicated Stamped 169 18 45
New River Complicated Stamped 5 1 -
St. Andrews Complicated Stamped L 1 1
Crooked River Complicated Stamped L 19 b
Napier Complicated Stamped 7 3 =
West Florida Cord Marked 6 38 -
Santa Rosa Stamped 3 3 =
Weeden Island (all decorated types)| 158 169 99
Sweet Creek II Complicated Stamped Li L -
Fort Walton (all decorated types) 63 - -

St. Johns

17
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the date is an acceptable Santa Rosa-Swift Creek date.

gird Hammock (8 Wa 30 and B wa 10)
o The Bird Hammock site was aboul eighteen mlles south
of Tallahassee. Site number & Wa 30 refers to the village:
gite number 8 wa 10, to Mound B. Mound A (8 wa 2) was a
yeeden Island I burial mound.

the first excavation of the site was that of Nocore
(1918: 561-56l4). He described Mound B as being six feet
high with basal dimensions of £6 feet by 75 feet. Moore
also indicated that the mound had two ramps, one to the
southwest and one to the southeast. Fifteen burials,
pottery, points, hones, and mica were found by Moore
(penton 1970: 8-9). wWilley, after making a surface eollec-
tion in 1540, concluded that both mounds were Weeden Island
(Ibid.: 9). 1In 1959 an amateur found a Crystal River
Negative Painted bowl with a "T" rim, a Franklin Plain
tetrapodal vessel. cut mica sheets, and blades and points
in Mound B (Ibid.: 10). The Early Swift Creek portion of
the village was tested by Penton as the subject of his mMa
thegis.

The sherd count given on Table 19 was taken from Table
7 of Penton's thesis (1970). The percentages were calcu-
lated by this writer. The percentages correspond with those
from Layer IV of Mound A at Mandeville. It was also in that

layer that the check stamped with the dot in the center was
found.
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Lithic artifacts from Bird Hammock included expanded-
pase projectile points, limestone nutting stones, graphite,
and mica (Ibid.: U43-45). Faunal and floral remains re-
covered from the village included Virginia deer, fish,
turtles, turkey, shark, rabbit, opposum, oyster, charred
hickory nut fragments, and a possible maize cob fragment
(Ibid.: 47-48).

The ceramics, projectile points, and subsistence
pattern as evidenced by the faunal and floral remains are
all similar to those of Mandeville. Further, the nearest
source of mica and graphite is the Georglia Piedmont, per-
haps channelled through Mandeville.

A radiocarbon date of AD 340 + 70 (FSU 385) (Phelps,

personal communication) is available for the site.

Block-Sterns (8 Le 148)

The Block-Sterns site, consisting of two mounds and a
village area, is about six miles east of Tallahassee. To
date, only about twenty per cent of Mound A has been exca-
vated. Penton (1974: 7) described the mound as follows:

The first stage of construction was
the completion of a low mound into
which a number of burial pits were
dug. Over this was placed several
layers of fill, and the completed
mound was ultimately capped with a
mantle of red clay. The layers
sandwiched between the primary
mound and the final clay mantle
exhibited numerous postmolds.
Scattered over the surface of
these zZones was a minor amount of
debris, and an ocecassional
éaccasiﬂna;7 human bone fragment.
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with approximately 20% of this

mound excavated, it appears that

it i1nitially began as a burial

area and wags later used as a

foundation for a charnel structure.
gixteen burials were found in burial plts within or near
the primary mound. Bone preservation was poor; there were
no cremations although most of the burials exhibited ex-
posure to fire. Burial 14 was an extended burial in a
large daub-filled pit. Assoclated with this burlal were
four Franklin Plain and one simple-stamped tetrapodal
vesgels, two caches of crystal quartz chips, a quartzite
hammerstone, a conch shell dipper, a bear mandible, and a
figurine (Plate 39). oOther artifacts found in the mound
inelude a miniature tetrapodal vessel, incised and with a
notched lip (with a burial), a slate bar gorget (on the
mantle), a cache of expanded-base points (with a burial),
a ceramic platform pipe (within burial pit fill), and a
cache of 26 triangular chert preforms covered by a sheet
of mica (Penton, personal communieation).

