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POPULAR ABSTRACT

Under contract with the Archeological Services Branch, Division of
National Register Programs, National Park Service, Southeast Region,
New World Research, Inc., conducted a sample survey of a proposed
22,000 ac maneuver tract at Fort Benning Military Reservation, Alabama
and Georgia. The sample area 2,200 ac tract, pre-selected by the
contracting agency, represented ten percent of the proposed maneuver
area. The survey identified or relocated 37 sites, of which 20 were
prehistoric, 15 were historic and two were prehistoric/historic; in
addition, 32 isolated finds were also recorded. Using these data, an
existing model developed by Remote Sensing Analysts (RSA) was eva-
luated for applicability and found to be generally sound except for
some mapping problems. Statistical analysis of our data provided
additional data on site location which was used to refine RSA's mode)l
within the 22,000 ac maneuver area. This refinement also enabled us
to correct for the mapping errors noted in our evaluation of the
model.




ABSTRACT

In December, 1981, New World Research, Inc. conducted an intensive
cultural resources survey of 2,200 ac in the Fort Benning Military
Reservation, Alabama and Georgia. The work was performed under
Contract No. CX5000-2-0087 for the Archeological Services Branch,
Division of National Register Programs, National Park Service,
Southeast Region. As part of the scope-of-work, the applicability of a
model of site location formulated by Remote Sensing Analysts (RSA) was
to be tested (Kohler et al. 1980). The survey identified or relocated
37 sites, including 20 prehistoric, 15 historic, and two prehistoric/
historic sites; in addition, 32 isolated finds were identified and
recorded. The model developed by RSA was tested and found to be
generally correct, though mapping problems were identified. Results
from the 2,200-ac survey were extrapolated using the refined computer
model to the entire 22,000-ac maneuver area to highlight locations of
potential archaeological sites.t
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The cultural resources survey of Fort Benning that is detailed in
this report was carried out by New World Research, Inc. {NWR) in
December, 1981. The work was conducted for the Department of the
Army, Headquarters, United States Army Infantry Center and Fort
Benning and administered with funds transferred to the Archeological
Services Branch, Division of National Register Programs, National Park
Service, Southeast Region (ASB).

Following several previous studies at Fort Benning (Chase 1955,
1958, 1978a, 1978b; Cottier 1977; Kohler et al. 1980; Braley and Wood
1981; Schnell 1981), the current work focused on a pre-selected ten
percent sample tract within a larger, 22,000 acre (ac) maneuver area
(Figure 1). This project represents the first professional and inten-
sive archaeological fnvestigation to be undertaken in the 2,200 ac.

In accord with governmental regulations concerning non-renewable
cultural resources, the work was conducted according to the require-
ments of the National Historic Preservation Act (Public Law 89-665) as
amended, Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the
Cultural Environment) and Procedures for the Protection of Historic
and Cultural Properties (36 CFR 800). In addition, all policies
established by the Georgia Archaeological Survey and any military

regulations pertinent to the conduct of the project were carefully
followed.
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PROJECT SETTING

Fort Benning occupies portions of eastern Alabama and western '
Georgia. It comprises an irregularly-shaped block of land, with the
long axis running northeast to southwest. Coursing through the south-
west extreme of the Fort is the Chattahoochee River, and one of its
tributaries, Upatoi Creek, extends up the long axis of the Fort. The
block of land that comprises Fort Benning is somewhat constricted in
the middle, and along that constriction runs Ochillee Creek, a tribu-
tary of the Upatoi. Within the rough triangle formed by Upatoi and
Pine Knot Creeks to the north, the Ochillee to the west and south, and
the boundary of the Fort to the east, lies the proposed 22,000 ac
maneuver area.

With the exception of the southern extreme of the 22,000 ac, the
borders of the maneuver area do not impinge on either the streams men-
tioned above, or their adjacent alluvial bottomlands. The only stream
with appreciable bottomlands within the maneuver area is Sally Branch,
which flows into Pine Knot Creek to the north (Figure 2).

T
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FIGURE 2. GENERAL VIEW OF THE FLOODPLAIN OF SALLY BRANCH, LOOKING
SOUTH.

Although Sally Branch was included, the maneuver area boundaries were
drawn up so as to avoid much of the bottomlands associated with
Halloca Creek, a tributary of the Ochillee. The resultant block of
land comprising the 22,000 ac maneuver area has two arms, one
extending to the west and the other to the south, each flanked by the
bottomlands of Halloca Creek. Within the southern arm of the maneuver
area is the irregularly shaped sliver of land encompassing approxima-
tely 2,200 ac, or ten percent of the maneuver area, surveyed by NWR.
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Most of the 183,000 ac comprising Fort Benning is hilly and
covered with slash and long-leaf pine; however, the project area also
contains oak and oak/hickory uplands, bottomland hardwoods, wooded
swamps, and mixed pine-hardwood stands.

In terms of precise location within Fort Benning, the 2,200 ac
survey area is comprised of Range Compartments F-1, G-2, G-3, and I-4.
It Yies approximately 22.4 km (14 mi) southeast of Columbus, Georgia,
just east of U.S. Highway 27 and 280, and north of State Highway 26.
It is wholly within Chattahoochee County, Georgia.

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

The main objective of NWR's study was the evaluation of a 22,000
ac tract proposed for maneuver exercises. In this evaluation, we were
also to consider the applicability of a model developed by Remote
Sensing Analysts (RSA) (Kohler et al. 1980). RSA's work is thoroughly
discussed in subsequent chapters, but briefly their model was based on
data derived from a survey of the Halloca Creek area of Fort Benning.
Since the boundaries of the proposed 22,000 ac maneuver area were
deliberately established to avoid most of the Halloca Creek bot-
tomlands, the clear majority of RSA's survey tract was outside the
maneuver area.

This study provided an opportunity to determine if the variable
combinations that defined site location in RSA's model could be extra-
polated to the maneuver area. On the basis of our results, RSA's
model was evaluated and refined. In addition to testing the previous
model, NWR was requested to provide recommendations for management of
recorded cultural resources.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The project included: 1) a Titerature and background search; 2)
preliminary evaluation of RSA's model; 3) pedestrian survey {(with sub-
surface testing where necessary); 4) data analysis; 5) extrapolation
of results to the entire 22,000 ac maneuver area; and 6) report pre-
paration. A total of 69 cultural resources were identified, including
32 isotated finds, 20 prehistoric sites, 15 historic sites, and two
prehistoric/historic sites. Two of the prehistoric sites were pre-
viously recorded and revisited during our survey (9Ce51 and 9Ce93).

RSA's model was tested through the comparison of data sets and
statistical testing and found to be generally applicable; however,
NWR's study uncovered several problems with RSA's probability map that
predominantly focused on scale. Alternatives for correcting or
adjusting for these problems have been developed and are presented in
the report.

Each phase of the project is thoroughly described in the ensuing
chapters. Results of the work and recommendations are also presented.

4
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CHAPTER TWO

PREHISTORY: AN EVALUATION OF THE DATA BASE
AND CURRENT KNOWLEDGE

Introduction

Fort Benning is encompassed within the Lower Chattahoochee River
Valley archaeological sub-area (Kohler et al. 1980). The previous
investigations and applicable culture sequence for the sub-area have
been very thoroughly treated by RSA's study (Kohler et al. 1980),
Chase {n.d.a, n.d.c, n.d.d, 1955, 1958, 1978a, 1978b), Braley and Wood
(1981), and Cottier (1977). The thrust of this discussion, therefore,
is not toward a reiteration of available syntheses, but rather toward
an evaluation of the available data and the status of knowledge
achieved by the previous work.

In terms of previous work, the project area benefits from a long
record of professional inquiry. The earliest published studies were
those of Jones (1873), Moore (1907), and Brannon (1909) whose contri-
butions may be categorized as descriptive detail on site con-
figurations and artifact taxonomy. From these beginnings,
professional and amateur survey and excavations have continued in the
area to the present. The orientation of most of these studies have
advanced in keeping with current trends in archaeological theory.

In the report prepared by RSA (Kohler et al. 1980), an annotated
bibliography was provided which detailed previous investigations con-
ducted on the Reservation or in close proximity to it. In an effort
to update the data, we have prepared Table 1, which lists recent pre-
vious investigations, the focus of the work, and the availability of
the results. Also included in Table 1 are pertinent details on David
Chase's extensive work, the majority of which was not included in
RSA's biblfography. Many of these summaries predate RSA's report. As
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TABLE 1.

-

RESUME OF PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

PERTINENT TO FORT BENNING

Note: This listing represents an update of the detailed annotated
bibliography presented in Kohler et al. (1980). For investi-
gations prior to 1979 refer to that publication except in the
case of Chase's work.

Investigator Focus of AvailabiTity of
Work Results
Timothy Kohler, Intensive background Publication:

Thomas P. Des Jeans,
Carl Feiss, and
Don E. Thompson

Braley, Chad 0. and
W. Dean Wood

Schnell, Frank T.

and Titerature review,
including annotated
bibliography for
prehistoric and
historic resources in
the Fort Benning area;

100 percent pedestrian
survey, 4,000 ac;

Site definition for 21
prehistoric sites and
ten historic sites;

Development of a pre-
dictive model for pre-
historic site location

Background and literature
review;
Pedestrian survey of

1300 ac to be
potentially impacted

by Infantry Fighting
Vehicle firing;
Identification of 21
sites {ten historic;

11 prehistoric)

Background and literature
review of previous work
at site 1Ru63 and 9Ceb66;

Redefinition of both
sites' boundaries;

Limited testing at both
sites;

Recommendations for
further work at both

An archaeological
survey of selected
areas of the Fort
Benning Military
Reservation,
Alabama and
Georgia., In
fulfillment of
contract C-5716(78);
on file ASB, NPS -
Atlanta (1980)

Publication: Cultural
resources survey of
the IFV Ranges, Fort
Benning, Georgia.
Report submitted to
Corps of Engineers,
Savannah District
(1981)

Publication: draft
report entitled “A
cultural resource
investigation of
sites 1Ru63 and
9Ce66, Fort Benning,
Alabama and Georgia.
Submitted to Corps
of Engineers,
Savannah District
(1982)
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TABLE 1. RESUME OF PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS
PERTINENT TO FORT BENNING
(continued)
Investigator Focus of AvaiTabiTity of

Work

Results

NOTE: The following represents a listing of the manuscripts of David
W. Chase which were found either on file at the Columbus Museum of
Arts and Sciences (CMAS) or at the Fort Benning Museum. They are
listed by the reference notation by which they appear on both Table 2

and in the Bibliography of this report.

are now on file at New World Research, Inc.

Chase (n.d.a.)

Chase (n.d.b.)
Chase (n.d.c.)

Chase (n.d.d.)

Chase (n.d.e.)

Summary of the artifacts
and general site
characteristics of
prehistoric sites in
both Fort Benning and
the Middle Chattahoochee
for the general Archaic

Archaic/Woodland transition,

and Early Woodland
Revised version of above

Summary of the
archaeological work
conducted by Chase and
others primarily on Fort
Benning. Included are
descriptions of several
of the principal sites
found on the Fort, and
a brief description of
the work conducted at
each.

Summary of the artifact
and site characteristics
for the Archaic/Woodland,
and Woodland. Includes
a complete definition of
Upatoi Plain.

Detailed discussion of

the characteristics

of the Archaic occupations
in the region including
chronological chart and
1ine drawings of various
artifact types

7

Copies of these manuscripts

Manuscript: Archaic
to Early Woodland
in Georgia
(prepared to
accompany a 15 min,
slide presentation)

See above

Manuscript: Back-
ground of the
Archaeology of the
Middle Chattahoochee
valley 1955 - 1963.

Manuscript:
Woodland in the
Middle Chattahoochee
Area

Manuscript: Part I -
Middle Chattahoochee
Yalley Pre-ceramic




TABLE 1. RESUME OF PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS
PERTINENT TO FORT BENNING
(continued)
Tnvestigator Focus of AvaiTabiTity of

Work

Results

Chase (n.d.f.)

Chase (n.d.g.)

Chase (n.d.h.)

Chase (n.d.i.)

Chase (n.d.j.)

Paper as stated is a
synthesis of the current
state of work. Includes
a brief resume of work
prior to 1955, Infor-
mation presented is more
detailed in other period
specific papers.

Summary of work conducted
at the Lawson Field Site
(9Cell), 1including arti-
fact tables. Discussion
of both field methods
and chronological impli-
cations of artifacts is
presented.

Essentially field notes
covering the emergency
salvage operations con-
ducted on a hill behind
the Quartermaster
Warehouse (81dg. 1737,
Fort Benning) on the
24th and 25th of October,
year unspecified.

Summary of excavations
conducted at 9Medl in
the Spring of 1959.
Included are detailed
descriptions of the
features excavated with
assocfated artifact
tables.

As noted, field summaries
of the features excavated
at 9Ce75, and artifact
analysis sheets for all
proveniences. Feature
summaries include brief
analyses of feature form
and contents

8

Manuscript: Pre-
historic cultures
of the Middle
Chattahoochee
Valley in
Synthesis

Manuscript: An
Early Woodland
site at Lawson
Air Field, Fort
Benning, Georgia

Manuscript: Part
111 - The Quarter-
master Site (9Ced?2)

Manuscript: A Late
Swift Creek Type
Site on the Upatoi
Creek (9Medl)

Manuscript: untitled
field and tabora-
tory notes 9Ce75




TABLE 1. RESUME OF PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS
PERTINENT TO FORT BENNING
(continued)
Investigator Focus of Availability of
Investigator Work Results

Chase (n.d.k.)

Chase {n.d.1.)

Chase (n.d.m.)

Chase (n.d.n.)

Chase (n.d.o.)

Chase (n.d.p.)

Chase (n.d.q.)

Summary of all stages of

work conducted at 9Ce75

Field and laboratory

summaries for 9Me5l1
including artifact table
from surface collection
taken in 1959

Field summary of work

conducted at 9Cel9,
including site map and
artifact tables.

Field and laboratory

notes on the site,
including descriptions
of the two burials

Summary of two visits
dated 29 July 1957 and
22 November 1957 to site;
cross-section of test
trench cleared in July;
artifact tables for both
excavated and surface
materials recovered

Essentially hypotheses
concerning the chrono-
lTogical and cultural
implications of the site,
primarily focusing on the
associated ceramics and
their relationship to
Kolomoki defined sequence

Detailed report on the
excavations conducted
at the site in 1955,
Includes field methods,
field results, laboratory
results, and conclusions.

9

Manuscript: A Middie
Swift Creek Site on
the Upatoi Creek
(9Ce75)

Manuscript: 9Me5l

Manuscript: The
McBride's Bridge
Site (9Cel9)

Manuscript:
Engineer's Landing
Site - Field
Summary

Manuscript:
Snellings Pond

Manuscript: The
Quartermaster Site
Problems and
Postulations

Manuscript: The
Halloca Creek Site
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an additional reference to accompany the following discussion, Table 2
1ists all of the excavated sites of which we are aware within or in
close proximity to Fort Benning.

In reviewing the data supplied by previous studies we have
focused on characteristics of the chronological periods with specific
attention to settlement patterns. Again, for the sake of brevity, we
have summarized the applicable cultural sequence in Figure 3. This
figure lists each chronological period by time frame, representative
components, and general characteristics. Below is a summary of major
points for the different periods.

Paleo-Indian Period "

As with much of the Southeast, the Paleo-Indian period is poorly
defined. Kohler et al. (1980:13) indicate Paleo-Indian remains are
: scarce, noting one probable fluted point base from the Oliver Basin
i (McMichael and Kellar 1960) and none from the Rother L. Harris
' Reservoir (Knight 1977). They further indicate a complete absence of
pre-Paleo-Indian occupation (Kohler et al. 1980:13).

= mm—————

Dedarnette et al. (1975) note, however, that four fluted points
were identified in the private collection of Dr. R.B. McCann of Seale,
Russell County, Alabama, approximately ten miles west of the
Chattahoochee River. The points were recovered from surface contexts
either in plowed fields or from hilltops in the highlands of the
Chattahoochee drainage. During the course of work on the Walter F.
George Reservoir project, another fluted point was recovered from the
race trgck vicinity south of Columbus, Georgia (DeJarnette et al.
1975:26).

f The data suggest that throughout the Lower Chattahoochee River
Valley, evidence of Paleo-Indian occupation, though sparse, is pre-
sent. Regrettably, finds dating to the period are infrequently
located and often appear as isolated occurrences (Dedarnette et al.
1975; Chase n.d.c., 1955). While a rather substantial number of sites
have been excavated in the Fort Benning vicinity, only one fluted
point is known on Fort, at Lawson Field (Frank Schnell, personal com-
: munication, 12 April 1983). 1In light of this fact, the as yet i11-

? defined presence of Paleo-Indians in this region may have cultural

1 origins.

In other words, for some as yet unexplained cultural reason,
Paleo-Indians seemingly shunned the area. Alternatively, the
Pleistocene climate of the area may not have hosted the environmental
features that provided the economic base of Paleo-Indians, although
the results of the Early Man studies on the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway indicate that climatic and other environmental factors would
have been favorable to occupation (Muto and Gunn 1981). One explana-
tion may be sampling error: the Paleo-Indian finds documented to date
appear to be occurring in the margins of the river valley, while the
concentration of effort has been in the river valley proper
(DedJarnette et al. 1975; Huscher 1964a, 1964b).

10
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Site

Lawson Field
(9Cel)
[Hal1s Upper
Landing:
Moore 1907)

Halloca Creek
Site (9Ced)

Engineer's
Landing
(9Ce5)

Lawson Field
Site #1
{9Cell)

Box Springs
Road (9Cel6)

Snellings Pond

Site (9Ce20)

Quartermaster
Warehouse
(9Ced2)

Oswichee Creek
(9Ce66)

TABLE 2. DATA CONCERNING EXCAVATED SITES,

Reference

Moore 1907;
Willey and
Sears 1952

Chase n.d.a.,
n.d.q.,
1955,
1958;
Kohler et al.
1980

Chase n.d.n.

Chase n.d.c.:
2
Chase 1978b

Chase n.d.c.:
2; n.d.d.:2;
n.d.o.

Chase n.d.c.:
2

Chase n.d.p.,
Chase 1978b

Chase n.d.a,
n.d.b;
Schnell 1981

Cultural Affiliation

Chattahoochee Brushed;
Ocmulgee Fields Incis-
ed;

Kasita Red Filmed;

Historic Creek

Mossy Oak Simple
Stamped;

Cartersville/Deptford;
Early Swift Creek;

Lamar;

Minor: fabric-
impressed and fiber-
tempered

Bull Creek Focus
Ocmulgee Fields I
Abercrombie Phase

Early Woodland;
Middle Woodland;
Averett Focus

Archaic, Early Wood-
land, Middle Swift
Creek

Cartersville/Deptford

Late Swift Creek,
Weeden Island

Middle Swift Creek

11

FORT BENNING MILITARY RESERVATION AND NEAR VICINITY

Notes

Kashita settlement
[Kasita Site], test-
ed by Willey 1938

20 ft sq unit;

Shovel tests;

Features A-I (primari-
1y Early Swift Creek)

Hearth A;

Features 1-4 {outside
main excavation);

Burial I

Test excavations in
western and center
portion of site
(Huscher 1959);
burials removed by
Chase in 1955; site
just off reservation
on Upatoi Creek

Destroyed in 1959;
Six test trenches

Tested 1955

Tested 1955

McMichael, on Oliver
Basin survey (1957)
aided in excavation
of nine of 14 fea-
tures

Upatoi Plain
first identified
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Site

9Ce75

Baird Site
(9Melsd -
Power Sta-
tion Site)

Averett Site
(9Mel58)

Averett Upper
Terrace
(9Me26)

Sand Hill Site
(9Me4d1)
[Opossum
Creek; Upatoi
Bridge]

Randall
Creek Site
(9Me51)

Upper Bull
Creek
(9Me58)
[Chase 1ists
as 9Meds]

9Me60 (Walker
Street Site:
Chase n.d.c.:
10)

TABLE 2. DATA CONCERNING EXCAVATED SITES,

Reference

Chase n.d.j.,
n.d.k.

Chase n.d.c.:
3

Chase n.d.c.:
3

Chase 1978b
Chase n.d.b.,
n.d.c.:3

Chase n.d.c.:
14

Chase n.d.1.

Chase 1959

Chase n.d.c.:
6

(continued)

Cultural Affiliation

Fiber-tempered;
Early Woodland;
Middle Woodland;
Averett Focus

Middle Swift Creek

Averett Focus,
Late Swift Creek,
Weeden Island

Middle Swift Creek;
Terminal Early Swift
Creek

Late Swift Creek
Late Woodland Lamar

Bull Creek Focus;
Early Swift Creek;
Cartersville/Deptford;
Archaic

Mossy Oak Simple
Stamped;
Cartersville/Deptford;
Middle Swift Creek;
Ocmulgee Fields Plain;
Kasita Red Filmed;
Chattahoochee Brushed
Historic Creek

Deptford/Cartersville;
Early Swift Creek

12
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Notes

Type site for Upatoi
complex

Initial work in 1958

Tested in 1959; eight
features excavated
including one burial

Immediately south of
Reservation boundary;

Unspecified number of
shovel tests

Historic Upatoi
(Apatai) town
(1780-1820); re-
ferenced by Swanton

Huscher tested with
NSF grant in 1963




Site

Uchee #4
{1Ru58)

Kendrick Site
{Abercrombie]
(1Ru6l)

Yuchi Town
Site {1Ru63)

Uchee #3
(1Ru71)

Pleasant Val-
ley Site
(9Swa1)

Hitchitee
Creek Site

Site A (82nd
Airborne Di-
vision Road)

TABLE 2.