A comparison of the figurine from this site with one
from Mandeville has already been made. Penton's description
of Mound A indicates a series of construction stages simi-
lar to Mound B at Mandeville. The main differences appear
%o be that no postmolds were found in Mound B (although the
excavation techniques used there may have precluded the
discovery of postmolds) and there were burials in the upper
levels of Mound B, whereas Penton's deseription would

indicate there were none in the upper levels of Mound 4 at
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Figure 19: The Crystal River Site (8 Ci 1)
(Drawing based on Bullen 1966: Fig. 2)
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MANDEVILLE AND SANTA ROSA-SWIFT CREEK

Many points of similarity between Mandeville and the
santa Rosa-Swilt Creek complex have been noted in the pre-
ceeding pages. It remains now to consider the nature of

these similarities and their meaning.

As has been said, the marker pottery types for Santa
Rosa-Swift Creek are the Santa Rosa series, the Complicated
stamped series (early varieties), the Crystal River series,
gulf Check Stamped, West Florida Cord Marked (early variety),
and Franklin Plain. These all occur in varying amounts at
Mandeville, the most numerous being Franklin Plain, Early
swift Creek Complicated Stamped, and Gulf Check Stamped.
Despite the attention which Santa Rosa and Crystal River
series ceramics have received because several whole pots
have been recovered from burial mounds, these types are also
the most abundant ceramics at most Santa Rosa-Swift Creek
gsites. Sherds of the Santa Rosa and Crystal River series
are rare at Mandeville; and, curiously, these occur in
midden context rather than in burial mound context as they
do in Fleorida.

Similarities between one of the figurine fragments
from Mandeville and the figurine from the Block-Sterns site
(Plates 38 and 39) have already been discussed. FPigurine
fragments from the Third Gulf Breeze and Refuge Tower sites

are illustrated in Phelps (1969a: Figure ). Comparison
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of figurines from Mandeville and Santa Rosa-Swift Creek
gites in northwest Florida reveal the following points of
gimilarity:

1. Predominance of female figurines

2. Female figurines frequently bare-breasted with a
line below the breasts

3. Painted figwines

. Peaked headdress
These figurines are stylistically similar te those found in
Hopewellian contexts elsewhere (see Griffin, Flanders. and
pitterington 1970: 82-87 for a discussion of Hopewellian
figurines).

Ceramic platform pipes were found at Crystal River,
Pierce, Yent, Green Point, and Huckleberry Landing as well

as at Mandeville (see Table 20).

Lithies

Kellar, Kelly, and McMichael (1962a: 347) considered
the expanded-stem projectile point (Plate 43) to be the
typical Farly Swift Creek point. Researchers in northwest
Florida have generally accepted this view (Phelps 1969a:
16; Penton 1974: 12); however, few published illustrations
of Florida Santa Rosa-Swift Creek projectile points are
avallable for analysis. Phelps (1969a: Figure 3) illus-
trates some points which resemble those on the bottom row
of Plate 43, this paper. Bullen (1953: Figure &) illus-

trates four points which are somewhat similar to the
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expanded-stem points from Mandeville. Willey (194%9: 353)
made little mention of Santa Rosa-Swift Creek projectile
points.

Little detailed descriptive information is available
concerning other lithie artifacts found in Santa Rosa-
gwift Creek contexts. Willey (Ibid.) described a variety
of polished stone celt freguently occurring in Santa Rosa-
gwift Creek burial mounds. Although he gave no indication
of the type of stone from which these celts were made, he
did state that the stone was not available locally. These
celts were probably made of greenstone and were simlilar to
those found in Feature 5 of Mound E at Mandeville (Plate
57). Willey (Ibid.: 394) also mentioned the presence of
stone platform pipes in Santa Rosa-Swift Creek.

Raw materials such as mica, crystalline quartz, galena,
graphite, and petrified wood (Ibid.: 241, 243, et passim)
have been found in Santa Rosa-Swift Creek burial mounds.
Map 3 illustrates possible sources of these raw materials.
Mandeville could well have supplied thase raw materials to

the Florida coast sites.

Hopewellian Items

Figurines and platform pipes in the Hopewellian style
have been mentioned. 1In addition, such diagnostic items as
Copper-covered panpipes and earspools occur. The presence
of Hopewellian items in Mound B at Mandeville and in various

Santa Rosa-Swift Creek burial mounds indicates participation










































TABLE 23

COMPARATIVE TRAIT LIST OF REGIONAL
MANTFESTATIONS OF HOPEWELL
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pottery from the classic sites
farther east (wedel 1938: 102).