Reference

Chase n.d.c.:
2; (also re-
ferred Chase
n.d.c.:12 as
1Ru78 and in

Chase n.d.c.:

14 as 1Ru48)
Chase 1978a

Chase n.d.c.:
4

Chase n.d.c.:
19, 1960;
Schnell 1981

Chase n.d.d.:
4

Chase n.d.c.:
2
Chase 1963

Chase n.d.c.:
2

Chase 1977;
Cottier 1977:
23

(continued)

Cultural Affiliation

Late Swift Creek,
Weeden Island

Averett Complex;
Bull Creek Focus

Ocmulgee Fields

Middle to Late Swift
Creek

Averett Focus

Archaic, Woodland,
Mississippian

Lawson Field Phase;
Abercrombie Phase;
Bull Creek Phase;
Lamar;

Swift Creek;
Cartersville/Deptford

DATA CONCERNING EXCAVATED SITES,
FORT BENNING MILITARY RESERVATION AND NEAR VICINITY

Notes

Paper presented on
excavations at SEAC,
1957, Macon; sum- .
marized in Chase
1978a

Work first conducted
by Peter Brannon,
about 1910;
Chase in consultation
with Huscher in 1957

Tested 1956

Tested 1956

Three units excava-
ted;
Two units excavated
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FIGURE 3. APPLICABLE CULTURAL SEQUENCES TO THE LATE ARCHAIC TRANSITION, WOODLAMD AMD MISSISSIPIAN QUCUPATIONS OF THE

MIDDLE CHATTAMOOCHEE RIVER VALLEY

‘ Chattshoochee River Middle Chattehooches
: (waitnatt 1960: Otiver Basin (NcMichee) Lower Chsttshaoches Slapiitied Chronology
. 38-76, 81, 111, 19)) and Keilsr 1960:220) (Jenking 1978:74) (Chase n,d.C,:2)
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The Archaic Stage

Kohler et al. (1980} discuss the pre-ceramic Archaic phases
together, noting that the sequence in Georgia is poorly known. Our
review of pertinent data suggests this characterization is not alto-
gether applicable to that area. The data relevant to the Early and
Middle Archaic, though admittedly sparse, seems to indicate that, as
was the case in the Paleo-Indian period, occupations are restricted in
areal distribution, with preferred locations toward the margins of the
river valley, or immediately along the principal streams feeding into
the Chattahoochee. Huscher (1964a, 1964b) defined an apparently Early
Archaic lithic complex following the completion of his work at the
Standing Boy site. Chase (n.d.c.) utilized Huscher's (1964a)
assemblage criteria of heavily patinated flakes and “spinner" points
to identify the presence of Early Archaic occupations within the Fort
Benning area. His data are restricted to surface observations, and
while excavated sites on the Reservation have yielded evidence of
Archaic occupations, none date to the Early or Middle Archaic periods.

Investigations on the Tombigbee, Savannah, and Tennessee Rivers
have yielded substantial evidence of Middle Archaic occupations
(Dedarnette et al. 1975; Thomas et al. 1981). In the middle Tennessee
River valley there are data which indicate a shift in subsistence pat-
terning from preceding periods, with an increasing utilization of
shellfish. The absence, therefore, of similar Middle Archaic occupa-
tions along the Yower Chattahoochee is somewhat surprising.

Dedarnette et al. (1975) report Middle Archaic materials from their
investigations in the Walter F. George Reservoir, but in very
restricted numbers. Of the sites tested during their work, only the
McLendon Site (1Ru28) yielded in situ Middle Archaic specimens.

For all of the periods just discussed (Paleo-Indian, Early Archaic
and Middle Archaic), we cannot ignore the possibility of site burial
in the alluvial bottomlands. Consequently, what appears to be sparse
occupation may actually be the result of site masking.

The pre-ceramic Late Archaic period is better defined than the
preceding periods, but as was the case with those periods, the data
are sparse. Knight (1977) indicates that 1Ral2 may have a pre-ceramic
Late Archaic occupation, and Braley and Wood (1981) indicate that
sites 9Me?4 and Me92, located in the North Ruth Range of Fort
Benning, also yielded Late Archaic materials.

It is not until the end of the Late Archaic, however, that exca-
vated data are able to lend substance to the discussions. As noted on
Table 2, Chase identified Late Archaic occupations marked by the pre-
sence of Stallings-1ike fiber tempered ceramics at the Halloca Creek
Site (9Ced4), the Water Tower Site (9Ce33), the McBride's Bridge Site
(9Cel9), and 9Ce75. In no instance, however, were the fiber tempered
ceramics found in isolation; at Halloca Creek they co-occurred with
Dunlap Fabric Impressed, while at the remaining three sites the sherds
were assoctiated with both Dunlap Fabric Impressed and Mossy Oak Simple
Stamped.
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The data from these sites do suggest that by the transition from
Late Archaic to Early Woodland an increased dependence on gathered
foods was evident. Each of the sites yielded groundstone, and in the
case of Halloca Creek, 'netsinkers' (probably used in the process of
water boiling as opposed to net sinking) were also identified. 1In
addition to the ceramic vessels, steatite vessel fragments were iden-
tified from Halloca Creek. Apparently the tradition of steatite
vessel production continued into the Woodland, as fragments were reco-
vered in levels which yielded only Cartersville/Deptford ceramics.

The four sites mentioned above are in diverse physical settings,
situated both on the floodplain and toward the valley margin. What
is interesting about the distribution of the sites is the apparent
non-utilization of locations directly along the Chattahoochee River.
Unlike the Stallings occupations of the Savannah River region, which
parenthetically date approximately one thousand years prior to the
fiber tempered occupations on the Chattahoochee, there is no strong
evidence for a marked reliance upon aquatic resources, nor a selection
for immediate riverside site locations.

The Ceramic Periods

The pattern of site locations away from the river proper continues
into the late Early Woodland and Middle Woodland periods. Although
large base camp and possibly village sites are found along the major
secondary streams, smaller sites tend to be located toward the valley
margins. McMichael and Kellar (1960:182) indicate that both Early and
Middle Woodland sites also begin to appear with greater frequency on
the first terraces of the river. Dedarnette et al. (1975), however,
suggest that both their Ceramic Complex A (Deptford Linear Check
Stamped, Deptford Bold Check Stamped, Dunlap Fabric Impressed, and
Seale Plain) and Ceramic Complex B (Swift Creek Complicated Stamped,
Seale Plain, Weeden Island Plain, Carrabelle Incised, West Florida Cord
Marked, and Columbia Utility) sites are typically situated in upland
locations.

Although Dedarnette et al. (1975) indicate a low number of both
Ceramic Complex A and B sites, subsequent work has shown that the
first of the population peaks, based on site density, coincide with
the Early and Middle Woodland occupations (Kohler et al. 1980; Braley
and Woods 1981; Chase n.d.b., n.d.d., 1978b).

OQut of 25 sites Chase is known to have tested, he reported occupa-
tions dating to either the Early or Middle Woodland at 16 (Table 2).
Three of the sites had ceramic collections dominated by Late Swift
Creek and Weeden Island ceramics alone (Uchee #4 [1Ru58]; Quartermaster
Site [9Ced2]; Averett Site [9Mel58]). This complex will be returned to
shortly. The excavation data from the remaining 13 sites indicate that
from the Early Woodland period on there is a reliance upon stored,
probably gathered foods. The majority of features excavated were
storage pits, though several hearths were also noted. The sites, as
stated earlier, tend to cluster along the major secondary streams,
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such as Halloca Creek and Upatoi Creek (Chase n.d.c., 1978b), with one
site serving as the principal base camp/village, and the remaining
sites apparently functioning as short-term camps.

Chase (n.d.c.) does not indicate that any of the sites functioned
as work/processing stations, and from the review of his excavation
data (Chase n.d.d., n.d.f., n.d.g., 1978a, 1978b), the small sites
appear to have functioned as perhaps seasonal-specific encampments.
Chase originally postulated that certain of these smaller Middle
Woodland sites might have been horticulture work stations, based on
the presence of charred corn in an Early Swift Creek feature at 1Rubl
[Abercrombie/Kendrick] (Chase n.d.b.). Subsequent work has indicated,
however, that both the site and the feature should be assigned to the
Early Mississippian Averett Complex (Chase 1963).

There are data which suggest that from the terminal Late Archaic
through the Early Woodland the predominant cultural influences in the
Middle Chattahoochee Valley were related to eastern and northeastern
Georgia cultural centers {Chase 1978b). By the Middle Woodland,
however, the emphasis appears to have shifted away from inland Georgia
to the panhandle of Florida. As seen on Figure 3, there is-
disagreement as to the time of the relative introduction of Swift
Creek design motifs into the Middle Chattahoochee. There is, however,
Tittle argument that by the latter part of the Middle Woodland both
the middle and lower Chattahoochee were the localities of indigenous
developments which were influenced by the Gulf tradition in addition
to the Piedmont tradition.

Originally, Chase felt that the first expression of such indige-
nous cultural developments began in the Early Woodland (Chase 1955,
n.d.b.). Based primarily on survey work, he identified a plainware
ceramic complex which he designated the Upatoi Complex. The plainware
was the dominant ceramic type on sites located usually on the first
terraces immediately above the Chattahoochee River. His subsequent
work at such sites as Oswichee Creek (9Ce66) led to a revision of the
temporal placement of the complex and in one paper (Chase n.d.b.)} he
postulates that the complex coincides temporally with the Middie
Swift/Late Swift Creek transition.

The actual temporal position of the Upatoi Complex remains unre-
solved. Schnell (1982) reports plainware sherds similar to Upatoi
Plain in association with Averett, Bull Creek and Abercrombie phase
occupations, which would place the type in Mississippian contexts.
There is little doubt, based on Chase's work, however, that the first
appearance of Upatoi Plain occurs at the Middle to Late Woodland tran-
sition and that the distribution of the type is restricted to specific
locations, particularly along the Chattahoochee River. Contemporaneous
sites along the secondary streams exhibit a virtual absence of the
type, and more commonly yield Middle Swift Creek ceramics. The con-
tinued manufacture of the type into Mississippian times is not unex-
pected, especially if the type served primarily a utilitarian
function. The apparent distributional differences in the occurrence
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of the type could argue for distinctive cultural entities or func-
tional differentiation based on task differentiation. The data are
insufficient to support either suggestion, but they do have relevance
to both the Swift Creek/Weeden Island and Averett Complexes which tem-
porally post-date the initial appearance of Upatoi.

By the Late Woodland, materials from sites such as Uchee #4
(1RuS58), Quartermaster (9Ce42) and Averett (9Mel5B) indicate that the
presence of panhandle Florida and Piedmont influences in the Middle
Chattahoochee had become better defined. The suggestion has been made
that the presence of the Weeden Island ceramics is representative of
the maximum northern extent of that cultural entity inland from the
coastal regions (Chase 1978a; Schnell et al. 1981; Cottier 1977).
There is no doubt that Weeden Island ceramics occur in some numbers at
Late Woodland sites in the Fort Benning region, but whether or not
their presence represents actual movement of Weeden Island ceramic
manufacturers into the region is unclear, and not clarified by the
limited excavations of Late Woodland sites in the area.

It is apparent that the trend in site locations identified for the
Early and Middle Woodland continues through the Late Woodland into the
Early Mississippian Averett Complex. Unlike Roods Creek 1 (Figure 3),
sites on the Lower Chattahoochee, which are situated adjacent to the
Chattahoochee, the Averett Complex village locations tend to be
located slightly upstream on secondary drainages. It is not until
Mature Mississippian that the village/mound sites in the Fort Benning
region begin to appear in numbers along the river. The shift in
village site patterning does not reflect, however, a disuse of the
secondary stream localities, which continue to be marked by the pre-
sence of well-appointed village and support sites. The same site
distributional pattern continues into the protohistoric period. All
indications point to the period of maximum population concentrations
in the Fort Benning region coinciding with the various Mississippian
manifestations.




CHAPTER THREE

HISTORY: AN EXAMINATION OF REGIONAL
IMPLICATIONS AND SETTLEMENT REMAINS

As with the prehistory, previous investigators have provided
rather thorough discussions of the historical developments which
shaped and characterize the project area. In particular, RSA's
(Kohler et al. 1980) treatment of regional history was so sufficiently
detailed that reiteration here would simply be an exercise in redun-
dancy. Consequently, we have summarized the account of principal eth-
nohistoric and historic events in Table 3. [Note: some of these are
well documented while others are based on reconstruction.] What is
necessary, in this chapter, is some brief attention to regional poli-
tical and social events that provide a framework for interpreting the
historic site data.

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL EVENTS

Major Anglo-American settlement did not begin in what is now
eastern Chattahoochee County until the mid- to late 1820s. In
1825-26, lands between the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers in west
Georgia were surveyed by Georgia state officials prior to the official
removal of the Creek Indians from those lands. Large-scale
Anglo-American immigration commenced at that time. Among the first
individuals who moved into the area was a Revolutionary War veteran,
John 0'Quinn, and his wife; their graves are presently located on the
Fort Benning Military Reservation.
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TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF PERTINENT AREAL AND PROJECT-SPECIFIC HISTORIC EVENTS

UHRONOLOGICAL  REGIONAL  AREAL  PRESERT

PERIOD EVENT SIGNIFICANCE EXPRESSION
Exploration DeSoto 1540 Possible id. of none confirmed
Expedition location of the
Kasita village of
Cofitachequi

+ 1575 Laudonnier

“Expedition 1d. of village of none confirmed
Chiquola which may
correspond to

Cofitachequi
Colonization Spanish 1679 Spanish trade with 17th century
mission (failed) Lower Creek trade items
at Sabacola (continuing
" Spanish trade
Spanish 1681 through 18th
mission (failed) century)
at Sabacola
Henry Woodward English trade with 17th and 18th
(1685) periodic Lower Creek century trade
trading expeditions items

Spanish 1689-1691 Military presence 1Ru101
presidio at

Apalachicola
Post-Yamassee Resettlement of Yuchi village 1Ru63
War (1715) Creek, Yuchi, Yuchi village
Kolomi, Atasi, (Captain E1lick's
and Tuskegee into Town) 9Ce66
designated, pre- (other village
selected locations locations
in Chattahoochee documented but
drainage no field id.)
British 1739 Treaty between confirmation of
Ogelthorpe (Georgia Indian presence (see above Yuchi)

Colony) and Creeks
confirm. land grants

+ 1772 (confirmed Lower Creek Trading Portions of path

“reference; recon- Path follow present
firmed by Bartram's routes of First
1776 account) Division, Fort

Gaines, and
Federal Roads
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TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF PERTINENT AREAL AND PROJECT-SPECIFIC HISTORIC EVENTS
‘ {CONTINUES)
THRONDLOGICTAL  REGIONAL AREAC PRESENT
PERIOD EVENT SIGNIFICANCE EXPRESSION
Federal (pre- 1780-1825 post Anglo settlement in John 0'Quinn
Yottery) Revolutionary War general Fort and wife grave
pre Indian removal Benning region locations
1780-1825 transport St. Mary's Road just prior to
routes Civil War
i known as Wire
! Road; now the
i Red Diamond Rd.
i
’ Columbus-~-Tazewell now referred to
: Rd. as the Buena
Yista Road
1780-1825 settle- Calfrey's Inn none confirmed
ment Stand (Moss's
Trading Camp)

Hamly Farmstead none confirmed
in field;
documents
indicate in
District 5,
Lot 60

1817 milftary Fort Mitchell excavated
(Chase 1974)
Antebellum 1825-1860 transport Box Springs Road present location

routes

1832 settlement

1832 (deed recorded
1836)

1836

21

Vicinity of Cook
Cemetery (Fort
Benning Cem. #52)

Eelbeck Mill
(saw and grist)

Henry King
Plantation

9Cel50

(District 5,
Lot 60; area

of site in
vicinity of
Hamly, Cook and
Redd Homes1ites

District 9, Lot
241 (owned by
Cook-see above);
now ruined

ruins of Big
House reported
by RSA (Kohler
et al. 1980)
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TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF PERTINENT AREAL AND PROJECT~SPECIFIC HISTORIC EVENTS

(CONTINUES)
CHRRONOLOGICAL  REGIONAL "AREAL PRESENT
PERIOD EVENT SIGNIFICANCE EXPRESSION
+ 1840 Hickey-Patterson RSA 28

Post-bellym

World War 1

World War 11

unknown date
but prior to
Civil War

+ 1865

+ 1880

1910

1918-1921

1941

Farmstead {families
represented

at assoc. Ft.
Benning Cem. #43
include Hickey,
Jones, Patterson)

Culpepper Farm and
and Cemetery

Halloca Community
(near intersection
of First Division
and Hourglass roads)

Matthews/Hollis Mill
{in vicinity of
Schley Pond)

Underwood Mill
(in operation from
1880-1940)

King Family Holding
(in vicinity of
Schley Pond)

Initial land
purchases for
Camp Benning

large block
purchases for Ft.
Benning
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District 5,
Lots 38 & 39

no direct field
evidence but
“within RSA
project area,
may be related
to historic
sites found
during that
project

as late as 1944
still shown on
military maps;
no longer
present

destroyed with
military
acquisition of
property

9Celsd

Land and struc.
clearance on
purchased Yand

see above
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Although other white settlers trickled into the project area prior
to the initial survey, most potential immigrants were restrained not
only by the official designation of these lands as Creek territory, but
also by the machinations of Spanish and British agents in Florida, who
fomented unrest among the Creeks up to and throughout the War of
1812. This external threat to the area was not totally eliminated
until the annexation of Florida by the United States in 1819, :

The 1825-26 survey divided the entire area between the Flint and
Chattahoochee Rivers into districts and 1ots, with each 1ot consisting )
of about 202.5 ac. The lots were numbered and were distributed among j
the white inhabitants of Georgia by way of a massive lottery. ‘
Eligible for the lottery were Georgia citizens, Georgia widows with
minor children, and Georgia families with minor orphans (Powell ,
1931:12). Most of the recipients of these land grants did not occupy {
their property, but again sold the land to someone else.

Administrative units were soon estabiished in the newly surveyed
land. The project area was encompassed by the original bounds of
Muscogee County, created in December of 1826 (Powell 1931:12). In
December of the following year, Marion County was established, with
much of Muscogee County, including what is now east Chattahoochee
County, transferred to the new administrative unit (Powell 1931:12).
Although the boundary between Marion and Muscogee Counties would
change again in 1829, it did not affect the lands south and east of
the Upatoi Creek, comprising the present project area.

e B

The settlement of Marion County proceeded rather rapidly in the
late 1820s. Homesteads were established along the broad bottoms of
the large drainages, or - if in the uplands - near a good spring or
creek. The prime agricultural lands of the county, located far to the
south of the project area along the Shoal, Buck, Uchee, Kinchafoonee,
Muckalee and Lannahassee drainages, were the first to be intensively
settied. Soon, grist mills, saw mills and even cotton gins were i
constructed on the larger creeks. By 1830, Marion County contained
1327 white inhabitants and 109 black slaves (Powell 1931:13).

Marion County suffered some temporary depopulation when many
settlers moved back east at the outbreak of the brief Creek War of
1836 (Powell 1931:16), but soon the area had attained sufficient
population to justify the creation of another county in between the
heartlands of Muscogee and Marion Counties. This county, designated
Chattahoochee, was established in 1854.

Just before the creation of Chattahoochee County, west Marion
County contained three post offices (Bald Hil1l, Shell Creek and
Halloca) and one town, referred to locally as Sand Town (Rogers
1933:21). During this period, the terrain encompassed by the 22,000
ac maneuver area was referred to locally as the Big Sandy District,
and Bush Hi11, the highest point of land within the 2,200 ac survey
tract, was identified locally as Sand Mountain (John Metcalf, personal
communication).
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With the establishment of Chattahoochee County, Sand Town was
renamed Cusseta, which became the new county seat (Rogers 1933:21).
Antebellum Chattahoochee County was essentially comprised of two
parts, with Cusseta in the middle. The western portion of the county,
generally low-lying and fertile, was conducive to an economy based on
planters and their slaves, while the eastern portion, comprised mostly
of a sandy, poor soil, was exploited mainly by yeoman farmers having
few or no slaves (Rogers 1933:34).

We have no direct evidence of the particular house types preferred
by the Antebellum yeoman farmers that moved into the area; aimost all
local structures dating to that period have been destroyed. The most
suitable reference for information on local vernacular architecture
comes from information compiled and presented by Eugene Wilson on
Alabama folk houses (1975). According to Wilson and data obtained by

1 Kohler et al. (1980:36) from Wilson's unpublished dissertation, the
dog trot was the single most popular house type in the area, followed
closely by saddlebag, pyramidal-roofed and bungalow types. As was
common for this period, almost none of these structures had basements,
since the houses were placed on piers. With that kind of structural
foundation, these houses probably consisted of only a single story
(Kohler et al. 1980:37-38).

The Civil War, and its aftermath, probably had minimal effect on
most of the project area, since there were few local plantations to be
disrupted. While local cotton gins would certainly have been affected
by the plummeting price of cotton in the postbellum South, local far-
mers who subsisted directly off their food crop probably saw Tittle
change in their day-to-day lives.

It must be assumed that this economically depressed way of life
was typical for the project area until its acquisition by the U.S.
Government in the early 1940s. Although most of the project area was
not noted for plantations and slaves prior to the Civil War, there
were apparently a number of Blacks, presumably tenant farmers, living
in the vicinity of the project area by the 1920s and 1930s. County
maps dating to that period and an early Fort Benning military reser-
vation map (Figure 4), show at least two Black schools within the pro-
ject area, Big Sandy and Grisson. At this time, there were at least
12 B8lacks owning property, and presumably living on the land, in the
vicinity of Box Springs and Red Diamond Roads (John Metcalf, personal
communfcation).

According to county and local soil maps, it would appear that the
period of greatest population density in the project area was the
1920s. The first Chattahoochee County Soil Map, dated to 1928 (Figure
5), but based on 1924 fieldwork, shows many more settlements along the
major roads than appear on either a 1939 map of the county
(un-reproducible), or a 1943-44 reservation map (Figure 4).
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By the early 1940s, all private land within the project area was
purchased by the U.S. Government during their final land acquisition
program for Fort Benning, originally located in the eastern extreme of
Chattahoochee County. Recognizing the commercial advantages of a
military installation in the central Chattahoochee Yalley, the citi-
zens of Columbus, impressed by the advantages of having had Camp
Conrad in the vicinity during the Spanish-American War (Burgard et al.
1941:8), pressed for a permanent military post during World War I.

The initial purchases of land for the new Camp (later Fort) Benning
occurred in 1918 through 1921. The next large block of purchases,
including the project area, occurred in 1941, just prior to the entry
of the United States into the Second World War.

During the war, and at least until the 1960s, the project area was
used to conduct maneuvers and perform training exercises. Dirt access
roads within the area were extensively widened and improved. Al
civilian structures were removed or allowed to disintegrate, and while
no permanent military structures were erected within the project area,
many military constructions of a temporary nature, such as fox holes,
bunkers, command posts and simulated missile implacements, have been
constructed within the project area in the recent past. The present
22,000 ac proposed maneuver area will be used for a much more ambi-
tious undertaking: a maneuver area to be established for testing the
high-speed infantry-fighting vehicle, the 'Omar Bradley' (Dick Grube,
personal communication).

SETTLEMENT REMAINS

The historic remains in the project area should bear witness to
the developments reviewed above. To interpret properly the nature of
these remains and to evaluate their significance in terms of potential
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places, an examina-
tion of documented sites is warranted. Presented in two sections
below, this examination covers first those sites ei{ther within or just
outside the 22,000 ac proposed maneuver area, but not encompassed ’
by our ten percent sample survey tract. Discussed second are those :
sites within our 2,200 ac sample survey area.

e ———— e ——

22,000 Ac Maneuver Area and Immediate Vicinity

An Examination of Recorded Historic Sites

Unfortunately, there are only two previously known and recorded i
historic sites within the 22,000 ac maneuver area. One, 9CelOl, is
just outside of the 2,200 ac sample survey tract, not far from Sally
Branch. The other, 9Cel20, also known as the Hickey site, was disco-
vered by RSA during their survey of the Halloca Creek Basin (Figure
6). Also illustrated on Figure 6 are the remaining historic and pre-
historic properties known within the 22,000 ac proposed maneuver area.
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9CelOl: This historic site is located just south of Sally Branch
and west of the present Box Springs Road. According to the site form
on file with the Georgia Archaeological Survey, 9CelOl is a 'late 18th
century homestead or trading post site' originally recorded by David
W. Chase.

If the 18th century date on the state site form is credible, this
would be one of the earliest Euro-American settlements within the
bounds of Fort Benning. If that were the case, it would almost surely
be a homestead, since the site's location is too distant from the main
road and other settlements to be a very accessible 'trading post' in
what was still sparsely populated Creek territory. Otherwise, an
early homestead at this location is certainly possible, for although
the original 1826 survey map of the area does not indicate the remains
of a structure at the location of 9Cel0l, four structures associated
with the name 'Hamly,' are indicated on the northern side of Sally
Branch.

Questions, however, have been raised about the location and date
of 9CelOl. Mr. Frank Schnell, archaeologist on staff with the
Columbus Museum of Arts and Sciences, believes it possible that the
‘homestead site' (9CelOl) is misplotted, and that its actual location
should be where 9Ce93 is presently located. Since the artifactual
collection from 9Ce93 dates that site to the Tate 19th - early 20th
century, there is a possibility that the ‘18th century’ mentioned on
the state site form for 9CelOl is a typographical error, and should,
in fact, be '19th century.' This is only supposition, but it does
indicate that the site should be subjected to another field check
before definitive statements can be made about its age and function.

9Cel20: Also referred to as the Hickey site, 9Cel20 (RSA 28) is
an historic site with a non-diagnostic prehistoric component.
Recovered from the site during the 1978 survey were 68 historic cera-
mic sherds, glass and metal fragments; the prehistoric material con-
sisted of 37 lithic flakes, and it was assumed that this aboriginal
material was due to an overlap between 9Cel20 and a nearby aboriginal
site, 9Cell5 (RSA 23).

The historic artifacts represent the remains of the Hickey family
dwelling and associated constructions. Together with the artifacts, a
number of structural remains were also present at the time of the 1978
survey: the footing piers for four structures; four chimney falls;
remnants of a cistern; a brick-11ned walkway, and a cemetery (Fort
Benning Cemetery #43) associated with the family. The cemetery,
located 30 m northwest of the site, contains eight marked graves,
bearing the family names of Hickey, Patterson and Jones. The death
dates range from 1853 to 1907. The 1853 date, plus the presence at
the site of pearlware sherds, not commonly found after the first half
of the 19th century, indicate an Antebellum occupation at the site
(Kohler et al. 1980:130). The presence of unmarked graves within t:
cemetery may suggest that the Hickey's owned at least a few slaves
during that period.
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An Examination of Unrecorded Sites

While there are only two previously recorded historic sites
within the 22,000 ac proposed maneuver area, there are a number of
other historic properties that have been identified from either
historic maps or other research material. They have been identified
by name, and are listed below:

0'Quinn Grave
Hamly Farm
Patterson House
Halloca Community
Culpepper Farm and Cemetery
Underwood's Mill

0'Quinn Grave: John 0'Quinn, a private in a North Carolina
regiment during the American Revolution, is buried immediately east of
Box Springs Road, just north of the Halloca Creek area surveyed by
RSA. 0'Quinn, who died in 1835, is one of the few Revolutionary War
veterans buried in the Fort Benning/Columbus area {John Metcalf, per-
sonal communication). :

Hamly Farm: On the original 1826 survey map of the project
area (Figure 7), four structures are shown just north of Sally Branch
in Lot 60 of District 5. A small path connects these structures with
a field Tocated just south of Sally Branch. According to the 1826
map, the small complex was the Hamly Farm. Hamly, of mixed Creek and
Euro-American ancestry, is also mentioned in the memoirs of
Lafayette's secretary on the occasion of that Frenchman's 1825 jour-
ney through the Lower Creek communities on the Chattahoochee River
(John Metcalf, personal communication).

Patterson House: This house site has been tentatively located
on the east side of Red Diamond Road, only about 100 m from the
0'Quinn grave. The Patterson house was constructed by Robert K.
Patterson (1814-1890), who originally was retained to build the Hickey
house in 1840, At about the time that Patterson married Sarah Hickey
in 1848, he built his own residence. In later years, Patterson became
assistant post master for the Halloca post office. A more detailed
examination of the Patterson genealogy is provided in Rogers
{1933:162) and for that reason will not be recapitulated in this
discussion.

Halloca Community: Shown on the 1869 map of Chattahoochee
County (Figure 8), the Halloca settiement is located along what later
became Red Diamond Road, just south of Halloca Creek. This would
place it within the Halloca Creek area surveyed by RSA. John Metcalf,
however, places the community near the intersection of First Division
and Hourglass Roads. Not much is known of this community except that
it contained a post office from well before the Civil War until 1882.
Due to its proximity to the King, Patterson and Hickey holdings, the
Halloca Community probably contained a few stores to serve the local
residents.
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FIGURE 7. 1826 SURVEY MAP
SHOWING INDIVIDUAL
LOTS (map copy

obtained from the
Georgia Department

of State).
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Culpepper Farm and Cemetery: At some point before the Civi)
War, a Christopher Culpepper moved into the area and purchased land,
perhaps Lot 38 of District 5. Upon his death, he was buried in the
southwest corner of the lot. Culpepper's two sons remained in the
area; one established his own farm in Lot 39 directly to the south of
the original Culpepper holdings. Further genealogical information
related to the Culpepper family is provided in Rogers (1933:322-23).

Underwood's Mill: This mill complex was situated on Sally
Branch, just south of Plymouth Road. It was built by Charles
Underwood around 1880, and was probably in operation until the Federal
Government assumed the land title in the 1940s. The Underwood Mill
was 3 focal point for community activities, and dances were held there
frequently (John Metcalf, personal communication).

Structura) Indications

Aside from these sites identified by name, there are nameless
structures indicated on various historic maps. For the 22,000 ac
area, these have been omitted from our illustrations since, without
field checking, we can do little more than reference their presence on
the following maps:

1. 1928 Soil Map for Chattahoochee County;

2. 1939 Map of Chattahoochee County (framed behind glass in the
county courthouse in Cusseta); and

3. 1944 Fort Benning map.

Roads

A number of early roads of historic significance passed through or
within the vicinity of the 22,000 ac maneuver area. These roads or
trails range from the 18th century route of William Bartram, to the
system of roads in use in the project area today. Identical roads
were not always shown in exactly the same location. Nonetheless,
these roads connected points that can be traced through time on the
local maps, and roads connecting similar points will be treated as
discrete units in the following discussion. The approximate locations
of these roads are indicated on Figure 9.

Bartram's Trail - Federal Road: In 1776, the naturalist William
Bartram traveled through the northern part of what is now the proposed
maneuver area. On his way east from the Yuchi town and Apalachicola,
about 12 mi (19.3 km) below Coweta, Bartram followed what was then
known as the 'Lower Creek Trading Path,' an Indian trade route also
used by Euro-America~ merchants from Georgia and the Carolinas. The
Lower Creek Trading Path essentially followed the fall 1line from
Augustai through the center of what is now Fort Benning (Kohler et al.
1980:24).
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This path later became known as the Federal Road, and is marked as
such on the 1869 Chattahoochee County map. The Federal Road had two
branches: one that ran north of Upatoi Creek, and the other on the
south side. The southern branch, also referred to as the ‘'Ecunhutene
Path' (Kohler et al. 1980:25), is that portion of the Federal Road
that was made famous by Bartram and is located within the proposed
maneuver area. It roughly corresponds to the present First Division
Road in the western portion of the maneuver area, and in the vicinity
of Rowan Hil1l, the road veers to the northeast, intersecting with the
present Buena Vista Road in the extreme northern portion of the
maneuver area.

et < e

Bartram's Trail - Fort Gaines Road: When Bartram left the
Chattahoochee Valley to return to the tEast, he traveled along what
later became the old Federal Road. On his way into the Chattahoochee
Yalley, he followed a slightly more southern route in the vicinity of .
what is now Fort Benning. Much of the path he took in the southeast
extreme of the military reservation later became known as the Fort |
Gaines Road. First indicated in the local records about 1817, this
road connected Forts Perry (in Marion County, on the Federal Road) and
Gaines (present county seat of Clay County, Georgia) (John Metcalf,
personal communication). The Fort Gaines Road does not impinge on any
part of the 22,000 ac maneuver area, but is within the vicinity to the
south and east. This road, however, was much used and was one of the
most prominent in the area, appearing clearly on both the original
survey map of 1826 and the 1869 Chattahoochee County map.

Buena Vista Road: The present road between Columbus and Buena
Vista, the seat of Marion County, is located along the northeast spine
of the 22,000 ac maneuver area. It is indicated in that position on f
both the 1944 Fort Benning map and the 1928 county soil map. In
earlier times, however, the main road between Columbus and Buena Vista
was fn a somewhat different location. One such route, identified by
John Metcalf as the Columbus/Tazewell Road, was approximately three
miles northeast of the present road. It was in use until approxima-
tely 1850, when Buena Yista, rather than Tazewell was made the Marion
County seat. The route indicated on the 1869 map of Chattahoochee
County shows an intermediate route between the Columbus/Tazewell Road
and the present route.

Red Diamond Road: This currently maintained road cuts through
much of the proposed maneuver area (including the 2,200 ac survey ]
tract), and intersects with the First Division Road {(old Federal Road) i
in the northern part of the maneuver area. Originally called St.
Mary's Road, when it was first established in the early 1800s, it was
later referred to as Wire Road for the telegraph line established
along the route in 1848 between Washington, D.C., and“New Orleans
(John Metcalf, personal communication). The road appears on the 1869
Chattahoochee County map, and connected the Glen Alta community with
the Halloca coomunity and eventually, with Columbus. Although not as
early as the Fort Gaines Road, the present Red Diamond Road is much
older than most others within the proposed maneuver area, and was
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doubtless used by the region's inhabitants to travel to either Marion
or Muscogee County.

Box Springs Road: This road, probably established in the mid-
to late Igﬁﬁs. appears on the 1928 county soil map. Although the
latest U.S.G.S. map of the vicinity indicates that the Army has since

eliminated two small jogs in the route, it has not been subjected to
serious alteration.

Although Box Springs Road does not appear on any maps earlier than
1928, a road or a path appears on the 1826 survey map in the vicinity
of what would later be part of Box Springs Road. This path or blazed
trail led from the Hamly farmstead to the Federal Road. Since this
route does not show up on the subsequent 1869 map, it must be assumed
that this path or road was abandoned sometime after the initial survey
of the area.

Examination of Historic Properties Immediately Outside the
Maneuver Area

Three historic properties outside of the maneuver area will be } ]
discussed in this report, not only because of their proximity to the
proposed maneuver area, but also for their importance to the history
of the project area. The first of these properties was the Calfrey
Stand (or Inn). The second of these properties, the Eelbeck Mill,
was the largest and most impressive mill complex in probably all of %
Chattahoochee County. The third was the Henry King Plantation, pro-
bably the county's largest Antebellum establishment (Figure 6).

; The Calfrey Stand, one of the earliest hostelries within the vici-
: nity of the maneuver area, probably began service to Tong-distance

| travelers sometime during the beginning of the 19th century. Although
not much is known about its subsequent history, it is recorded that
Lafayette spent the night of March 30th at the Stand (also known as
Moss' Trading Camp) during his 1825 journey to the Creek settlements
on the Chattahoochee River (John Metcalf, personal communication;
Nolan 1934:280).

The Eelbeck Mi11 complex is located just north of the 22,000 ac
maneuver area, about 500 m upstream of the mouth of Pine Knot Creek.
The mi11 complex was probably built by James C. Sullivan on a 60 ac
tract starting in 1832. Initially, a saw mi11 was constructed, after
which a grist mi11 and possibly other associated buildings were ]
erected. The structures, constructed of long-leaf pine and weather .ﬂ
boarding, were built using slave labor, and were held together with
morticing and pegging. Nails were used only for the sides and
shingles (Hendricks n.d.).

The oldest surviving deed concerning the Eelbeck Mill dates to
1836. At that time, Sullivan sold his 60 ac tract in Lot 241 of the
9th District to a prospective operator. The mill changed hands
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several times after the sale, until bought by Henry J. Eelbeck and
James M. Cook in 1850. Together, these two men ran the mill until
1876.

James Cook, father of James M, Cook and acknowledged family
patriarch, had been in the area since at least the 1840s, at which
time he owned much of the land within the 22,000 ac maneuver area.
His wife or consort (as she is identified on her gravestone), Amelia
0'Quinn, was a daughter of the Revolutionary War veteran, John 0'Quinn
{John Metcalf, personal communication). Cook and his family lived
either in or very near to the 2,200 ac survey tract, since the
family cemetery is located in the northern extreme of the tract, just
south of Sally Branch. Henry Eelbeck, the man for whom the mil}
complex came to be known, married Cook's daughter (John Metcalf, per-
sonal communication).

Eelbeck Mill was acquired by the Federal Government sometime prior
to 1920, when its last private owner, C.R. Mehaffey, sold his holdings
to facilitate an extension of the Fort Benning Military Reservation
(cf. Table of Fort Benning Properties, Fort Benning Post Engineer
Office, September 13, 1951). Although the mill was still standing as
Jate as the 1930s, it is now ruined.

The Henry King plantation, just southwest of the proposed maneuver
area on Buffalo Road, was the largest such construction within the
proposed maneuver area or its vicinity. Although totally ruined
today, the plantation and all of its satellite structures have been
described in detail in an account of early Chattahoochee County
history (Rogers 1933:36-40).

Henry King, who moved into the area as early as 1836 (Rogers
1933:106), established his plantation on a 1ot in District 6.
Contrary to the assumption made by one researcher (Kohler et al.
1980:30), Henry King was not apparently related to John King, reci-
pfent of an 1825 land grant of Lot 42, District 5 (John Metcalf, per-
sonal communication).

By 1854, the King Plantation had increased to 2,900 ac, and the
land was worked by 35 slaves (Kohler et al. 1980:30). The land
remained in the King family until 1918, when Gary Wood King sold the
property to the Federal Government.

Historic Properties Within the 2,200 Ac Survey Tract

Even though there are no recorded historic properties listed in
the state site files within the 2,200 ac survey tract, there are two
known cemeteries and a number of other historic properties that have
been identified as the result of examining other research sources,
such as historic maps, and knowledgeable informants. These historic
properties are plotted on Figure 10 and discussed below.
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Cemeteries

The Cook Cemetery: The Cook Cemetery, or Cemetery #52 according
to Fort Benning nomenclature, is situated near the northern extreme of
the survey tract in Lot 60, District 5. This was the Cook family
plot, and as such was discussed briefly in connection with the Eelbeck
Mi1l (see above). The cemetery contains five graves. The biographi-
cal data on each of the tombstones are as follows:

James Cook, age 76, died 1866

Amelia, consort, age 55, died 1852

John Franklin Cook, age 20, died 1852 (son of James Cook)

James M. Cook, age 63, died 1891 (son of James Cook)

Stonewall Cook, age 1, died 1869 (son of James M. Cook)
(Hight 1977)

The Hardison Cemetery: The Hardison Cemetery, or Cemetery #49, is
located on the Cantigny Trail in the southern part of the survey tract
on Lot 44 of District 5. The plot contains 15 graves, only two of
which are marked. Because of the prevalence of unmarked graves, it is
possible that Hardison cemetery was utilized by the local black com-
munity, although no confirmation was obtained from local informants or
other documentary evidence. The inscriptions on the two marked grave
stones are listed below:

Jessie Hardison, age 50, died 1912
Charles King, age 61, died 1899
{Hight 1977).

House Sites

The remaining historical properties within the 2,200 ac survey
tract were discovered after an examination of local historic maps and
discussions with John Metcalf. These properties include the Cook
holdings, the Matthews/Hollis Mill, the Big Sandy School and other
properties not identifiable by name, but whose locations have been
plotted on Figure 10.

Cook Lands: Due to the presence of the Cook Cemetery within
the 7,200 ac survey area, it is possible, if not 1ikely, that the
Cook homestead is located within the survey tract as well. The
general vicinity of the upper reaches of Sally Branch has certainly
been exploited from earliest historic times in the area. Hamly, of
mixed Creek and white parentage, had his farm buildings on the north
bank of Sally Branch, while his cultivated field appears on the 1826
survey map on the south side, or within the survey tract. Although
the area was then abandoned, perhaps when Hamley moved along with
other Creeks to the west side of the Chattahoochee in the 1830s, it
was shortly reoccupied by Alexander Ligon, who came into possession of
Lots 59 and 60, or the area previously occupied by Hamly. At Ligon's
death, his widow sold the property to James Cook, who very quickly
established extensive holdings in the area.
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About 1844, Albert Redd, a Columbus area merchant, purchased 2,600
ac of the Cook property on Sally Branch including Lots 59 and 60 (John
Metcalf, personal communication). Whether or not Redd lived within
the survey tract could not be ascertained.

The history of the Cook/Redd property was not be traced con-
tinuously from the early and middle 19th century to the present time.
However, it is known from an early 1940s Fort Benning Tract
Acquisition Register, that Lots 59 and 60, encompassing the Cook
Cemetery and the surrounding area, and comprising a part of what is
known according to Fort Benning land acquisition records as Tract 348,
were sold to the Federal Government by a H.V.R. Turner.

Matthews/Hollis Mill: Although the 1826 survey map illustrates
no structures or habitation sites along Hollis Creek, the 1869 map of
Chattahoochee County indicates the presence of Matthew's Mill in the
vicinity of what is now Schley Pond. Four years earlier, John L.
Matthew had purchased 80 ac of Hollis Creek bottomland from Moses T.
Hollis, and it was between 1865 and 1869 that the mill and mill pond
were constructed. By the end of the century, Matthew had divested him-
self of the mill and property, which was later acquired by R.H.
Hollis (John Metcalf, personal communication). The Hollis Mill is
shown in roughly the same location on the 1939 county map displayed in
the Cusseta court house; also depicted is an unnamed mill pond. On
the 1944 Fort Benning map, the mill is identified by the name of
Hollis, and the mil) pond is now identified as Schley Pond. The
Schley family, originally living around Cusseta, moved into the vici-
nity of the survey tract in the 1920s (John Metcalf, personal
communication).

Lot 74, on which Hollis Mill is located, was purchased by the U.S.
Government in the early 1940s. The 1ot was split between two tracts,
the larger of which (Tract 316) was owned by Fred K. Schley; the much
smaller tract (Tract 358) located in the eastern portion of the lot,
was owned by Perry King.

Big Sandy School: This schoo)l house js depicted on both the
1928 county soil map and the 1944 Fort Benning map, and is located
about 700 m south of the intersection of Box Springs and Red Diamond
Roads. The earlier map indicates the school on the east side of Box
Springs, while the 1944 map depicts it on the west. In the 1944 map,
the school is designated as a Black institution, and this has been
corroborated by John Metcalf (personal communication).

House on Lot 57: The 1939 map of Chattahoochee County indicates a
'C House™ (County House, perhaps a school) immediately east of Box
Springs Road on Lot 57. Although the house is not depicted on the
subsequent 1944 Fort Benning map, the location of the house site is
fndfcated on the Fort Benning Tract Acquisition Register. Prior to
the Federal purchase, most of Lot 57 belonged to Joel Thornton, but in
the northwest corner of the lot was a small tract (Tract 408) that at
the time of the Federal Government acquisition, belonged to the
Chattahoochee County Commissioners.
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King Family Holdings: According to John Metcalf, a Black
famiTy with the surname King moved into the survey tract area just
west of Schley Road starting in 1910.

The area immediately west of Schley Pond was probably first
occupied by James Whittle in the second half of the 19th century. In
1891, Whittle sold tand in Lots 41-43, and 54-56 to J.W. Bush. The
land remained with the Bush family until 1910, when Loula B. Bush sold
land in Lots 41, 55 and 56 to Oscar King. Perry King, presumably a
relative, bought land east of Schley Pond in the same year. In 1913,
George King, son of Oscar, bought additional property west of the pond
(John Metcalf, personal communication).