A copper adze, imitation bear teeth, and a clay and a stone
cone-shaped object were found at the site (Wedel 1943: 49,
59, 204).

several earthen mounds containing stone cists occur in
the Kansas City Hopewell region but few artifacts have been
found to allow adequate determination of their cultural

affiliation.

cooper Hopewall

Griffin (1967: 181) recognized a group of sites in
southwest Missouri-northeast Oklahoma as being Hopewellian.
The only reference to Cooper Hopewell which this writer
has been able to locate is one which mentions villages and
bluff shelters in northwest Oklahoma with Hopewellian
pottery (Orr 1952: 245). Presumably, this means rocker=-
stamped pottery with cross-hatched rims, which is not suf-

ficlent to define a reglonal manifestation of Hopewell.

Marksville Hopewell

By definition Marksville iz the

period of Hopewellian radiation,

if that is the correct name for

it, in the Lower Mississiggi

Valley (Phillips 1970:; 888).

Most of the Marksville sites in the Lower Mississippi

VYalley are village sites and the only indication of their
Connection with Hopewell is ceramic (Ibid.: 887-900).

Marksville period pottery is quite similar in decoration to
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Plate 1; Mandeville, Mound A

(photograph made from slide in Department of
Anthropology, University of Georgia)

Plate 2; Mound A, South Profile

{photograph made from slide in Department of
Anthropology, University of Georgia)















e Bt b







L%
na









329

Plate 9;

Plate 10:

Barly Swift Creek Complicated Stamped
L4o-5010, L. I. 6"-12"

Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped
60-80L0, L. IITA, 24"-36"
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Plate 11: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

no provenience

Plate 12: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

L. TA. cleaning top of brown layer over F 25
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Plate 14: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology. University of Georgia)
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Plate 15 Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings oy Bettye Broyles, on Tile in the
Department of Anthropolegy, University of Georgia)
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Plate 19: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Plate 2i: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Plate 22: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Plate 25: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Plate 28: Crooked River Complicated Stamped, Early Variety
Top: south profile slump
Bottom: 40-50L0, L. III, O-6"
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Plate 29: Crooked River Complicated Stamped, Early
Yariety

(drawings by Bettye Broyles, on file in the
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
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Plate 31: Unnamed Rectilinear Complicated Stamped

L. TW; F. &2
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Plate 32:

Plate 33

Rocker Stamped

Top left: L. IV, F 29

Top center: no provenience
Top right: 12010, L. IA
Lower left: no provenience

Lower right: L. IA, F 28

Crystal River Negative Painted

Top left: L. IA, F 2B

Left centery L. IA, F 28

Lower left: south profile slump

Center: +trench between 80.0'-82.5' lines
Top right: L. Iv, P 29

Right center: 60-70L0, L. IV, O-6"

Lower right: test trench 70R0-70R50; 72.5R0-
72.5R50
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Plate 34; Incised and Punctated

Top left: Basin Bayocu Inclised; exploratory
trenches above L. I.

Top center: no provenience
Top right: no provenience
Lower left: L. IA: F 36
Lower center: no provenience

Lower right: L. IA, F 36

Plate 35: Punctate
Top left: L. IV
Top right: 3010, L, I, 0-6"
Center: 30L0O, L. I, below 12"
Lower left: L. I, F 22

Lower right: no provenience
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Plate 40:

Plate b 1:

Stemmed Points

Top row: (1) IB: L. IV, F 29; (2) IA: Dbull-
dozed above L. I; (3) ID: 40-50L0,
Tis IX; 6"=<18": (&) Ia) 3000, L. I

Bottom row: (1) IA: exploratory trenches above
Ll I;: [2} IB': IDLGt Li I. dis-
turbed premound features; (3) IB:
3' trench at base of high E-W pro-
file (after bulldozing)

Lanceolate Points

Top row: (1) IIB: L. IA, clearing over E end of
F 25; (2) IIA: L. TA, F 343 (3) ITA:
no provenience; (4) ITA: 30L0, L. I;
(5) IIA: 12010, L. I, 6"-12"

Bottom row: (1) ITIA: no provehience; (2) IIA:
no prﬂVeﬂiEnGEi (3) IIa: 150LO,
L. I, F
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Plate 42:

Plate 473:

Corner-notched Points

(1) IIIA: 30L0, 60"-72"; (2) IIIA: top of
L. IV to top of red layer; (3) IIIA: 40-50L0,
L. I, 0-6"; (4) IIIB: L. IV, F 29; (5) IITA:
70R0-70R50 & 72.5R0-72.5R50

Expanded-stem Points

Top row: (1) IVA: 30LO, L. I; (2) IVA: no
provenience; (3) IVA: no provenience

Bottom row: (1) IvB: 80-9010, L. IV, 6"-12";:
(2) IVB: 30L0, L. I; (BZ IVB:
gcraping tep of L. IV; (&) IVB:
L0~5010, L. I, 6"-12"
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Plate L44.