Roads

Although the major historical roads within the 2,200 ac project
area have been identified previously, some discussion of the roads
within the 2,200 ac survey tract is warranted in order to understand
the location of most historic properties found within that area.

Red Diamond Road, and its historical significance, have been
discussed and a recapitulation of all the details is not in order.
However, it should be mentioned that Red Diamond is the oldest known
road within the survey tract, and is shown in all known local maps,
starting with the 1869 Chattahoochee County map.

Box Springs Road, the only other named road within the bounds of
the survey tract, is apparently later in date. Unlike Red Diamond
Road, it was not a major county artery, and does not appear on local
maps until the 1928 county soil map (although it must be presumed to
have been in existence since the 19th century). The 1928 soil map
shows three structures within the project area on the east side of the
road near the crest between Sally Branch and Red Diamond Road.

Summary

Aside from the roads, the five house sites mentioned above and the
two cemeteries are the only historic properties within the 2,200 ac
survey tract than can be identified by name. Numerous historic sites
within the survey tract are indicated on the 1928 Chattahoochee County
soil map, but these have not been identified.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH DESIGN

The principal research goal of this project was the evaluation of
cultural resource potential within the 22,000 ac maneuver area. In
doing so, we were also asked to evaluate RSA's (Kohler et al. 1980)
model of site location.

RSA's survey focused on Halloca Creek drainage over an area that
comprises two percent of the reservation in addition to four smaller
areas. RSA used the data from their survey, specifically the two per-
cent, to develop a predictive model of site location. We anticipated
that their model would have applicability to the proposed survey since
the headwaters of Halloca Creek are immediately adjacent to the pro-
ject area; moreover, Halloca Creek is small and very similar to Sally
Branch and Hollis Creek which flow through the area NWR surveyed. In
order to assess the potential applicability, a review and evaluation
of their model formulation was made prior to our initiating fieldwork.

RSA examined six variables they considered to be influential in
site location: 1) vegetation; 2) soil; 3) water; 4) slope; 5) relative
elevation; 6) distance to roads. In developing the model, the first
variable, vegetation, was omitted early in the survey since they felt
that recent man-induced alterations had modified the original vegeta-
tional community, thereby reducing the importance of that variable.

Soils, however, were viewed as "a fundamental environmental
feature” (Kohler et al. 1980:59). Although new soil maps were not
available to RSA at the time of their survey, they utilized the older
map editions with nomenclature revisions provided by the SCS. For
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manageability, they lumped all soils of the same type, a practice that
is frequently used by archaeologists when employing soils data for
predictive modeling (cf. Thomas et al. 1981). Six soil types were
identified within the survey area, representing the majority of those
found on the reservation except for areas near the Chattahoochee.

In order to evaluate the importance of soils in site location, the
total acreage covered by each soil type was computed. A chi-square
test was performed to compare site frequency with acreage and the test
results showed there to be a non-random distribution of sites in rela-
tion to soil type. One problem they recognized and sought to deal
with was their low N; six cells in the chi-square test were empty.

RSA undertook a series of additional steps to adjust for the effect of
the low site frequencies, but these need not be reiterated here since
their results are reascnably sound. They summarized the soil eva-
Tuation by stating:

Considering the results of both
approaches [soils and dealing with
low N] simultaneously, we can say
that there is a significant
departure from non-random location
of sites in relation to soil
types. This can be accounted for
preeminently by selection of
Norfolk Sandy Loam and avoidance of
Susquehanna Clay.

(Xohler et a). 1980:63)

Under soils they also attempted to deal with agricultural poten-
tial, and found that for post-Archaic occupations soil productivity
classes (Knobel et al. 1928 as cited in Kohler et al. 1980:76) and
site location were marginally significant (Kohler et al. 1980:65).

The authors pointed out, and justifiably so, that the soils themselves
were not selected or avoided. Rather, it is the characteristics of
these soils that determined whether settlement was attracted or
shunned. We will return to this point later in the discussion.

For the third variable, water, RSA tested three factors: 1)
distance to nearest water; 2) distance to next-nearest water; and 3)
stream rank. In order to test whether distance to nearest water was a
critical variable in site selection, the site data were compared to 2
set of computer-generated points which were randomly located
throughout the drainage. They found that the aboriginal sites were
further from water than a randomly generated set of points. Although
the significance of this variable is not especially great, RSA did
include 1t Tn their model. Viewed in terms of discrete site data, the
mean distance to closest water for the aboriginal sites was about 150
m (.15 km) with a standard deviation of about 70 m. Since about two-
thirds of the sites will be located within one standard deviation,
most would be expected between about 75 m and 225 m from a stream.




The next factor tested for water was distance to next nearest
stream. Without belaboring this further, it is sufficient to say that
it was tested and found to be insignificant.

Finally, water as a predictive variable was examined in terms of
rank (Strahler 1972). Again, site distribution was tested against
random locations. RSA found that most of the sites were located on
rank 1 streams; however, rank 3, 4, and 5 streams revealed relatively
more sites than RSA expected or is commonly found in such studies.
For example, in a sample survey of the Fort Gordon Military
Reservation, Georgia, NWR (Campbell et al. 1981) found the majority of
sites to occur on rank 1 streams, but sites were very poorly repre-
sented on the higher rank streams. The relative higher number of
sites observed as opposed to expected frequencies on rank 3, 4, and 5
streams at Fort Benning was, therefore, surprising and may relate to
factors yet to be fully explored or understood.

The fourth variable considered was slope. Although RSA notes that
no sites were found on slopes greater than ten percent, their report
does not specify the procedure used for determining slope.

The fifth variable was relative elevation, which was a rather
complex variable to measure. RSA did not incorporate relative eleva-
tion into their model since they found it to be only marginally signi-
ficant (Kohler et al. 1980:70). The final variable, distance to
roads, is obviously specifically directed toward historic sites. In
measuring the importance of this variable 1928 soil maps were used in
addition to recent maps.

After reviewing, with differing intensity and depth, each of the
six variables, RSA began an elimination process since many of the
variables appear to be intercorrelated. Eliminated were: v-1 vegeta-
tion, which was dropped at the outset; v-3(b) distance to next nearest
water source and v-3(c) type of nearest water; v-5 relative elevation;
and v-6 distance to roads. (The following model formally developed
relates only to aboriginal sites.)

The variables retained as having the greatest predictive potential
were v-2 soil, v-4 slope, and v-3(a) distance to nearest water source.
Seven soil types were selected as being favorable for settiement,
slope was important since no sites occurred on slopes greater than ten
percent, and distance to nearest water revealed maximum probability to
be between 75 m and 225 m and minimum probability to be less than 75 m
and greater than 225 m (the derivation of these figures was described
above). Three variables with two states each, one favorable (+) and
one unfavorable (-) for site location were thus isolated. RSA
distinguished three of the four possible combinations, lumping
together the two combinations of one positive, two negative, and three
negative. These probability ratings may be outlined as follows:

3+ = favorable or high probability
2+ = {ntermediate or medium probability
1+ or O+ = unfavorable or low probability
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Thus, high probability areas include only one of the eight
possible combinations of variables and are defined as only those areas
encompassed by one of the favorable soils, such as Norfolk Sand, where
the slope is less than ten percent and in areas between 75 m and 225
m from water. Low probability areas encompass four of the eight
possible variable combinations. Three of these are marked by slopes
greater than ten percent.

The results of their model formulation revealed high probability
areas to comprise 270 ac, on which 11 sites were located or a ratio
of one site per 25 ac. Medium probability areas comprise 780 ac and
contain nine sites. This represents a ratio of one site per 85 ac.
Finally, low probability areas include 2,950 ac in which four sites
were found. This translates to a ratio of one site per 750 ac.

Using the RSA maps provided with the scope of work, we used a com-
pensating polar planimeter to calculate the acreage of high, medium,
and low probability areas within the proposed project area. The
results are listed below in Table 4.

TABLE 4. PROJECT SITE FREQUENCIES BASED ON RSA MODEL

Probability Percent Acres Expected No. Sites
19 13.3% 293 12

Medium 25.5% 560 6

Low 61.2% 1347 2

Expected Total=20

The results of this procedure suggested a total of 20 prehistoric
sites would be located in the area to be surveyed if the RSA model is
applicable.

The above model applies to prehistoric site location only. No
formal model of historic site location was offered; however, several
suggestions were made and these were taken into consideration in our
work. First, historic sites seemed to show a selection for soils with
agricultural potential, especially Susquehanna Sandy Loam and Norfolk
Sand. Second, historic sites showed a trend to somewhat greater
variability in distance from water, and a preference towards larger
streams. Third, historic sites tend to be located at higher relative
elevations than prehistoric sites. Finally, as would be expected,
historic sites are located close to roads.

In sum, our preliminary assessment of RSA's model was favorable
and the detail provided in their report made the model replicable.
Gfven the proximity and similarity of our study area to Halloca Creek,
we believed the RSA model would be applicable and expected site fre-
quencies would reflect observed site frequencies within the relative
probability areas.
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We felt, however, that we might be able to offer some refinement
in the variables by tightening some of the definitions. As RSA notes,
it is not the soils themselves that were selected or shunned by pre-
historic peoples, but rather their characteristics which attracted or
dissuaded settlement. This acknowledgement is critical to model deve-
lopment. Many of the variables RSA used are not independent of one
another but are related in complex ways. For instance, soil type
definitions often include such characteristics as slope, drainage, and
permeability, which have a directed influence on an area's potential
for agriculture and vegetation.

Consequently, by using soil type as the principal variable, most
are either made redundant or of much less importance for predicting
site location. Obviously, this can obscure facets of the model. For
example, Norfolk Sandy Loam may be high probability because it is
never on slopes greater than ten percent. Or, conversely, another
soil type may end up being low probability because it is always on
slopes greater than 30 percent. It would be advantageous to take a
closer look at the soil characteristics in refining the model so that
those points can be brought out if possible. This attempt at refine-
ment was not a criticism of RSA's model. Indeed, NWR has failed to be
able to make such finer distinctions ourselves in previous work.

Since we, as Kohler et al. (1980), have observed this potential
overlap, we were simply interested in exploring the possibility during
model evaluation.

Another possible area for refinement would be in clarifying the
variable combinations not only available "on-site," but within a
reasonable radius of the site as well. For example, at Fort Gordon
(Campbell et al. 1981) NWR found a trend for some of the Archaic sites
to be situated nearest a rank 1 stream, but at a location in close
proximity to where it flowed into a higher rank 4 or 5 stream.
Therefore, it is critical to examine those environmental variables
that both characterize the site and general site area.

RSA did take this fact into consideration in measuring such
variables as mean distance %o closest water source and next closest
water source, but we wanted to take this approach in a slightly dif-
ferent direction by measuring variables within a specified catchment
area that was equal for each site.

Finally, an understanding of "where sites are not located" was
approached by RSA in their statistical demonstration of non random
distribution of sites. Another approach is to actually gather speci-
fic data on non site locations and, using statistical analyses,
discriminate between the environmental characteristics of these set-
tings versus site locations.

In addition to evaluating site distribution (and ergo, undertaking
predictive modelling), we also were interested in questions of chrono-
logy, inter-site variation, and temporal change in settlement.
Specifically, once the model was finalized, we wanted to assess if
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4 site location reflected differences either on a temporal, functional,
‘ or cultural basis.

Having conducted a number of past sampling surveys (Campbell et
al. 1981; Thomas et al. 1981; Thomas et al. 1982), however, we were
also very much aware of the potential limits on data recovered from
this level of investigation. Diagnostic artifacts are recovered in
usually very low frequencies and the majority of prehistoric sites are
more often than not characterized by lithic scatters.

The problems inherent in posing cultural questions and in their
resolution are further amplified on military reservations, where
significant impact from military activities has occurred, more often
than not to the complete detriment of the cultural resources. This s
especially true of the historic resources, where the military policy
of building removal effectively eradicates surficial evidence of
historic activities.

With these problems in mind, therefore, the cultural hypotheses,
or more accurately cultural questions, which can be addressed from
data recovered from military reservation surveys must be carefully
structured in order to take full advantage of previous research both
on the reservation and within the area. Also, in the case of
questions relating to the historic period, consideration must be given 1
to data documenting the pre-military reservation patterns of settle- :
ment and land-use.

Prehistoric Issues

The data available for occupations during the prehistoric periods
identified at Fort Benning, and within the surrounding area, suggest
that in interior locations, away from the immediate Chattahoochee
River drainage floodplain, only 1imited utilization of the areas would
be expected prior to the later Woodliand and general Mississippian
periods. Obviously, this generates the initial questions concerning
the prehistoric occupations both within the 2,200 ac sample area and
the larger, 22,000 ac maneuver area.

1. Available data suggests that no Paleo-Indian, Early or Middle
Archaic occupations would be identified within the 2,200 ac sample
area or the 22,000 ac maneuver area.

tion of the Chattahoochee uplands is possible, based on the McCann
collectfon data (see Chapter Two), there is insufficient data to
suggest that any Paleo-Indian occupation will be identified within the
2,200 ac sample area. Further, the sparse data available on the Early
i and Mfddle Archaic occupations of the region suggest that util{zation
of the region during those periods focused on the alluvial bottomlands
and the margins of the river valley, at the interface between the
floodplain and the uplands. Huscher (1964a) and Chase {(n.d.c.) do,
however, suggest that Early and Middlie Archaic occupations may also be

l Though Dedarnette et al. (1975) suggest that Paleo-Indian utiliza-
1
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g present along the principal secondary streams of the Chattahoochee.
Though Halloca Creek, adjacent to the project area, has a substantial
floodplain, it is a rank 3 or 4 stream, feeding into the Ochillee,
which in turn feeds into the Upatoi. On the basis of these data, we
would suggest that littlie if any Paleo-Indian, Early or Middle Archaic
utilization of the 2,200 ac sample area or the 22,000 ac maneuver area
would be expected.

2. Increased utilization of the uplands is suggested during the
Late Archaic, Early and Middle Woodland. However, the most intensive
occupations appear to date to the Late Woodland and Mississippian.
Therefore, the majority of sites encountered, if assignable to a chro-
nological period, should date to the Woodland (late) or Mississippian
periods.

Previous work (Chase n.d.b.) indicates that increased utilization
of secondary stream and interior locations is seen in the Late Archaic
period. Sites with both Late Archaic and Early Woodland components,
in stratigraphic context, have been identified along Halloca Creek,
directly on the floodplain, and toward the valley margins. There is
little evidence, parenthetically, to indicate intensive utilization
immediately along the Chattahoochee River, a departure from the usual
ceramic Late Archaic settlement preference for major river settings.
By the Middle Woodland, available information indicates that principal ]
base camp/village locations are present along both secondary and ter-
tiary streams. By the Late Woodland, and continuing through the
Mississippian, sites are present in number throughout the upliands,
though the major Mississippian villages appear to cluster immediately
along the Chattahoochee River.

3. The settlement patterning suggested above would indicate that
the majority of the sites encountered would be small to medium
resource extraction locations, though village or base camp sites might
be present immediately adjacent to a tertiary stream.

Chase (n.d.c., n.d.d., n.d.f., 1978a, 1978b) indicates that by the
Middie Woodland the majority of the sites present in the uplands
appear to be small seasonally-specific encampments. Whether these
sites are focused on agricultural production or natural resource
exploitation is unclear, though it is apparent from features present
! at excavated sites and artifact assemblages that food storage and pro-
{ cessing was being conducted. Obversely, larger sites, which Chase
: (1978b) suggests might be base camp/village locations tend to occur
‘ 1mmedi§tely adjacent to the streams (including Halloca and Upatoi
Creeks).

Historic Issues

Questions concerning the historic utilization of the project areas
are more straight forward, and obviously less subject to conjecture.
First, there is 1{ttle evidence to suggest that any occupations dating
to the contact {ethnohistoric), Spanish or British colonial periods
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would be expected in the project area. During the early historic
period, the concentration of aboriginal villages was immediately along
the Chattahoochee River. Though undoubtedly hunting and collecting
forays were conducted by these peoples in the upland areas, unless
diagnostics are recovered there would be little way to differentiate
these sites from those of earlier periods. With regard to the Spanish
and British periods, the territory encompassed by the project areas
was in Creek hands for the duration of both. Though trading posts
were established, there is no evidence to suggest that intensive
Euro-American utilization of the region occurred.

Based on available historic documentation, we would suggest that
the majority of historic sites encountered during the survey would be
house sites, probably utilized by yeoman farmers, and that these sites
probably will date to the post-bellum period. Though settlement of
the region during the Antebellum period definitely occurred, the
household sites and settlements tended to be more dispersed. Several
large acreage landholdings are known to have been present in the area,
further decreasing the number of individual units one would expect to
find. The concentration of large plantations was 1mmed1ate1y along
the Chattahoochee River and major secondary streams.

Further, unlike other regions of the Southeast, there is little
evidence to suggest that intensive lumbering or turpentine industries,
dated to the Antebellum and post-bellum periods, should be expected in
the project areas. Historic documentation does suggest that
individual-owned saw mills were present in the region, however the
data indicates that these mills were rather small-scale and oriented
to the immediate needs of the local populace.
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CHAPTER FIVE

INTENSIVE SURVEY

The intensive survey of 2,200 ac within Fort Benning was designed
to evaluate the potential for cultural) resources to be located within
the 22,000 ac maneuver area and to test the applicability of RSA's
model of prehistoric site location. An initial evaluation of their
model (see Chapter Four, this volume) ted us to suggest that 20 sites
would be expected in the current project area i{f the Halloca Creek
mode) was applicable to the remainder of the reservation.

To provide the most thorough approach to model testing, however,
we added another dimensijon to the survey, the acquisition of data on
where sites are not located. Thus, our field procedures included
standard systematic survey and site recording techniques as well as
systematic data recording on non-site points. Each procedure is
outlined below, followed by a summary of results.

FIELD METHODS

Survey

The survey was conducted by a five person crew that covered the
2,200 ac in a skirmish-line fashion. Transects were oriented
east/west and spaced at 30 m intervals. Although the interval between
transects was maintained by regular compass recordings, the beginning
and ending points on each transect were flagged to ensure proper
control. Additional field control was achieved by numbering each
transect consecutively from north to south (Figure 11).
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‘E—T 177 omm amm 2,200 Ac Survey Tract Boundary
% e Transect Locations within the
2,200 Ac Survey Tract

~T18S
= = = = = Division Between Transects
Walked at Begining of Project
-TI193 (1dentified by Letters), and
Those Walked Later {ldentified
by Numbers).

FIGURE 11. 2,200 AC SURVEY TRACT SHOWING LOCATION OF NWR TRANSECTS.




Inventory along each transect was standardized according to visi-
bility. The majority of the survey tract afforded conditions suitable
for continuous surface inspection. To achieve systematic surface exa-
mination, a 2 m by 2 m square was thoroughly inspected for artifacts
every 30 m. In areas where the ground cover obscured visibility, sho-
vel pits were substituted for the 2 m by 2 m collection units. On the
average, shovel tests were 30 cm in diameter and reached a depth of 30
cm. The stratigraphy of each shovel pit was examined and represen-
tative profiles fully described using standard soils terminology and
Munsell Color diagnostics. These profiles provided a general picture
of stratigraphic continuity and variation throughout the 2,200 ac sur-
vey tract. All dirt from the shovel tests was sifted through 1/4 in
(6.35 mm) hand screens to ensure artifact recovery. Upon completion,
the shovel tests were backfilled.

In addition to the surface collection squares and shovel pits, the
crew took advantage of any exposed area such as military trails, road
cuts, erosional gullies, etc. All areas of exposure were inspected
for stratigraphic information and to determine if artifacts were
visible. When artifacts or indications of cultural activity (e.g.,
depressions, foundations, etc.) were encountered, a general-recon-
naissance was made of the area. A brief written description of the
area was made and the find was both flagged and plotted on the
appropriate U.S.6.S. quad map. A non-detailed sketch map was produced
which, with the plotting and brief description, would facilitate relo-
cation for formal recording.

Survey Records

Accurate recording of all aspects of the survey was maintained in
a daily field log. In addition to keeping track of all transects,
shovel pits and surface collection units, sites identified along the
transect were noted and briefly described. General observations on
environmental features, disturbance and any other pertinent data were
also noted in the field log and a general photographic record was made
as the survey progressed. Other types of documentation included site
forms and variable coding forms which are discussed under site and
non-site recording.

Site Recording

To standardize survey data, several working definitions of a site
were employed throughout the project. They are as follows:

Prehistoric Sites

1. the presence of three or more artifacts
2. the presence of cultural strata
3. a combination of both 1 and 2
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EXAMPLE OF BUNKERS ENCOUNTERED IN THE SAMPLE SURVEY TRACT.
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Historic Sites

1. an historic artifact scatter

2. structural remains

3. standing structures

4. possible features such as wells or privies
5. transportation routes

6. any combination of the above categories

In all but one instance, prehistoric finds with 1ess than three
} artifacts observed during the survey were considered isolated finds,
marked on the U.S.G.S. map and collected. In one case, however, three
flakes were found, located wholly within the boundaries of an historic |
site, 9Cel44. Because 9Celd4 was situated in plowed field, ensuring
good surface exposure, and because no additional prehistoric materials
were located across the surface of the site or in subsurface tests,
the three flakes were assigned an isolated find designation (IF 34).

In the case of historic sites, several exceptions to the defini-
tions must be noted. First, any road clearly associated with military .
activities was excluded. Transportation routes of importante were
those older than 50 years and associated with historic developments in :
the region. Examples of other exceptions were historic artifact scat- |
ters of clearly recent origin (e.g., refuse or ordinance) and military-
related constructions, such as bunkers (Figure 12), foxholes and
simulated missile implacement (Figure 13). These occurrences were
marked on U.S.G.S. topographic maps and a sample of non-explosive
materials were collected. They were not, however, given field site ‘
numbers. !

Field site numbers were assigned to all prehistoric and historic
remains that met our criteria for site definition. It should be noted
that there were two occasions where both prehistoric and historic
materials were in close proximity to, or overlapped portions of, one
another. To avoid confusion, each was given a separate temporary site |
number, in order to accurately account for the number of prehistoric '
and historic components defined during the course of the survey. Only
one State of Georgia permanent site number was assigned, however, to
the two components.

At each site, a formal recording procedure was undertaken. First,
the site was given a temporary field number and a general recon-
nafssance was made. On the basis of the reconnaissance, a site center
was approximated and four transects were walked in the cardinal direc-
tions from this center. Either surface collections were made or sho-
vel pits were excavated at systematic five meter intervals along each
transect. Recovery procedures and profile examination for shovel pits
were identical to that described for the general survey procedure. 3

e

The horizontal limits of the site were defined by the cessation of
artifacts or cultural deposits for three consecutive shovel tests or
collection stations. Exceptions to this procedure occurred infre-
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quently and only when a site was exceptionally large or irregularly
shaped. In the case of the former, a series of radial transects were
placed in different areas of high artifact density. In the case of
the latter, linear transects were substituted for the radial alignment
in order to accommodate the irregular site configuration.

Once defined, the site was thoroughly documented. Documentation
included general notes on the environment, disturbance, site con-
figuration and characteristics and a photographic record in both 35 mm _
black and white prints and color slides. A Georgia State Site Form !
was filled in for each site and the record of artifact recovery kept
on a continuing bag list., One form of documentation requires more
thorough discussion: this is the variable code form discussed below.

Prior to inaugurating the survey, a variable coding form was deve-
loped for use at Fort Benning. The form is a simply-organized vehicle
for recording standard characteristics of each site and to record non-
site point data. Presented as Figure 14, the form includes locational j
data, environmental features, site-specific characteristics, and 1
general information. It was developed to provide compatible site data
throughout the project, with its ultimate value expressed in the
application of statistical tests to isolate those variables that were
significant in site location. Since it was also employed to record v
data on non-site points, the performance of discriminant analysis 3
enabled us to determine not only the variable combinations that
influenced where sites were located, but also those that characterized
where sites were not located.

Non-Site Point Recording

To select for non-site points, a hypothetical grid was overlaid
onto the survey tract. The level of resolution for non-site points
had to meet two criteria: 1) it had to be sufficiently tight to pro-
vide represen*.tive coverage; and 2) it had to be manageable within
the time and cost considerations of the project. In consultation with
ASB, a 15 ac level of resolution was chosen, thus each grid square
comprised 15 ac. The intersection of grid lines was selected as the
non-site point.

A total of 128 non-site points were recorded during the survey.
tEach was identified by their grid coordinates. East/west grid lines
were {identified {north to south) by letters, A-Y; north/south grid
1ines were identified (west to east) by numbers, 1-12. Thus, each
non-sfte point was labeled alphanumerically by its east/west and
north/south grid placement.

Summary

The procedures employed in this survey were deliberately standar-
dized and rigorously followed in order to ensure thorough coverage
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Code

FIGURE 14.

Explanation

VARIABLE LIST FOR CODE SHEET
FORT BENNING SURVEY

Numeric subcode

Explanation

DEF

LoC

EwW
NS
STATUS

TP#
PERM#

TR#
AR

Definition

Location E/M
Location N/S

1
2

1
2

——— — — —

01
02

03
04

05

Temporary Site #

Permunent Site #

Transect #

. — — —, — —

non-site
site

Project area
outside project area

NWR site

Previously reported
and revisited in
project area

Previously reported
and not revisited
in project area

Previously reported
not visited-outside
project area

Previously reported
visited--outside
project area

Assigned in field
Assigned in field

if previously reported
Otherwise, assigned
by State after survey

From survey map

Army administrative
units (at Fort Polk,
examples were Peason
Ridge, Cascor); use
only if applicable;
otherwise leave blank

o W




FIGURE 14. (continued)

Code Explanation Numeric subcode Explanation

N e Number assigned from
Army base map; fill
in double digit

number
PY Physiographic Drainages present
Drainage in survey area;
01 use double digit

! numbers, and identify

TP Topography 01 Bottomland knoll
02 General floodplain
03 Floodplain at the
confluence of two
streams
04 First terrace (if

not identifiable by
quad contour interval)

05 Al11 other terraces
above floodplain
06 Ridge nose
07 Ridge crest
08 Saddle
09 Ridge slope
10 Contoured land
SL Slope 01 0-10 percent
02 11-25 percent
03 26% or greater
DNNS Distance to i
Nearest Stream From Topographic map

or field observations
-=enter in meters

SR Stream Rank Rank of above




FIGURE 14. (continued)

Code Explanation Numeric subcode Explanation
ST Type of
Nearest Stream 01 Ephemeral
02 Intermittent
03 Perennial
DNNW Distance to 99 Not applicable-nearest
Nearest Water water is stream
Other than 01 spring
Streams 02 natural lake
03 well
SO Soil Type - From soil manual; use
- code and give
. definition
ELEVA Elevation
in feet From topo map--use
all five digits
(e.g., 00310)
ELEWM Elevation
in meters Convert in Lab

gt e R

e




ot l—

FIGURE 14. (continued)

. Code Explanation Numeric subcode Explanation
i ON Nature of
; disturbance 1 plowing
! 2 slope wash
i 3 heavy equipment
4 erosion
DP Percentage of
disturbance 1 0-10 %
2 11-25 %
3 26-50 %
4 51-75 %
i 5 greater 75 %
‘ 6 unknown
oP Ornamental
Plants 1 yes-
1 2 no
f cp Collection
: procedures 1 shovel pits
' 2 surface collection
; 3 shovel pits and
! surface collection
; 4 general collection
i 5 shovel, surface, and
f general
f 6 no collection made
f AC Addi tional
; collections 1 specify
, 2
3 3
' 4
| cu Number of
-E collection units _ _ fill in-two digits
!
sp Number of
shovel pits - fill in-two digits
SS Site Size  __ __ _____ __ length in meters
_____ width in meters
.
|
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and comparable data. Although standardization in field methods is
always important, the application of statistical tests required that
the procedures be as strictly adhered to as possible and any deviation
carefully noted.

As an added check on our coverage, we implemented an informal eva-
luation of the adequacy of a 30 m interval to locate at least 90 to 95
percent of the sites. It was necessary on many occasions to walk to
the beginning point of a transect. Gaining access was regarded as
providing informal random transects so the ground was inspected in a
Tike manner to the systematic transects. In none of these access
transects did we encounter a site that would not have been found by
the 30 m interval. Thus, although we have no statistical measure to
confirm our survey accuracy, we feel confident that sites have not
been missed. Figure 15 illustrates those areas of extra coverage
inspected by movement to and from the transects. Although not a for-
| mal series of random transects, the coverage is rather extensive.

RESULTS

Using the survey techniques outlined above, a total of 69 cultural
occurrences were located. Of these, 32 are isolated finds, 20 are
prehistoric sites, 15 are historic sites, and two are prehistoric/
historic sites. Two of the prehistoric sites were previously recorded
and relocated during our survey, 9Ce51 and 9Ce93. The prehistoric
sites can be divided into two broad types, lithic scatters and
lithic/ceramic scatters. The historic sites represented greater
diversity, including evidence of domiciliary and industrial use.
Table 5 1ists all the sites and Table 6 1ists isolated finds recorded
during our survey. The general types of sites found are summarized

below: |
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 14 j
Lithic and Ceramic Scatter 6 ‘
]
Prehistoric/ Lithic, ceramic, and
Historic historic artifact scatter 2
Historic Homestead 7
Historic Artifact Scatter 5
Mills 1
Agricultural Dams 2
TOTAL 37 '

* The two previously recorded sites relocated during the survey, |
9Ce51 and 9Ce9%3, are counted among the six sites in this category.
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TABLE 5. ARTIFACT SUMMARIES, CULTURAL OCCURRENCES

Prehistoric Historic
GA # Lithics Ceramics Ceramics Glass Metal Misc. Totals

9Ce51 130 33 163 £
9Ce93 46 13 59
9Cel34 8 8
9Cells 54 1 55
9Cel36 7 7
9Cel37 16 16 4 2 38 i
9Cel38 36 36
9Cel39 4 4
9Cel40 20 44 1 1 66
9Cel4dl 3 3
9Celd2 7 2 9
9Cel43 3 3
9Celdd 33 17 1 51
9Celd5 30 14 1 1 46
9Cel46 2 3 3 1 9
9Cel4? 21 7 4 2 34
9Cel48*

9Cel49*

9Cel50 9 1 10
9Cel51 13 1 14
9Celb2 11 11
9Cel53 19 19
9Cel54 4 4
9Cel55*

9Cel56 7 7
9Cel57 24 1 25
9Cel58 4 4
9Cel59 4 16 1 21
9Cel60 45 2 15 13 4 3 82
9Cel6l 5 40 13 6 5 69
9Cel62 26 26
9Cel63 10 1 11
9Cel64 6 1 6 13
9Cel65 9 9
9Cel66 16 16
1.rl 21 . 8 3 4 1 3 H
TOTAL 505 52 211 148 36 17 969

1 a1l isolated finds combined
site without artifact assemblage

** NWR sites 4, 6, 9, 10, 13, 24, 33 were eliminated




TABLE 6. DESCRIPTION OF ISOLATED FINDS

2m x 2m
General Surface
Surface Collection Shovel Total
Collection Units Pits Artifacts
1.F. # and Description
1 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
(2 & 3 - eliminated)
4 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 2 2
5 - ironstone, undeco-
rated sherd;
brick fragment 2 2
(6 & 8 - eliminated)
9 - chert Erojecti\e
point 1 1
10 - ironstone, unde-
corated sherd 1 1
11 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
12 - ironstone, unde-
corated sherd 1 1
13 - chert grojecti1e
point: 1 1
14 - quartz projectile
point fragment 1 1
15 - chert, unmodi fied
tertiary flake 1 1
16 - glass, unidenti-
fied bottle body
fragment, smooth
surfaced, clear 1 1
17 - eliminated
18 - glass, whole milk
or cream bottles,
automatic manu-
factured 2 2
19 - ironstone sherd,
blue non-stippled
transfer-printed 1 1
20 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
21 - iron barbed wire
strand 1 1
22 - {ron barbed wire :
strand 1 1 :
23 - {ronstone, unde- ;
corated sherd 1 1 :
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TABLE 6. DESCRIPTION OF ISOLATED FINDS

(continued)
2m x 2m
General Surface
Surface Collection Shovel Total
Collection Units Pits Artifacts
1.F. # and Description
24 - eliminated
25 - iron barbed wire
strand 1 1
26 - iron barbed wire
strand 1 1
27 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
28 - chert, modified
tertiary flake 1 1
29 - chert, unmodified .
tertiary flake 1 - 1
30 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
31 - ironstone, unde-
corated sherd 1 1
32 - ironstone, unde-
corated sherd 1 1
33 - chert biface
fragment 1 1
34 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 2 1 3
35 - chert, unifacial
spokeshave 1 1
36 - ironstone, unde-
corated sherd 1 1
37 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
38 - chert, unmodified
tertiary flake 1 1
39 - chert grojectile
point 1 1
TOTALS 5 26 - 6 37

1 Stemmed triangular and shield-shaped, medium-size, broad; Archaic
to)early Woodland assocfation (Wauchope 1966:125-7, Figure 64 and
65).

2 Stemmed large blade; Late Archaic to Middle Woodland association
(Wauchope 1966:160-1, Figure 95, ¢ and k).

Stemmed triangular and shield-shaped, medium~long, medium-wide;
Archaic to Early Woodland association (Wauchope 1966:132-6, Figure
71, q and u).
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Prehistoric Sites

As expected, the prehistoric sites were dominated by non-diagnostic
1ithic scatters. Each site and the artifact collection recovered has
been thoroughly described in Appendix I. Briefly, however, only five
diagnostic projectile points were found; three of these were isolated
finds. Single occurrences of the point types Madison, Hamilton, and
stemmed large blade were identified; two stemmed triangulars and
shield-shaped points were also classified (Table 7). The latter two
types date to the Late Archaic and Woodland, while the former are
Mississippian. Only seven sites produced ceramics. With the exception
of a single eroded check-stamped sherd (probably Deptford Check
Stamped) from 9Ce93, all of the ceramics were plainwares (Table 8).

Though in our original proposal we had suggested that detailed ana-
lyses of the technological attributes of the various prehistoric arti-
fact categories, specifically 1ithics and ceramics, would be conducted,
the data recovered during the survey were insufficient. In the case of
the lithics, the majority of the artifacts were secondary and tertiary
ummodified quartz flakes. This information affords 1ittle in the way
of specific data concerning the possible function of the sites. Their
presence could possibly suggest that the final stages of tool manufac-
turing were conducted at the sites (Brookes 1979). The obvious Yack of
primary flakes and cores from these sites additionally suggests that
the primary stages of tool manufacture were being conducted off-site.

These suggestions offer little in the way of data which can be
extrapolated to larger research issues. NWR encountered a similar
situation during its recent survey of the Fort Polk Military
Reservation in western Louisiana (Thomas et al. 1982). The majority of
the prehistoric sites encountered were small, 1ithic scatters without
tools or diagnostic artifacts. In an effort to maximize the research
potential of such information, a series of artificial constructs were
designed to classify the lithic and lithic/ceramic scatters. The
underlying assumption of classification was that arbitrary classes,
their validity tested by previous research (New World Research 1981),
migh§ have possible functional implications (Thomas et al. 1982:1-30 -
1-31).

Therefore, six site classes, based on the number of items present
in the collection of a site, the percentage of tools to flakes in the
collection, or the presence of both lithics and ceramics were
established for the Fort Benning sites. Site class I sites represent
the largest case, and encompass all sites with from one to eight lithic
artifacts (usually all flakes) in their collection. Site class II
represents those sites which yielded nine to 25 items, but the collec-
tion had less than 15 percent tools. Obversely, site class II1 has the
same number of items but over 15 percent of the collection are tools.
Site class IV sites represent all sites with collections comprised of
from 26 to 65 {tems, and site class V are all sites with greater than
65 jtems. Site class VI sites had both ceramics and lithics present.
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[ TABLE 7. PROJECTILE POINTS RECOVERED DURING THE FORT BENNING SURVEY.
I
ii
Site Number Type Name Description
9Ce51 Hamilton WoodlandMississip-
pian; circa 500 -
1000 A.D.
(Cambron and Hulse
1975:A-45)
9Cel35 Madison Late Woodland/Miss-
issippian
(Cambron and Hulse
1975:A-60)
1.F.9 Projectile Stemmed triangular &
Point shield shaped,
Fragment medium-size, broad
(Wauchope 1966:
Fig. 64 and 65; pp.

125-27) Archaic -
Early Woodland

1.F.13 Projectile Stemmed large blade
Point (Wauchop 1966:Fig.
Fragment 95k; pp. 160-161)

Late Archaic -
Middle Woodland

1.F.14 Projectile Unidentified
Point
Fragment

1.F.39 Projectile Stemmed triangular &
Point shield-shaped,
Fragment medium/large, medium

wide (includes
Savannah River,
Stanley and possibly
some Kirk Corner
Notched); (Wauchope
1966:132-36, Fig. 71
q,u,); Archaic -
Early Woodland
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{ TABLE 8. PREHISTORIC CERAMICS RECOVERED
DURING THE FORT BENNING SURVEY

Site Number Description
9Ce51 6 plain body sherds

(find sand)

26 plain body sherds
(sand)

1 plain body sherd
(grog and sand)

9Ce93 11 plain body sherds
(sand) \
1 plain body sherd
{minima) sand inclu-.
sion)
1 decorated (check-
stamped)

9Cel35 1 plain body sherd
(sand with micaeous
inclusions)

9Cel51 1 plain body sherd
{sand)

9Cel57 1 plain body sherd
(sand with grit)

9Cel60 2 plain body sherds
(sand)

9Cel63 1 plain body sherd
(sand)

The implications of the classifications, based on the
TransAnadarko (New World Research 1981) and Fort Polk (Thomas et al.
1982} test cases are that site class I and 1I sites represent low
density/minimal activity sites, while class III, IV, and V sites
represent high density/intensive activity sites. Class VI sites were
not considered as such efither on TransAnadarko or at Fort Polk,
because the incidence of ceramic bearing sites in relation to the
total number of sites was quite Tow. At Fort Benning, however, 31.8
percent of the sites yielded ceramics; therefore, site class VI was
created. The classes and sites within each are presented on Table 9.
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TABLE 9.

NWR PREHISTORIC SITE CLASSES AT FORT BENNING

Site Site Total # Percentage Class if
Class Number in Site Class of total sites lithic only
1 9Cel3b
9Cell39
9Celdl
9Celd3
9Cel56
9Cel58
9Cel6l
9Cel65
8 36.4 n/a
11 9Cel34
9Cel66
2 9.0 n/a
111 9Cel52
9Cel53
9Cel54
3 13.6 n/a
1v 9Cel38
9Cel62
2 9.0 n/a
v ———- - ———- -
VI 9Ce51 v
9Ce93 Iv
9Cel35 1V
9Cel51 I1
9Cel57 11
9Cel60 Iv
9Cel63 Il
7 31.8

We were rather surprised at the relatively low frequencies of site
classes I and II, the presumed low density/minimal activity sites, at
Fort Benning in contrast to what we saw at Fort Polk which was set in

an environmentally similar area.

Survey areas in both reservations

were dominated by small drafnages, narrow floodplains and typical
Southeastern forest floral and faunal associations.

To obtain a better comparison of site class data, we prepared
Table 10, which 1ists the frequencies of sites in each class from our
Fort Benning survey, RSA's previous Fort Benning survey (Kohler et al.
1980) and our results from Fort Polk.
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TABLE 10. COMPARISON OF FORT POLK AND FORT BENNING SITE CLASS

PERCENTAGES.
Location Site Class # of sites % of sites (total)
RSA-Fort Benning 1 5 19.2
NWR-Fort Benning I 8 36.4
Fort Polk I 109 61.2
RSA-Fort Benning I1 1 3.8
NWR-Fort Benning It 2 9.0
Fort Polk II 39 21.9
RSA-Fort Benning 199t 0 0.0
NWR-Fort Benning 111 3 13.6
Fort Polk Il 7 3.9
RSA-Fort Benning IV 1 3.8
NWR-Fort Benning 1V 2 9.0
Fort Polk Iv 10 5.6
RSA-Fort Benning v 0 0.0
NWR~Fort Benning v 0 0.0
; Fort Polk v 3 1.7
RSA-Fort Benning VI 19 73.0
Fort Benning Vi 7 31.8
Fort Polk* VI 10 5.6

* (For the purposes of this comparison the number of sites yielding

ceramics in each site class at Fort Polk has been subtracted from ?

that site class total and a site class VI has been created--for origi- i

nal data on Fort Polk see Thomas et al. 1982:99, 1-31.) ]
r

Also, however, differences are pretty dramatic within Fort Benning
proper as evidenced by the comparison of our results and those of RSA.
These comparisons show that there are substantial differences between
environmentally similar areas such as Forts Benning and Polk, pointing
to cultural explanations for site class representations. Several fac-
tors may account for these differences and are examined separately.
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First, with regard to the differences between Fort Polk and Fort
Benning in general, the documented incidence of Archaic sites in the
latter project area is considered low; it is assumed that Archaic
minimal activity hunting or processing stations account for the large
percentage of Class 1 and Il sites at Fort Polk, where the documented
occurrence of Archaic sites is significantly higher (Thomas et al.
1982; Gunn n.d.; Servello n.d.a., n.d.b.). Second, land disturbance
from military activities at Fort Polk has been apparently more signi-
ficant than at Fort Benning. Fully half of the Fort Polk Class I
sites occur in locations with moderate to major disturbance (Thomas et
al, 1982:158), and the actual number of Class I sites may be inflated
at Fort Polk due to disturbance.

It is the factor of disturbance which may also account for the
second trend observed. The number of site Class VI sites, as noted,
seems higher than expected. If the presence of ceramics at these
sites is discounted for the moment, the seven Class VI sites would
classify under site classes II, IV, and V (see Table 9). The presence
of ceramics at high density/intensive activity sites is, of course,
not unexpected.

The presence of ceramics at low intensity/minimal activity sites
is something of another matter. Of course, two explanations are that
these sites represent short term residence locations, or that the
ceramics present represent nothing more than the result of a single
pot drop. Another possibility must be considered, however; that of
possible site disturbance. If the three Class VI which would
reclassify as Class Il sites occur in disturbed areas, then the possi-
bility must be entertained that in actuality these sites were origi-
nally Class III, IV, or V sites that have been disrupted by
disturbance.

An examination of the site data on each indicates that two of the
sites (9Cel51 and 9Cel57) are, however, minimally disturbed; the third
site, 9Cel63, has experienced significant impact from logging opera-
tions. It would appear then that one of the first two explanations
for the presence of the ceramics is 1ikely; each of the sites is in
close proximity to Hollis Creek and the minimal number of ceramics at
each site may be accounted for by single pot drops or short term resi-
dence adjacent to the creek.

In comparing our data with that of RSA, we are struck, but not
necessarily surprised at, the large number of Class IV sites in the
latter's study. As we have mentioned before, the RSA work was con-
ducted in Halloca Creek, which hosts a l1arger floodplain than any
drainage in our study area. Overall, when their sites are arbitrarily
placed within our classes, the data are more similar than was the case
for comparing Fort Benning as a whole with Fort Polk as a whole.
Although environmental diversity, evidenced, for example, in broader
floodplains in RSA's study area, does suggest potential cultural dif-
ferences in site distribution, in general the RSA data are more simi-
lar than disparate to our data.
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x This exercise was based on very limited information and a very low ]
i total site number. Closer examination of data from excavated sites
should shed more light on the relationship of site function to site
classes and both of these to environmental location.