Plate 45;

Miscellaneous Polnts, drills

Top row: (1) VA: trench between 80.0'-82.5%'
lines; (2) VA: 10LO, L. I, 0-6";
(3) drill: scraping top of L. IV

Bottom Row: (1) drill: 10LO, L. I, 0-6";
2) ITID: L. IV T 295 (3) V14
0-80L0, L. V, H5"-18"

Preforms

(1) no provenience; (2) 40-50L0, L. III, 15"-
21"; (3) area near E-W profile, approx.
LOR25.5
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Plate 46:

Plate 47

Scrapers

Top left: top of L. I

Top center: 20L0, L. I, 0-6"

Top right: 20LO0, L., I, 6"-12"

Lower left: U40-50L0, L. I, below 12"
Lower center: 90-11010, L. IITIA, 24"-36"

Lower right: 12010, L. I, 6"-~12"

Blades

Top row: El} surface:; (2) no provenience;
3) 90-110L0, L. IIIA, 24"-36";
(4) no provenience; (5) no provenience;
(6) no provenience

(1) L. I, P 22; (2) no provenience;
(3) 40-5050, L. III, 6"-12";

(%) no provenience; (5) no prov-
enience; (6) L. IV; (7) 120L0,

L- Iu 6""‘12"

Bottom row:
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Plate 52: Mound B

(photograph made from slide on file, Department
of Anthropolegy, University of Georgia)

Plate 53: Mound B Profile

(photograph made from slide on file, Department
of Anthropeology, University of Georgia)



Gt

34

r









397

FPlate 55: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped Compound
Yessel from Feature 1, Mound B

Plate 56: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped Compound
Vessel from Aspalaga (B Gd 1) (from Moore 1903:
Fig. 151)
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Plate 63: Early Swift Creek Complicated Stamped Ceramics
from the Swift Creek Site (9 Bi 3)

(from drawings by James Jackson on file in
Department of Anthropology, University of Georgia)
























LAYER IIA - SHERD COUNT BY LEVELS

TABLE 27

ki3

O=12" 12n_ahn Total
Plain 3 9 12
Check St. 2 [
Simple St. 1 I 5
Cord M 1 1
Crooked River i i
Total b 21 25




e

TABLE 28
LAYER III - SHERD COUNT BY LEVELS AND FEATURES
2 0-6| 6-12|12-15|15-2121-27 | 27"| F27b | Total
Plain 69| 39 | 22| o4 s gl 4y | 209
Polished 12| 13 b - 1 1 o b1
Check St. 11 15 9 6 3 5 2 &1
simple St. 7 9 7 % 1 2 30
Cord M 2 5 s b 1 2 15
swift Creek 13| 11 9 2 7 27 69
Crooked River 19 8 5 1 2 1 1 37
5t. Andrews 1 3 4
Un. Rect. 3 3
Functate
Red Filmed
Neg. Painted
Rocker 5t.
Fiber t P 1 1 2
Fabric M
Punctate &
Incised
Pinched
Punched
Limest. P
Un. Rim 5 1 2 1 g
Total 135 | 108 58 Lé 21 |17 | 85 | k70




LAYER IIIA - SHERD COUNT BY LEVELS AND FEATURES

TABLE 29

Lis

12m-24 2hr-36" F13b Total

Plain 30 30
Folished 5 5
Check StT. i i
simple St. 1 I 5
Cord M i i 2
Swift Creek 3 25 38
Crooked River 7 7
St. Andrews Iy

Punctate 1 1
Un. Rim E 3
Total 6 87 1 o
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APPENDIX F

MOUND A, LITHIGS

rable 35: Mound A, Projectile Points

mable 36: Projectile Points, Source of Raw Material
Table 37: Broken Points and Knives

Table 38: Waste Flakes

Table 39: Blades

Table 40: Selected Blades
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