Historic Sites

Historic homesteads and artifact scatters tended to be con-
centrated along Box Springs and Red Diamond Roads, both of which were
constructed and in use long before the establishment of Fort Benning.
Definite evidence of one mill, a small cotton gin, was found in the
form of a large earthen dam, sluice, and the remains of a saw-toothed
apparatus for separating the seeds from the cotton. Two other dams
located within the project area were small and appear to have been
agricultural or farm constructions. Although many evidences of mili-
tary activity such as bunkers, simulated rocket implacements, and
sand-bagged foxholes were found in the project area, these were not
considered significant sites and were not recorded as such.

As with the prehistoric sites, Appendix 1 presents a description
of each historic site and, where applicable, associated artifacts.
Although all of the site data are not discussed in this chapter, the 1
results of our efforts to relocate sites either formally recorded or
indicated on maps within the 2,200 ac survey tract does warrant some 3
attention. In addition, the earlier illustration (Figure 10, this
volume) is repeated here with tentative correlations between known or
indicated sites and those found during our survey (Figure 16).

Cemeteries

The Cook and Hardison Cemeteries were discussed in Chapter Three.
Both were relocated by our survey, but no additional information can
be added.

House Sites

Cook Lands: It is of interest to note that an early historic site
(9CeI50) was found in the northern portion of the survey tract, within
the genera) vicinity of the Cook Cemetery. Although it could not be
determined whether this site had been used by either the Cook or the
Redd family, its use by one or the other is a logical assumption.

Matthews/Hollis Mill: No historic materials that could possibly
pertain to Matthew's or Hollis's Mill were recovered during the survey
of the 2,200 ac tract. It must be assumed that modifications to the
Schley Pond Dam, as well as any adjustments in the location of adja-
cent Red Diamond Road, have obliterated any structural or artifactual
remains of the mill complex.

| B8ig Sang¥ School: During the pedestrian survey of the project
! area, pr-hable evidence of the Big Sandy School was recovered in the
' form of i1solated Find #5. Consisting of one undecorated ironstone
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sherd and a brick fragment, 1.F. 5 represented the only historic arti-
factual material found within the reported area of the school.

House on Lot 57: No evidence of a structure or artifactual con-
centration was discerned within Lot 57, but the proximity of this lot
to the subsequent military activity around Bush Hill might account for
its presumed obliteration.

King Family Holdings: The area immediately west of Schley Pond
was progaﬁly f%rsf occupied by James Whittle in the second half of the
19th century. In 1891, Whittle sold land in Lots 41-43, 54-56 to J.W.
Bush. The land remained with the Bush family until 1910, when Loula
B. Bush sold land in Lots 41, 55 and 56 to Oscar King. Perry King,
presumably a relative, bought land east of Schley Pond in the same
year. In 1913, George King, son of Oscar, bought additional property
west of the pond (John Metcalf, personal communication).

According to the Fort Benning Tract Acquisition Register, Perry
King owned and presumably occupied Tract 358 within Lot 74. It can
perhaps be presumed, but cannot be demonstrated, that he was related
to the Kings mentioned by Metcalf. The Tract Acquisition Register
also indicates an irregularly shaped tract (Tract 342) situated bet-
ween Red Diamond Road to the south, and the unnamed public road to the
north and east that runs diagonally from Red Diamond to the northwest.
This tract, owned by Sweet T. King prior to Federa) purchase and
located just west of Schley Pond, corresponds with the historic arti-
factual material recovered from 9Celdd. It can thus be assumed that
the cultural material found at 9Celdd is the remains of the King
families residence, and possibly that of the earlier Whittle and Bush
families as well.

Roads

As expected, given the historical significance of Red Diamond
Road, most historic properties were found along that corridor. Along
Box Springs Road, which is a more recent construction, three struc-
tures were noted on the 1928 county soil map. Two of these former
structures are probably represented by 9Cel37. A1l traces of the
northern-most structure were probably destroyed when two jogs in Box
Springs Road that appeared in the 1928 map, were eliminated after the
acquisition of the area by the Federal Government. Remnants of the
southern-most structure could not be located.

DISTURBANCE EVALUATION

Although a formal study of reservation-wide disturbance was not
required on this project, we did undertake an informal examination of
disturbance factors. Our interest lay in isolating the types of
disturbance and the areas which might be affected the most by these
factors. Toward this end, notes in disturbance were kept during the
survey and each site was examined in 1ight of the nature and intensity
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of disturbance. Following is a brief assessment of what we see as the
primary factors of disturbance and their potential for impacting
cultural resources.

Tracked Vehicles

Disturbance created by military activities is derived principally [
from tracked vehicle movement (e.g., tanks). Tracked vehicle movement
in the uplands is frequent and sites, usually situated on ridge noses
or ridge tops, in these locales are most vulnerable to impact. We
have no specific data on the nature and intensity of vehicle movement
on a year by year basis (e.g., location, type of exercise, type of
tank, etc.), but we do know that such activity has been ongoing since
the 1940s. At some point, probably most of the upland areas have been
subject to tracked vehicle activity. The result is a kind of blanket
“plow zone" over the areas affected. Naturally, this can result in
significant disturbance to cultural resources, especially those with
minima) subsurface expression.

l

i Not all areas of the Reservation are impacted by such activity.

! Tanks rarely venture into the bottomlands, so sites situated in this

| environmenta) setting are probably less subject to disturbance.

| Occasional movement onto floodplain terraces can impact sites, but

! where we investigated sites in these settings in our survey tract
(particularly the northern part), little disturbance of this nature

; was noted. Further, tanks do not move on steep slopes. Although

‘ sites are not located on steep slopes, we do find an occasional

? situation where a flat area juts out from the face of a slope and

sites are frequently found on these flat areas. They are, however, !

well protected from tank movement because of the surrounding slope. ]

Roads

Finally, roads and areas of access around them in any environmen-
tal setting could be potentially subjected to great disturbance by
tank turn-arounds, even if no movement through the area is conducted.

Timbering

| Disturbance related to the timbering industry has occurred at Fort
Benning, but we have 1ittle data as to precise areas, types of equip-
i ment, and intensity of activity. Any area that has been timbered suf-
g fers the effects of vehicle movement (e.g., Varge and often deep ruts)
| and timber removal (in dragging trees, artifacts can be displaced).
‘ Also, erosjon occurs as a result of timbering activities. Over time,
however, areas which have been exposed to this activity silt in, vege-
tation covers the ground, and the area takes on an appearance similar
to that prior to timbering. Evidence of timbering can be seen in sub-
surface exposures which reveal, again, the blanket plow zone like stra-
t‘mt
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Other Forms of Disturbance

Other aspects of military disturbance arise from the razing of
historic structures after Govermment acquisition, relic-seeking, and
general maneuvers over the area. The razing of historic structures
disturbance is obvious: visible remains are all but obliterated
during such operations. We have no real grasp on the extent of ama-
teur collection at Fort Benning, but if it is anything 1ike other
military installations we have worked on, some probably occurs while
troops are on maneuvers or during recreation activities. The primary
disturbance from this activity is the removal of diagnostic artifacts
such as projectile points or, less frequently, ceramic sherds. This
can result in some sites being undatable at the survey level.
Finally, general movement over the area can create artifact displace-
ment, but no measure of this is obtainable at this time.

Summary

The major factors of disturbance are tracked vehicle movement,
road construction and timbering. The areas most vulnerable to these
activities are in the uplands, particularly topographic settings such
as ridge crests and ridge noses. Sites in these settings are more
1ikely to exhibit major severe disturbance than in the terrace or
floodplain settings. Disturbance will not only be surficial, but sub- .
surface as well. Therefore, areas of midden or features may be
impacted, if not destroyed.

Table 11 lists the sites investigated by our survey, their
topographic setting, contexts, and degree of disturbance. Of the
sites, 81.8 percent are situated in areas most 1ikely to be impacted
by tracked vehicles, wood construction, or timbering. Sixty-three
percent of these exhibit major to severe disturbance. In contrast,
only 16 percent of the sites on low terraces and floodplains exhibited
similar degrees of disturbance.

RT IR~ Ag gty

Many sites at Fort Benning have probably already been impacted by
such activity since the topographic settings especially favored by
prehistoric groups (see Chapter Seven) are also those most frequently
used for maneuvers. In terms of site survival then, upland areas,
especially ridge crests and ridge noses, would have a lower site
expectancy than terraces or floodplains. All areas, however, are
potentially subject to minor forms of disturbance (e.g., that
generated by relic seekers).
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TABLE 11, SITE DISTURBANCE RATINGS

e

Site No. Location Affiliation Disturbance
9Cel34 first terrace lithic scatter minor
9Cel35 ridge crest lithic scatter major
9Cel36 sloping ridge crest Tithic scatter minor
9Cel37 ridge crest historic house minor
9Cel38 sloping ridge crest lithic scatter severe
9Cel39 sloping ridge crest lithic scatter major
9Celd0 ridge crest historic house major
9Celdl edge ridge crest Vithic scatter minor
9Celd2 ridge crest house site moderate
9Celd3 ridge crest lithic scatter severe
9Cel4d4 ridge crest house site severe
9Cel45 ridge crest house site severe
9Celd6 ridge crest historic artifact minor
scatter
9Celd7 ridge crest historic house moderate
9Celd8 across an intermitent dam minor
stream
9Celd9 across an ephemeral dam minor
stream
9Cel50 ridge crest historic artifact moderate
scatter
9Cel51 terrace 1ithic/ceramic minor
9Cel52 ridge nose lithic scatter severe
9Cel53 ridge nose 1ithic scatter minor
9Cel54 ridge nose lithic scatter severe
9Cel55 floodplain mill minor
9Cel56 ridge slope lithic scatter severe
9Cel57 first terrace lithic scatter minor
9Cel58 ridge crest lithic scatter moderate
9Cel59 ridge crest historic artifact moderate
scatter
9Cel60 ridge nose prehistoric/historic severe
9Cel61 ridge nose prehistoric/historic severe
9Cel62 ridge slope lithic scatter major
9Cel63 terrace and upland lithic scatter severe
9Cel64 ridge crest historic artifact severe
scatter
9Cel65 ridge crest 1ithic scatter severe
9Cel66 ridge crest lithic scatter severe
Previously Recorded
9Ce51 first terrace prehistoric/ceramic minor
9Ce93 ridge crest prehistoric/ceramic severe
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CHAPTER SIX -
MODEL TESTING AND EVALUATION
Part of our evaluation of resource potential included testing the
applicability of RSA's model. In our research design (Chapter Four),
we outlined the basis of RSA's model; however, to set the stage for
the ensuing discussion, a brief review of their work is in order.

GENERAL INTRODUCTION
Review of RSA Model

The model developed by RSA (Kohler et al. 1980) was derived from
data obtained during their 1978 survey of a 16.2 sq km area
surrounding Halloca Creek. They identified 21 prehistoric sites upon
which the model was formulated {no formal model! was developed for
historic sites).

A total of six variables were examined in regard to prehistoric
site location:

1. vegetation

2. sofl
3. water
4. slope

5. relative elevation
6. distance to roads




After examining each variable (see Chapter Four), RSA eliminated

those that had no significance, retaining three which appeared to have
predictive power: v-2 [soil], v-4 [slope] and v-3(a) [distance to
nearest water source]. !

The values of these three variables were, then, ranked as.
favorable or unfavorable for site location. So, for example, indivi-
dual soil types (such as Norfolk sandy loam) were given one or the
other rank designations. Distance to nearest water was ranked in a
similar fashion. In this case, two states were defined: a favorable :
distance (75 - 225 m) and an unfavorable distance (0 - 75 m and :
greater than 225 m). The third variable, slope, was also rated as {
favorable (0 - 10 percent) and unfavorable (greater than 10 percent)
for site location.

Thus, six states (two each for the three variables) were derived
and, then, combined into three states based on the plus and minus
ratings. Thus, a plus (or favorable) rating on all three variables
(soil, water, slope) is considered to be the stratum of maximum 1ike-
1ihood for site location. When plus ratings occur on any two of the
three variables, the stratum is considered of intermediate probability
for site location. If only one, or none, of the three variables has a
favorable rating, it is considered the stratum of least likelihood for
site location.

As we have previously pointed out (Chapter Four), high probability
areas include only one of the possible combinations of variables:
those areas encompassed by one of the favorable soils (e.g., Norfolk
sand) where the slope is less than ten percent, and situated in areas
between 75 m and 225 m from water.

In order to present the probability zones visually, RSA plotted
each of the three variables on a 1:25,000 map. The resultant map
showed six levels of information (two ratings for each of the three
variables). These were then combined in the manner described above
and a map prepared depicting the combination in three probability
zones: high, medium and Yow.

Based on these ratings, RSA's site distribution was as follows:

Probability Acreage # of Sites Sites/Ac

High 270 11 1/25
Medium 780 9 1/85
Low 2950 4 17750

Again, as was discussed in Chapter Four, we plotted our survey tract
on RSA's maps and used a planimeter to compute the total acreage
encompassed by each probability zone (Figure 17). Our expected site
frequencfes are repeated below for reference.
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Probability Percent Acres Expected No. Sites

High 13.3 293 12
Medium 25.5 560 6
Low 61.2 1347 2
EXPECTED TOTAL 20

The total prehistoric sites expected was 20 if RSA's model has
broad applicability. Our survey located 22 prehistoric components,
not a significant increase over the expected site frequency. However,
acceptance of the model's applicability depended upon more than just a ¥
comparison of the expected and observed site frequencies. In order to
test RSA's model, it is important that the two study areas be com-
parable in terms of soils, hydrology and slope.

General Comparison of Survey Areas

In general, the soils of the two areas differ in two ways. First, 1
some of the soil types which occur in the Halloca Creek study area are
not found in the 2,200 ac surveyed by NWR. Second, the acreage and
percentage comprised by the soil types in the study areas vary to some
degree. For example, Susquehanna clay is well-represented in RSA's
study area, but proportionately less represented in ours.

With regard to water, the two areas are drained by different
streams. Halloca Creek in RSA's project area is much larger than
either of the two drainages, Hollis Branch or Sally Branch, located in
our study area. Halloca Creek is identified as a stream with large
quantities of fresh water perennially plentiful. Discharge at Halloca
Creek is included in the class of streams that discharge 150,000 to
1,500,000 gal of water per day. In our study area, Sally Branch is
classed as a stream with small quantities of water available during
low water stages and moderate quantities during high water periods.
Discharge ranges from 1,500 to 15,000 gal per day. Hollis Branch is
even smaller, with meager quantities of water available during the dry
season. Discharge is less than 1,500 gal per day (1976 Terrain
Analysis Map). Further, Halloca Creek has a much larger floodplain
than either Sally Branch or Hollis Branch: this doubtless would be
reflected in site density, location and, probably, type of site.

To compare slope, we used the 1976 Terrain Analysis Map which xﬁ
classifies the Halloca Creek drainage basin and the western portion of ~
RSA's study area as Low Plains, divided as predominant’y flat to
gently rolling surfaces in floodplains and gently to moderately
rolling plains elsewhere. Local relief, between 25 m and 45 m, slopes
from three to 15 percent outside the floodplains. About 50 percent of
RSA's study area is characterized in this manner. In contrast, the
eastern part of RSA's area is classed, 1ike 98 percent of our project
area, as High Plains. Local relief, between 55 m and 65 m, slopes
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' between eight and 15 percent, and valley slopes range between 15 to 30
percent. Thus, the topography in our study area is rather rugged,

being similar to the eastern portion of RSA's study area, but notably !

different from their western part.

These general observations point up some obvious differences be-
tween our study area and that surveyed by RSA. However, it must be
borne in mind that, while variation occurs, both study areas occupy
generally upland locations. Although Halloca Creek does host a more ‘
extensive floodplain, there are closer similarities between RSA's sur-
vey tract and ours than would be if we were comparing one or the other
to, for example, a survey tract in the larger Chattahoochee River
drainage. .

The simple fact that our observed site frequencies do not depart
very much from the expected site frequencies based on RSA's model
would tend to suggest that the two study areas are more comparable
than disparate. However, the differences do exist, and if the appli-
cability of RSA's model is to be fully evaluated, they cannot be
dismissed without examination of the variables in greater detail.
Specifically, we need to take a critical look at the way in~which RSA
evaluated each varjable and how the distribution of our sites
(particularly the prehistoric sites) compares with their evaluation.

VARIABLE EVALUATION

Of the three variables used in RSA's model, soil appeared to have
been measured with the greatest control. Several very obvious
problems exist with their evaluations of water and slope so these
variables are discussed first.

Water

In examining the relationship between site location and water, RSA
determined that distance to nearest water was a critical variable in
site selection. This conclusion was reached by comparing the site
data to a set of computer-generated points which were randomly located
throughout the drainage. They found that the aboriginal sites were
further from water than a randomly generated set of points. Although
the statistical significance of this variable is not especially great,
RSA did include it in their model. Viewed in terms of discrete site
data, the mean distance to closest water for the aboriginal sites was
about 150 m with a standard deviation of about 70 m. Since about two-
thirds of the sites will be located within one standard deviation,
most would be expected between about 75 m and 225 m from a stream,

This variable ts simply measured, and we have no reason to suspect
its utility. They note that upon completing the maps, it became
obvious that no point on the Reservation was more than one kilometer
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from a stream, and over 90 percent of all points fall within 500 m of
a stream.

There is a problem, however, with the map prepared by RSA. In
order to make the mapping more manageable, and to focus on 'likely'’
areas, they disregarded all intermittent tributaries less than 500 m
in length. Flowing tributaries, as indicated on the 1:25,000 map,
were retained. By eliminating many of the intermittent tributaries,
numerous locations in the uplands appear on the map as being in an
unfavorable locus in terms of distance to water, whereas, according to
the definition and ranking of the variable, the locus is favorable.
The result is that the maps will portray some upland zones as being
lTower in site potential than is actually the case.

Slope

In considering slope, RSA employed a differential method of
coverage for areas with greater and less than 10 percent slope. In
the former case, shovel pits were excavated at 90 m intervals, while
in the latter, they were excavated at 30 m intervals. While we
recognize the erosive factors of colluviation in making this judge-
ment, there are often areas where flat, habitable surfaces occur on
steep slopes and sites may frequently be found in these locales (site
9Cel36, found during our survey is an example of such a situation).

These areas are often not visible from ridge tops or level terra-
ces and floodplains and frequently are not easily identifiable from
topographic maps. As such, it is necessary to consider these poten-
tially habitable areas with a survey approach consistent with overall
project procedures. We do understand that RSA's evaluation of slope
percentage was based on field observation, thus topographic variation
was taken into account (Timothy Kohler, 1982 personal communication),
but the measurement of this variable (field judgement) was not such
that it could be accurately replicated by our work. Thus, we can-
not evaluate their considerations of slope without redrafting the maps
and comparing results.

Soils

There are 28 soils noted in Chattahoochee County in the 1928 soils
manual. RSA has ranked these as being favorable or unfavorable for
site location. In their evaluation, 11 soils are ranked as favorabie
while the remaining 17 are deemed unfavorable. However, five of the
11 sotls considered favorable for site location do not occur in their
study area (0t, Cs, Of, Wc, Wf, As), and seven of the 17 soils con-
sidered unfavorable for sites are, likewise, absent (N, R, Nf, Ro, Ca,
Ct, Ms) (see Table 12 for correlations of sofl abbreviations with for-
mal nomenclature).

Although these soil zones are absent from their study universe,
RSA has ranked them and incorporated them into their model of site
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TABLE 12. CORRELATION OF 1928 SOIL MAP ABBREVIATIONS
WITH FORMAL SOIL NOMENCLATURE

1928 Map

R  (Ruston coarse
sand)
(Ruston sand)
(Kalmia sand)
(Norfolk coarse
sand)
Nf (Norfolk fine
sand) .
Ns (Norfolk sand) -

=X
(%4

Cs (Cahaba sandy loam)

Ks (Kalmia sandy loam)

N1 (Norfolk sandy loam)

0f (Orangeburg fine
sandy loam)

01 (Orangeburg sandy
loam)

R1 (Ruston sandy loam)

R1 (Ruston sandy loam)

R1 (Ruston Toamy sand/

gravelly)
Oy (Ochlockonee sandy
' 1oam)
M (Meadow)

Hs (Hoffman sandy loam)

Sf (Susquehanna fine sandy
Toam)
Ss (Susquehanna sandy loam)

Sc¢  (Susquehanna clay)
Rg (Rough gullied land)
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location. Kohler (1982, personal communication) notes that they did
so in response to project requirements mandating a reservation-wide
predictive model and, further, on the basis of the non-random distri-
bution of post-Archaic sites with respect to productive soil types.

While we can understand their rationale, we have found that even
though it may be the characteristics of a soil (rather than the soil)
that are selected for in settlement decisions, it is unwise to make
assumptions without adequate sampling. Although a soil zone may
indeed yield evidence of sites, what is important is the relative fre-
quency of these sites. When evaluations are made on unsurveyed areas
we are making a priori suggestions of site frequency. These consti-
tute expected site frequencies that may not hold upon after actual
field inspection of such areas.

Another problem is that very small areas of some soil types occur
in the RSA study area (Susquehanna fine sandy loam {Sf] and Orangeburg
Sand loam [01], for example); each comprise an area of only .02 sq km
(ca. 5 ac), while Leaf Fine sandy loam (Lf) comprises an area of only
.03 sq km (ca. 7.4 ac). In a study of 4,000 ac, five acres is only
0.1 percent of the total area investigated. With such a small sample,
it is highly doubtful that a meaningful evaluation can be made of the
relationship of the soil type to site location. In this case, sample
error could dramatically affect the results.

The question of how RSA determined whether a soil is favorable or
unfavorable for site location is also of some consequence. They did
this by first tallying the acreage comprised by each soil zone in
their study area and, then, determining the frequency of sites in each
soil zone. Then, calculating the observed and expected frequencies,
RSA used a Chi Square test to show that the relationship between sites
and soils is not random. Next, they placed a binomial confidence
interval around the expected cell frequencies at the 95 percent con-
fidence level. This approach, likewise, demonstrated the fact that
sites are not randomly- regard to soil type. They

concluded that the soils most responsible for The Tomsrandsm-distribu-

tion of sites is prehistoric selection for Norfolk sandy loam and
avoidance of Susquehanna clay. Finally, they attempted to relate pre-
historic site location to agricultural potential of soils, but the
results were inconclusive.

Having shown that two soils, Susquehanna clay and Norfolk sandy
loam, depart from a random distribution in terms of site frequencies,
RSA proceeded to rank soils as favorable or unfavorable to site loca-
tion, but it is not entirely clear how they determined the rank of
each soil.

They considered Norfolk sand (Ns) as favorable along with five
soils rated as having high agricultural potential (0z, Ks, N1, 01, and
Cs). Norfolk sand (Ns) is not rated high in agricultural potential,
and according to RSA's binomial confidence interval presented in
thefr Table 4 (Kohler et al. 1980:63), the number of sites they found
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in Ns is within the range expected if soils are unrelated to site
location. Yet, RSA gave Ns a favorable rating for site location. At
the same time, Susquehanna sandy loam (Ss) seems to have precisely the
same attributes, in terms of site location, as Norfolk sand, but Ss is
rated as unfavorable for site location. Ss is rated the same as Ns
for agricultural potential (i.e., intermediate). Similar to Ns, the
RSA survey found sites on Ss and also similar to Ns, the number of
sites on Ss soil (5) is within the 95 percent binomial confidence
interval. But, whereas Ns is ranked as favorable, Ss is ranked unfa-
vorable with the following comment:

"Careful readers will note that this dichotomiza-
tion of states for the variable soil is a simpli-
fication which intentionally ignores the fact that
some soils such as Susquehanna sandy loam support
the approximate number of sites anticipated under
conditions of random site location. It is impor-
tant to note that such soils were not actively
selected" (Kohler et al. 1980).

So, it appears RSA has used the same criteria to rank one s0i1 zone
favorable and a second with similar characteristics, unfavorable.

Another soil, Ruston sandy loam (Re), is ranked as unfavorable
and, again, the reasoning is suspect. Re is scored as of intermediate
agricultural potential, similar to Ns and Ss, which, as we see above,
could lead to either favorable or unfavorable ratings. The unfa-
vorable rating for Re is apparently due to the fact that there is an
"observed avoidance of this soil type on the Halloca Creek drainage"
(Kohler et al. 1980:72). One site was located in Re, and according to
RSA's binomial confidence interval, the site frequencies for Re are
not within the 95 percent confidence interval. As they state, this
suggests that there is an avoidance of Re soils. What we do not
understand is why the statistic is used in determining some rankings
-and disregarded in others. If the rankings are really judgemental, it
should be so stated.

Finally, there is no clear explanation of why soils rated good for
agriculture are consistently ranked as favorable for site location.
RSA's attempts to correlate site location with soil productivity
proved fruitliess. In their words, "We conclude that the relationship
between soil productivity classes and site location...is marginally
significant” (Kohler et al. 1980:65). If agricultural potential is
not important for site location, one cannot help but wonder why agri-
cultural potential was selected as one of the main bases for classing
sofls as favorable or unfavorable for settlement. A1though the
reasoning 1s obscure, there are oblique references in RSA's report to
the fact that drainage is of importance in site selection (Kohler et
al. 1980:65) and that well-drained soils, which tend to be good for
agriculture, were selected for settlement.

Regardless of questions concerning the logic of RSA's soil ratings,
we must for the moment, accept their ratings if we are to test their
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model. In view of the proximity of the study areas (the eastern boun-
dary of RSA's study area is located within only 200 m from the western
border of our project area), it is to be expected that the model will
be applicable to our study area. But even though the areas are close
together, there are some differences as pointed out previously and
their significance must be evaluated.

Comparison of Soils Within the Study Areas

Table 13 lists all prehistoric and historic sites found by both
surveys and places them in relation to soil type. It will be noted
that differences do occur, but some of these are directly attributable
to presence or absence of some soil types in one or the other survey
areas. For example, we found two prehistoric sites on N soils, which
was not even represented in RSA's survey tract. Looking at the
distribution of soils, we find that of the 11 soils in Chattahoochee
County ranked as favorable for prehistoric site location by RSA, 6 do
not occur in our study area, but five do. Of the 17 soils deemed
unfavorable for sites by RSA, eight do not occur in our study area,
while nine do. So, we have a total of 14 soil types in our study area
(5 favorable, 9 unfavorable), while 14 soil types are absent.

Table 14 1ists the occurrence of each soil type and associated
site density within both RSA's survey tract and that surveyed by NWR.
Although the general soils composition of the two areas is similar,
four soil types occurred in RSA's study tract that were absent in ours.
One of these is tisted as a favorable soil type (Cs) and three are
unfavorable for site 1ocation (Sf, Hs, Lf). Two other unfavorable
sofls (N and R) made up 8.9 percent of our survey area, but were not
present in RSA‘'s. In many cases (e.g. Ns), differences in site fre-
quencies between the two projects appear to relate to the percentage .
of the soil type encompassed within each survey area. Three cases,
however, are noteworthy. For example, N1 comprised approximately
equivalent percentages of both survey areas (NWR - 0.8 percent and RSA
- 0.9 percent); yet, RSA found four prehistoric sites to our one on
this soil type. For the unfavorable soils, there was approximately
equal representation of Ss (NWR - 19 percent and RSA - 18 percent).
Despite the close representation, RSA found five sites on Ss and NWR
found none. These variations led us to question whether better
control over the soils data would affect comparison of the two sets of
data.

To do so, we examined the RSA work maps which showed their plot-
tings of soil zones and compared these with the 1928 soil map. We
found the plottings to be generally accurate. Figure 18 shows the
1928 soil map with our project area outlined while Figure 19 shows the
RSA work map with the scale enlarged to 1:25,000 and our project area
outlined. The sofl zones rated favorable by RSA are combined in
Figure 19, so individual soil zones do not appear.

86

At




- A
! !
!
i
M
vese Apnys ySu/u| 4nd30 4ou Op §f|OS ;o
QOUR ADNiS MMN/ U{ JND30 JOou Op §{ [0S u.. |
[ L L 9 SIV10L [ 8 1/ 9l Si01
—— ] - - ]
== - - - wn S,
-— -— \ ¢ e ,
-— - -— 1 b J P
—— — —— — SH,
- - - - sty
- === - == #1%0, o - o - Ve
-— ! -— -— 6y -— - - -— it
a o= == - unOY, = == = - L
- - - - waiNy - - ™ - wu?0s
—— - - —— 2 S —— .- ——— 10
s &
' - -— -— ss, - - z ! sy
v ' s - s§ - - l -— 0, !
-— z | ! 1y - - -+ - 0,
-— ' -— z sy -— - | 3 20
-—- 1 -— - et -— - y | IN
- - -— 4 oM S 8 ) 2 ™
%1105 1108 e
$S041S $04)S5 $04|S $844S ®|qeioarjun S841S S844S oS LIS o1qeI0AR 4
opJ04 djJ04 S10481Y J|04S1y o1404 O1JO4 DI XKUSIY D1JOLSIY !
-SIH YSY =~$|H ¥MN -8Jd VY =04 UMN =S|H VSY =SIH YMN =0.d VSY <=0JId UMN
318VHOAVANN IISVUDAY.
NOIAYOIJISSVID 1105 A8
SIONIFWNTV0 3LIS DIYOLS IHRYd 40 SIIONINO3US °€1 318Vl
t
—
) i




TABLE 14.
IN RELATION TO FAVORABLE AND UNFAVORABLE SOILS

COMPARISON OF RSA AND NWR SITE FREQUENCY

PR

NWR RSA
Favorable # of Favorable # of
Soils Acres %  Sites % Soils Acres %  Sites %
Ns 941 41.6 12 54.6 Ns 464 12.6 6 28.6
N1 18 0.8 1 4.6 N1 32 0.9 4 19.0
Oy 29 1.3 2 9.0 Oy 165 4,5 1 4.8
Ks 34 1.5 1 4.6 Ks 44 1.2 2 9.5
()] 35 1.5 0 0.0 01 5 0.1 0 0.0
Cs _0 0.0 0 0.0 Cs 130 3.5 1 4.8
TOTALS: 1057 46.7 16 72.8 840 22.8 14 66.7
Unfavorable Unfavorable
Soils Soils
N 162 7.2 2 9.0 N 0 0.0 0 0.0
R 39 1.7 0 0.0 R 0 0.0 0 0.0
Rs 237 10.5 2 9.0 Rs 44 1.2 0 0.0
R 149 6.6 1 4.6 Rl 429 11.7 1 4.8
Ss 431 19.0 0 0.0 Ss 664 18.0 5 23.8
Sc 11 0.5 0 0.0 Sc 333 9.0 0 0.0
Rg 79 3.5 0 0.0 Rg 400 10.9 0 0.0
K 6 0.3 1 4.6 K 14 0.4 0 0.0
M 93 4.1 0 0.0 M 906 24.6 0 0.0
Sf 0 0.0 0 0.0 Sf 5 0.1 1 4.8
Hs 0 0.0 0 0.0 Hs 39 1.1 0 0.0
Lf 0 0.0 0 0.0 Lf 7 0.2 0 0.0
TOTALS: 1207 53.3 6 27.2 2841 77,2 7 33.4
GRAND
TOTALS: 2264 100.0 22 100.0 3681 100.0 21 100.0
88
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FIGURE 18. 1928 SOIL MAP WITH
PROJECT AREA OUTLINED.




FIGURE 19.

RSA'S SOIL MAP WITH
NWR PROJECT AREA
OUTLINED.

r__' = Unfavorable soils
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When the 1928 soil map and enlarged soil map are compared to the
1958 Terrain Analysis Soils map prepared by the U.S. Army, it appears
that the same soil zones are represented on all sources. Figure 20
shows the soil zones depicted on the 1958 Terrain Analysis map with
our project area outlined. Although the same soils are represented,
the designations differ on the two maps. Table 15 correlates the soil
terminology and symbols from the 1928 and 1958 maps. As can be seen,
14 soil types are represented in the study area on both maps.

Although the soils are equivalent on all maps, there are several
discrepancies, particularly between the RSA map and the 1958 soil map.
In Figure 21, the RSA soils are shown on the same map with the soils
from the 1958 map. The bold line outlines the soil types combined and
rated favorable by RSA while the shaded areas show the same ratings
based on the soils as plotted on the 1958 map. As is evident in all
parts of the project area, there are several notable differences in
plottings. Depending upon which map was used, any given site's loca-
tion might change in terms of its favorable or unfavorable rating.
What is important here is whether the changes are sufficient to alter
expected site frequencies.

In order to determine just how much of an effect the different
soil maps could have on rating the locations, we first tabulated sites
in terms of their location on favorable or unfavorable soils using the
RSA map (Table 16). These plotting show 14 prehistoric sites on
favorable soils and eight prehistoric sites on unfavorable soils.
Historic site frequency is eight and seven respectively on favorable
and unfavorable soils. Then, we plotted the same sites on the 1958
Terrain Analysis map. The results, shown in Table 17, show that sites
did indeed change their ranking. In fact, five of the 22 prehistoric
components showed a change in their soil rating (9Cel35, 9Cel38,
9Cel51, 9Cel53 and 9Cel56). However, as can be seen in the summary
charts for both Tables 16 and 17, the relative frequencies remain
identical: as many sites moved into favorable zones as moved into
unfavorable zones.

In sum, it appears that the differences in the soil maps are
not of great consequence for evaluating our prehistoric site den-
sities. But the differences would be important in isolating par-
ticular variables. This point is returned to later when we adjust
some of RSA's probability zone rankings (Chapter Eight).
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TABLE 15.

B R |
P

Hs

Ss
Sc

Rg

1928 Map

(Ruston coarse
sand)

(Ruston sand)
(Kalmia sand)
(Norfolk coarse
sand)

(Norfolk fine
sand)

(Norfolk sand)

(Cahaba sandy loam)
(Kalmia sandy loam)
(Norfolk sandy loam)
(Orangeburg fine
sandy loam)
(Orangeburg sandy
Toam)

(Ruston sandy loam)
(Ruston sandy loam)
(Ruston loamy sand/
gravelly)

(0chlockonee sandy
Yoam)

(Meadow)

(Hoffman sandy loam)
(Susquehanna fine sandy
loam)

(Susquehanna sandy loam)
(Susquehanna clay)

{Rough gullied land)
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Es

Lfs
Lns

Cs
Ks

of
o1
Rl

R1d
Rlg

Oy

Hs
Sf
Ss
Sc

Rg

SOILS ON 1928 AND 1958 MAPS OF STUDY AREA

1958 Ma

(Eustis course
sand)

(Eustis sand)
(Huckabee sand)
(Lakeland course
sand)

(Lakeland fine
sand)

(Lakeland sand)

(Cahaba sandy loam)
(Kalmia sandy loam)
(Norfolk sandy loam)
(Orangeburg fine
sandy loam)
(Orangeburg sandy
loam

(Ruston sandy loam)
(Ruston loamy sand)
(Ruston loamy sand/
gravelly)

{Ochlockonee sandy
Toam)

(Meadow)

(Hoffman sandy loam)
(Susquehanna fine sandy
1oam)

(Susquehanna sandy Toam)
(Susquehanna clay)

(Rough gullied land)
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i TABLE 16. PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC COMPONENTS
ON FAVORABLE AND UNFAVORABLE SOILS USING RSA SOIL'S MAP

Favorable Unfavorable
Soils Soils g
Site #'s Site #'s
Prehistoric 9Ce51 9Cel34 !
9Ce93 9Cells ;
9Cel36 9Cel39
9Cel38 9Cel52 ]
9Cel4l 9Cel53
9Cel43 9Cel58 ;
9Cel51 9Cel63
9Cel54 9Cel66 f
9Cel56
9Cel57
9Cel60
9Cel6l
9Cel62
9Cel65
Historic 9Cel37 9Cel4?2
9Celd0 9Celds
9Celdd 9Cel46
9Cel4?7 9Celq9
9Celds 9Cel50
9Cel59 9Cel55
9Cel60 9Cel64
9Cel6l
SUMMARY
(Table 16)

Favorable Unfavorable

Soils Soils
Prehistoric 14 8
Historic 8 7
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i TABLE 17. PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC COMPONENTS

ON FAVORABLE AND UNFAVORABLE SOILS

USING 1958 TERRAIN ANALYSIS MAP

Favorable Unfavorable L

Soils Soils
Site #'s Site #'s
Prehistoric 9Ce51 9Cel3d

9Ce93 9Cel38

9Cel35 9Cel39 ;
' 9Cel36 9Cel5l 1
{ 9Celdl 9Cels2
9Celd3 9Cel56
: 9Cel53 9Cel60 )

9Cel54 9Cel66 1
; 9Cel57
3 9Celbl
| 9Cel62
; 9Cel63
g 9Celb5
| Historic 9Ce137 9Ce145
! 9Cel4d0 9Celdb
; 9Celd? 9Celd9
T 9Celdsd 9Cel50
[ 9Cel47 9Cel55
| 9Celas 9Cel5s9
| 9Cel60 9Celbd
| 9Celbl
i

SUMMARY
(Table 17)
Favorable Unfavorable
Soils Soils
Prehistoric 14 8
Historic 8 7
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EVALUATION OF NWR SITES IN RELATION TO RSA MODEL

Having critically evaluated the procedures implemented by RSA in
variable evaluation for model development, we undertook a formal
examination of our data in relation to the model. The preceding
discussion made it clear that RSA's data appear reasonably sound, with
most of the discrepancies related to mapping errors. If this is the
case, then our sites should reflect placement within the probability
zones in proportion to what we had hypothesized would be true if the
model was applicable. To test this, we plotted our sites on RSA's
probability map (Figure 22), finding very surprising results: far too
many sites fell in low probability zones, too few in high probability
zones (Table 18).

These unexpected frequencies of sites relative to probability
zones can be explained in one of two ways. On the one hand, the
disparity means that RSA's mode) cannot be applied to our project
area. On the other hand, the problems with some of RSA's maps go
beyond minor discrepancies between the use of the 1928 county soils
maps and the more recent 1958 Terrain Analysis Maps.

To resolve these apparent disparities, we reviewed our site data
in terms of RSA's variables and values. First, we used sepia copies
of RSA's work maps and plotted our sites on them. For each variable
on each site, a plus or minus rating was given according to RSA's
model and the site's location on their work maps.

Second, for each site we reviewed the site forms, quadrangle and
soils maps, slope maps and checked for streams to evaluate their rank.
For example, when 9Cel34 was plotted on RSA's work maps, the slope
variable received a minus rating when, in fact, it was situated on a
slope of less than 10 percent. Since the other two variables for
9Cel34 are plus ratings, the corrections of this error shifts the site
from a medium to a high probability rank. Each of our sites was
reviewed in this manner with the results presented in Table 19. As is
clear in the discussion of each site's rank, many of the site rankings
should be altered.

After reviewing the variables and rankings for each site, we
revised the probability rankings based on the actual favorable or
unfavorable rating for each of the three variables. As a result, the
number of sites that occur in what are, based on the variable com-
binations, high probability areas, increased dramatically at the
expense of the lower probability zone. [Parenthetically, we point out
that for two of the sites, 9Cel56 and 9Cel58, certain of the variable
data were difficult to assess with confidence so we have left these as
they would be ranked by RSA, but have so noted their questionability.]
Table 20 shows the site frequencies for the revised probability
ratings. These, now, are almost identical to the predictions based on
the RSA model.
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TABLE 18. NWR COMPONENTS AS LOCATED ON THE RSA MAPS

High
Prehistoric
Components
9CeS51 (H)

9Cel35 (H,M,L)

9Celdl

9Celd3

9Cel57 (H)

9Cel60 (H,M)

9Cel61 (H)
TOTALS: 7 (31.8%)

OVERALL
TOTALS: 22

Historic
Components

9Cel42
9Cel47

-

9Cel6l (H)

TOTALS: 3 (20.0%)

OVERALL

TOTALS: 15

Probability
Medium

9Ce93
9Cel 34
9Cel36
9Cel38
9Cel52
9Cel65

6 (27.3%)

9Cel37

9Cel59
9Cel60 (M)

3 (20.0%)

Low

9Cel39
9Cel51
9Cel54
9Cel56
9Cel62
9Cel63
9Cel66
9 (40.9%)

9Celd0
9Celds
9Cel45
9Celd6
9Celds
9Cel49
9Cel50
9Cel55
9Cel64
9 (60.0%)




RSA Rank
Site Water Slope Soil Rank Should Be
9Ce51 + + + (0y) H,L H
Comments: It is correct.
9Ce93 - + + (Ns) M H
Comments: The distance to water is wrong. From the stream to the
RSA 225 1ine is really only about 180 m. Thus,
the rating which leads to a medium probability rating
{s incorrect. The rating here should be higher. Most
of the site is less than 200 m from a stream.
9Cell4 + - + (K) M H
Comments: The slope is incorrectly mapped by RSA. It is less
than 10 percent. The other two variables are plus.
The soil should be high.
9Cel35 hd + + (Ns,Ss) WML M
Comments: RSA's map has some of the area with rating for slope.
This is wrong. No rating should be less M. The H
is not really more desirable than the rest of site
area. The whole area should probably be medium.
9Cel36 - + + (0y) M H
Comments: RSA's map is wrong for the distance to water. An

TABLE 19.

PREHISTORIC SITES

intermittent stream is shown on the map only 160 m
away.
zone.

They omitted the stream. It should be high




TABLE 19, PREHISTORIC SITES
(continued)
RSA Rank
Site Water Slope Soil Rank Should Be
9Cell8 + - + (Ns) M,L H

Comment: RSA's map is wrong. This site is on a ridge nose, so
slope should be rated plus, thus, making the area
high probability.

9Cell9 - + - (N) L M
Comments: Either there is map distortion or RSA's maps are wrong.
The map has our plotting greater than 225 m from the
water. We measured on quad and have it only 160 m

from the water. Thus, there should be a plus rating
for slope and water resulting in an M rating for site.

9Celdl + + + (Ns) H H

Comments: It is correct: H ranking on ridge crest side.

9Celd3 + + + (Ns) H H

Comments: This is correct: ridge crest side.

9Cel51 + + + (Ns) H H

Comments: The rating is correct: terrace over Hollis Creek.

9Cel52 + + - (R1) M M

: Comments: The rating is correct; our mapping is off a bit,
. possibly due to distortions.
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TABLE 19. PREHISTORIC SITES
. (continued)
g . RSA Rank i
Site Water Slope Soil Rank Should Be :
9Cel53 + (but on - - (N) L M

P border)

Comments: RSA's map is wrong for water. 9Cel53 is less than
200 m from Hollis Creek. At this point, they have the 4
225 m line drawn only about 170 m from Hollis Creek. i
The ranking should definitely, therefore, be plus.
Also, the map of the slope is true in following slope,
but the distortion, or whatever, has it off slightly.
So, in reality, the M zone where 9Cel52 is should 1
also encompass 9Cel53.

9Cel54 + + + (N1) L H

Comments: This is our error. The site should be located a hair
to the west and within the H zone.

9Cel56 - + - (Rs) L L(?)

Comments: Our data are insufficient.

9Cel57 + + + (Ns) H,L H

Comments: This is the correct rating. The site is on terrace of
Hollis Creek.

9Cel58 - + (Ns) L L(?)

{ Comments: Our data are insufficient.
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TABLE 19. PREHISTORIC SITES

(continued)
RSA Rank
Site Water Slope So1i1 Rank Should Be
9Cel60 + + + (Ns) H,M,L H
- (Rg)

Comments: This rating appears correct. Should go with high even
though it cross-cuts both favorable and unfavorable
sofl associations.

9Ce161 + + + (Ns) H,L H

Comments: The site 1s entirely within the H zone. The overlap
into low is on the steep slope down to the stream and
into another soil zone. A problem with the low prob-
ability zone to the north is that RSA missed a stream
(it does not show as intermittent and so was not in
their definition). Actually, the area to the north is
not Tow. So, use H ranking.

9Cel62 + (Ns) L L

Comments: The rank is correct for the variables. The site is
50 m from water and on a slope greater than 90
percent.

9Cel63 - + + (Oy) L H

Comments: The RSA map is incorrect. The water rank is in error;
it should be plus (move site slightly to north). Also,
RSA failed to indicate a medium probability zone which
is where the site should be according to their vari-
ables. RSA also failed to plot a high probability
zone (including the site area) which exists here based
on the variables.




TABLE 19. PREHISTORIC SITES

{continued)
RSA Rank
Site Water Slope Soil Rank Should Be
9Cel65 - (>225) + + (Ns) M M
Comments: The ranking seems correct.
9Cel66 - (>225) - - (Rs) L M

Comments: It is on the border of the M zone; it's distance to
water is 225 m. RSA's map is off slightly; it
should be in a M zone.
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TABLE 20. REVISED PROBABILITY RATINGS
FOR PREHISTORIC SITES

High Medium Low

9Ce51 9Cel35 9Cel56(?)
9Ce93 9Cel39 9Cel58({?)
9Cel34 9Cel52 9Cel62
9Cel36 9Cel53

9Cel38 9Cel65

9Celdl 9Cel66

9Cel43
9Cel51
9Cel54
9Cel57
9Cel60
9Cel6l
9Cel63

13

o
w

Discussion of Model Applicability

We can conclude from this discussion that RSA's model is basically
sound in the sense that the three variables (soil, slope, distance to
nearest stream) and the ratings assigned to the values do have predic-
tive value. Where three favorable (+) ratings for each of the
variables combine, a high probability exists for prehistoric site loca-
tion. Where only two of the variables are favorable, there will be a
medium probability for finding prehistoric sites and in areas with
Tess than two favorable ratings, site probability is low.

The model has, therefore, been tested and its applicability
accepted. This is important for cultural resource management since
our evaluation confirms applicability even where differences (such as
those demonstrated between our survey tract and that of RSA) occur in
areal composition.

In implementing the model as a management tool, however, con-
sideration must be given to the potential for discrepancies in the
probability map. The problems which arise with using the map do not
stem from inaccuracies, but rather from difficulties in portraying
subtle varfiations in combinations of variables on a small-scale
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illustration. What seemed initially to be dramatic disagreement bet-
ween our site locations and RSA's probability zones was, subsequently,
determined to be the result of either this difficulty in {1lustrating
variation or differences in map interpretations.

Specifically, three problem areas can be pointed out. First,
there will be some discrepancies in slope measurement. For example,
RSA would draw the 10 percent slope line in one place, and we would
find a site just outside the line, but on a less than 10 percent
slope. This is a matter of map interpretation and field checking. It
is, of course, compounded by not knowing and really being able to eva-
luate RSA's slope designations.

Second, in considering distance to water, we found that the 75 m t
and 225 m lines are off by 25 m to 40 m, a difference that could !
easily affect probability rankings. {

Third, the elimination from the map of streams less than 500 m
long can lead to spurious assumptions on site probability. In areas
along such streams where there would be favorable ratings for soil and
slope, the actual ranking should be high, but it will not be depicted
as such on the map.

Finally, although our data showed no change in total site frequen- ¥
cies relative to probability zones when comparing the 1928 soils map
and the 1958 Terrain Analysis Map, we did see a shift in five of the
individual site rankings. The fact that there are some differences
between the two maps may not be of great consequence, but, as we
pointed out earlier, it should be kept in mind for planning.

Many of these factors relate to the necessity of field verifica-
tion which, for an area the size of Fort Benning, is not generally
accommodated by modelling projects. Although some of the problems
could create errors in management we did not feel that the effort
expended by RSA should be downplayed. Instead, we considered that
adjustments might be made in their probability zones to correct the
mapping errors for the 22,000 ac maneuver area. However, prior to
making these adjustments we wanted to explore the possibility that
factors other than on-site variables might have had an influence in
site locations.

In other words, what is the potential for a site to be located not
solely because of the immediate site characteristics, but those of the
vicinity as well? If we can account for site location by evaluating a
catchment area around the site, differences between non-sites and pre-
historic and historic sites may be distinguished and the predictive
power of the model enhanced even further. Following our tests and
evaluation of RSA's model, we pursued just such an approach, the pro-
cedures and results of which are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SEVEN \
STATISTICAL TEST OF SITE LOCATION g

From RSA's model, we have some understanding as to which variables
were considered by prehistoric residents; however, deciding where to
place a site was probably more involved than simply looking at one or
two environmental attributes. Not only were more variables involved,
but also the decision likely took into account complex inter-
relationships between these variables which simply cannot be intuiti-
vely perceived.

As noted in the previous section, the main problem with RSA's
model has little to do with the predictive variables chosen.
Individually, each of the variables was highly significant. But RSA
had no way of determining how important each variable was or how the
variables were inter-related. In their model, all variables are
treated as equals. Thus, the model! may have shortcomings that are
unrelated to their scale of resolution or other mapping problems, but
that result from an inability to deal with the overall complexities of
locational behavior.

To examine patterns of site location, we need to use procedures
that reduce the information carried by each environmental attribute to
a small set of 'composite’ variables capturing the underlying struc-
ture of the entire data set. Procedures of this type fall under the
rubric of multivariate statistics. The method we have chosen for the
Fort Benning data is discriminant analysis. :
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f BASIS OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

In contrast to hierarchical clustering procedures, which derive
groups of cases (Q-mode) or variables (R-mode) from the input data,
discriminant analysis begins with predefined groups of cases. Each
case is scored on a number of variables (here, the presence or absence
of a specific environmental attribute) and weights for the variables
are derived so as to maximally discriminate between the groups. The
analysis leads to discriminant functions, each of which is a linear .
function of the input variables and represents one dimension of the 1
data. Each function provides a distance scale, orthogonal to all
others, and cases can be plotted as points in the N-dimensional space
defined by the N discriminant functions. Groups of cases having the i
greatest similarity will be closest together; while the two groups -
having the least in common on any dimension will be at opposite ends
of the corresponding scale. I

The analysis also furnishes insight into relations among }
variables. Each discriminant function is uncorrelated with ‘
(orthogonal to) all the others, and one can determine which input !
variables correlates most highly with a given function. Pearson
correlation coefficients are often used, since the discriminant analy- [j
sis model is linear (Cowgill et al. n.d.:71). However, one can also |
use the standardized discriminant function coefficients, which basi- ;
cally are the weights of each discriminating variable on a particular r?
function. Because these coefficients are standardized, they all have {
means of zero and standard deviations of 1. The larger the coef- ¥ |
ficient score, the greater its discriminating weight. The sign of the ‘
coefficient indicates the direction of the relationship (i.e. a posi- !
tive sign means that a higher score on the variable corresponds to a
higher score on the discriminant function, while a negative score
means the reverse).

[ Besides the assumption that the groups can be well separated by
linear functions of the original variables (i.e., that non-linear

relationships are unimportant), two other assumptions are that the
variables have a multivariate normal distribution and that they have
equal variance/covariance matrices within each group. In practice,
discriminant analysis is very robust, so that assumptions regarding
variable distributions and variance/covariance matrices "need not be
strongly adhered to" (Klecka 1975:435).

Each discriminant function is interpreted by 1) seeing how the
groups of cases score on it; and 2) examining the correlation with
each variable to determine how much (or how 1ittle) each variable
contributes to differentiating the groups.

Discriminant analysis can also be used as a classification tool.
After the discriminant functions are computed the original cases are
reassigned to input groups, solely on the basis of their discriminant
function scores. If a case {s reassigned to its original input group,
it fs scored as a 'hit.' Whether the observed proportion of hits is
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satisfactorily high is essentially a pragmatic question: it depends
on what we hope for from the analysis. Too low a proportion of hits
could be due to various reasons: initial groups which are badly chosen
or not really very different; variables which are not very relevant
for distinguishing between the groups; or serious violations of some
of the assumptions of the mathematical model. On the other hand, a
high proportion of hits is very reassuring, at least if the number of
cases is much larger than the number of variables, since, even if one
is uneasy about how well the real data conform to the mathematical
model, one must be 'doing something right' in order to get a high pro-
portion of hits. If there were not many more cases than variables,
one might be 'capitalizing on chance,' but this becomes very impro-
bable if there are several times as many cases as variables.

The use of reclassification alone as a test of discriminatory
power, however, can be misleading (Frank et al. 1965, Morrison 1969).
Discriminant analysis is geared to maximize the separation between the
groups for the particular sample being studied. That is, the tech-

nique provides the best solution that will reclassify the highest pro- .

portion of these cases to their pre-assigned groups. The result is
biased and tends to inflate the power of the discriminators. This
bias is due to sampling errors and is reduced as sample sizes are
increased.

The best approach to overcome this bias is to incorporate some
type of validation procedure within the discriminant analysis. For
example, we could have split our samples of sites and non-sites each
into two groups. The first set of sites and non-sites could be used
to derive the discriminant function. The second set of sites and non-
sites could be entered into the analysis as "unknown groups" and
assigned to site or non-site groups solely on the basis of their
discriminant scores. The proportion of "unknown group” cases
classified correctly then would be compared with the proportion of the
original cases correctly reclassified.

Another approach to validating the results would be to use simu-
lated synthetic data, randomized so that no significant differences
exist between the "analysis" population (i.e., the actual field
results) and the synthetic one. Here, the discriminant functions are
determined by the analysis sample. The synthetic cases are then
classified by the discriminant functions. Since these cases have been
drawn to ensure that the expected discriminatory power of the analysis
is zero, any discriminatory power found in the resulting classifica-
tion table can be interpreted as the measure of the bias associated
with the given degrees of freedom (see Frank et al. 1965:254-255 for
an expanded discussion of this topic).

While we understand the problems associated with the inherent
upward bias of discriminant analysis, we have not included a valida-
tion procedure in our analysis. This decision is based in part on the
small number of sites found (thereby precluding splitting the sample)
and the rather complex procedures involved in developing a synthetic
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data set. The power of our discriminant model, therefore, maybe
somewhat inflated; however, we feel this problem does not vitiate the
analysis.

The discriminant analysis of the Fort Benning data was designed to
examine two separate, though related, issues. First, we wanted to
determine whether site locations were patterned; that is, whether we
could characterize those areas favored by prehistoric and historic
residents on the basis of a set or sets of co-occurring environmental
variables as opposed to those areas not favored. Second, we wanted to
see whether prehistoric site locations could be distinguished from
historic ones.

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

Cases and Variables

Seventy-seven cases were used in the analysis. These included all
22 prehistoric components and 15 historic components found in the pro-
ject area. [During the coding of the variables, one historic site,
9Cel55, was mis-coded. Thus, in the discriminant analysis, we had 23
sites coded prehistoric and 14 coded historic. This error did not
greatly affect the results.] In addition, 40, out of a total of 128,
non-site locations (i.e., locations field surveyed and found not to
contain sites) were selected through a simple random sampling tech-
nique. The number of non-site locations (40) was chosen to yield
roughly equal groups of sites and non-sites.

Variables were constructed representing ten basic environmental
features. Four of these represent site-specific attributes; these
include slope, distance to water, site-specific soil type and land-
form. A fifth variable, termed relative elevation, was designed to
measure whether cases were situated in well-drained or poorly-drained
locales. This variable was measured by determining the elevations at
the center of the site and at points 100 m from the center in each of
the cardinal directions (elevations were determined from the U.S.G.S.
7.5 minute topographic maps). If the center point was higher than an
off-site elevation, a +1 was scored, while the reverse situation
scored a -1. No difference in elevation between the points was scored
as a zero. Thus, if a site or non-site point was located on a
hilltop, it scored a +4; whereas, a point located in a depression
scored a -4,

The remaining five variables were designed to capture the environ-
mental nature of the immediately surrounding catchment area. The con-
cept of site catchment was introduced in 1970 by Claudio Vita-Finzi
and Eric Higgs as “"the study of the relationship between technology
and those natura) resources lying within economic range of individual
sites” (Vita-Finzf and Higgs 1970:5). The basic assumption is that
the further away an area is from the habitation site, the less likely
it s to be exploited. The natural follow-up to this assumption is
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that sites will tend to be located in areas which offer the maximum
- access to resources with the minimum expenditure of time and effort.

{ This argument was raised by Gumerman et al. (1971) in which they
snggest that sites were located so as to minimize travel time in
acquiring off-site resources. During the 1970s, catchment analysis
was taken up by a number of researchers such as Flannery, Rossman and
Zarky (Flannery ed. 1976) in which they addressed the problems of
catchment studies in trying to evaluate on-site resources as well as
j those resources obtainable within a reasonable distance from the site.
( In 1978, Thomas and Campbell (1978) followed the lead of Vita-Finzi
and Higgs in defining a catchment zone around a multi-component site
on Little River in central Louisiana. In their study, they isolated
some of the variables apparently influential in prehistoric occupants
selecting that locale. Additionally, they identified other areas
along Little River that presented similar favorable environments for
hunters-fishers-gatherers as well as groups engaged in limited hor-
ticultural activity.

A1l of the previous work on catchment zone analysis underscore the
importance of looking not only at immediate on-site characteristics,
but the range and ease of access to other environmental variables from
the immediate site area. Although many predictive models of site
location consider such factors as distance to nearest water, distance
to certain soil types, etc., we wanted to employ some method of stan-
dard measurement of variables that might be considered within a catch-
ment zone of even a small, temporarily occupied site.

: At Fort Benning, this area was defined as a circle with a radius
of 225 m whose midpoint was the center of the site (Figure 23). A
radius of 225 m was chosen following RSA's finding that most sites
(66.6 percent) are found within this distance from water. The catch-
ment variables included the number of streams within this zone, the
number of soil types, the dominant soil type (i.e., the soil type
covering the largest percentage of the zone), the dominant vegetative
community (i.e., the vegetative community covering the largest percen-
tage of the zone) and the number of vegetative communities. In all,
the variable set was designed to determine whether the distinguishing
characteristics of site location had more to do with the specific
locale, the surrounding area or a combination of the two.

Although this procedure was followed for all sites, in several
cases, an arbitrary point was selected around which the 225 m radius
was measured. These exceptions were large, elongated sites at which a
circle around the exact centerpoint would have not captured the actual
number of streams within 225 m. To provide a true picture of proxi-
mity to water sources, the circle was drawn around a point from which
the maximum number of streams were included in the 225 m area.

Each variable was divided into a number of mutually exclusive |

categories. With the exception of slope, relative elevation and w
distance to water, the categories consisted of all possible states of ;

111




"TP1936 ¥04 SINQYIYVA INIWHIOLYD J0 3TdWYX3 “€2 3¥n9I4

e p S w—
st 0 st 0 Y13 °
000421 eibuodn 000°05:1 9.6 "dew
PeNDd MN ®i1SIA euang dey 000°S2:t 8561 dew “
o1ydesbodo) ¢ ‘S H°§'N :32INOS sisAjeuy utessa] Buluuag 13 :adunog sisAleuy ulessa) Buluuag 14 :9dJnog

g€ = sadAy j10s jo saquny = saniunwwod Ianeabaa jo saquny

§ = SWea.nNs jo saquny | = adA1 108 JueuWwog 7 = Allunwwod aAneasbaa jueutwoq

sease doud
pl121; pue sasseab jioyg l S

pues 3)0ju0N
b6uioeds asuap oy
mopeay wnipaw $ada} SNOJIHUOD

pue 3eo qnads paxiIy l v

Buideds wnipaw

pue| paljin6 ybnoy

pues uoisny o0} uado !jeo gnadg g £
weo| Apues uoisny Buioeds asuap 0} o~
wnipaw {s324] SN0J3JIU0Y) E A —
-

pues 2$Jeod »(|0jJO0N
Budeds wnipaw 0}
sweailg weo| Apues euueyanbsng ) uado !s334) SNOJIIIUOD g .

SWY3Y.LS S3dAL T10S SIILINNWWNOD JAILVLIOD3IA




each particular variable. The former three variables were originally
measured on interval or ordinal scales. The scores of these variables
were then grouped into three or four mutually exclusive categories, on
the basis of theoretical or statistical concerns (i.e., to alleviate
skewed data distributions). For example, slope was divided into three
possible states: sites and non-site points situated on slopes between
zero percent and ten percent; 11 percent and 25 percent; and greater
than 25 percent.

For purposes of the discriminant analysis, each category was con-
sidered a separate variable. Each category received a score of 1 if
the environmental attribute was present and a 0 if absent. 1In the
example using slope, a site located on a flat surface would score a1
for the zero percent to ten percent variable, a O for the 11 percent
to 25 percent variable and another 0 for the greater than 25 percent
variable. Thus, all variables used in the discriminant analysis were
dummy variables.

For each site or non-site location, 81 dummy variables were coded.
Table 21 lists the ten major environmental variables, the appropriate
dummy variables for each as well as the mnemonic used during the com-
puter run (actual computer printout submitted to ASB under separate
cover). Also included on Table 21 is the source and measurement of
each variable.

0f the 81 variables, 53 were actually used as input to the discri-
minant analysis. Seven variables were eliminated due to duplication.
Three of these related to distance to water and four referred to the
number of vegetative communities within 225 m. Originally, we coded
two sets of distance to water variables; one reflecting a four-fold
division developed on the basis of a tri-modal histogram of the sites
in the present project area and a second indicative of the three-fold
division defined by RSA.

Seven additional variables were deleted because they were absent
on all cases. Two of these variables were greater than five streams
present within 225 m (Stream7) and seven soil types present within
225 m. The remaining five variables all related to dominant vegeta-
tive communities within 225 m and included open to medium spaced deci-
duous forest (Veg3), open to medium spaced mixed scrub oak and
coniferous forests (Veg5), open to medium spaced mixed scrub oak and
coniferous forests (Veg9), swamps (Vegl2) and marsh (Vegl3). Finally,
14 soil type variables were dropped. In this case, if none of the 77
points was Yocated on a specific soil type, then the corresponding
dominant soil type variable was also deleted and vice-versa. In no
case was the corresponding variables, whether site-specific or domi-
nant soil type, represented by more than three cases.

The Pearson's r correlation coefficients between the seven dummy
varfables representing distance to water show that all the variables
are highly inter-correlated, indicating that regardless of which
scheme is used, the results would not be drastically affected. The
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TABLE 21. VARIABLES, DUMMY VARIABLES AND MNEMONICS
USED IN STATISTICAL MANIPULATION OF FORT BENNING SITE
AND NON-SITE POINT DATA

Environmental Dummy
Feature Variable Mnemonic Measure/Source
Stope 0 - 10% SLQPEL Field Judgement
11 - 25% SLOPE2 and slope indicator
> 25% SLOPE3 off quad map
Distance To
Nearest
Stream 0-30m WATER1 Measured from
31 -110m WATER2 quad map
111 - 2256 m WATER3
> 225 m WATERS
0D-75m HTO01 Measured from
76 - 225 m HTQ02 quad map, but
> 225 m HTO003 not used
Number Of
Streams
Within
225 m 0 STREAM1 Measured from
1 STREAM2 quad map
2 STREAM3
3 STREAM4
4 STREAMS
5 STREAM6
>5 STREAM?
i Relative
Elevation +3 - #4 ELEV] Measured from
+1 - +2 ELEY2 quad map
-4 - 0 ELEV3
Number of
Soil Types
Within 225
m 1 NSOIL1 Measured from
2 NSOQIL2 1958 Terrain
3 NSOIL3 Analysis Map
4 NSOIL4
5 NSOILS
6 NSOIL6
7 NSOIL7
114
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Environmental
Feature

Dominant Soil
Type Within
225 m (i.e.,
soil type
covering
largest per-
centage of
catchment
zone)

Site-Specific
Soil Type

Dominant Ve-
getative
Community
Within 225
Meters (i.e.,
vegetative
commun{ ty
covering
largest per-
centage of
catchment
zone)

(

Dummy
Variable

(Lns)
(L)
(Se)
(Ss)
(E)
(Es)
(N1)
(M)
(Ks)
(H)
(R1)
(Rg)
(o1)
(Oy)

(Lns)
(L)
(Se)
(Ss)
(E)
(Es)
(N1)
(M)
(Ks)
(H)
(R1)
(Rg)
(01)
(Oy)

Coniferous
forest -
open to
med{um

Coniferous
forest -
medium to
dense

TABLE 21.
continued)

Mnemonic Measurement/Source

DSOILL Measured from
DSOIL2 1958 Terrain
DSOIL3 Analysis Map
DSOILS

DSOILS

DSOIL6

DSOIL?7

0SOILS

DSOIL9

DSOIL10

DSOIL11

DSOIL12

DSOIL13

DSOIL14

SSOILL Measured from
SSOIL2 1958 Terrain
SSOIL3 Analysis Map
SSOIL4

SSOILS

SSOIL6

SSOIL7

SSOILS

SSOIL9

SSOIL10

SSOIL11

SSOIL12

SSOIL13

SSOIL14

Measured from

1958 Terrain

Analysis Map
VEG!

VEG2




— m——

Environmental
Feature

TABLE 21.
(continued)

Dummy
Variable

Dominant Ve-
getative
Communi ty
Within 225
m [continued]

Deciduous
forest:
open to
medium

Deciduous
forest:
medium to
dense

Mixed coni-
ferous/
deciduous
forest:
open to
medium

Mixed coni-
ferous/
deciduous
forest:
medium to
dense

Scrub oak
forest:
open to
medium
Scrub oak
forest:
medium to
dense

Mixed scrub
oak/coni-
ferous
forest:
open to
medium

Mixed scrub
oak/coni-
ferous
forest:
medium to
dense

Mnemonic

Measurement/Source

VEG3

VEG4

VEGS

VEG6

VEG7

VEG8

VEGY

VEG10

Measured from _
1958 Terrain ]
Analysis Map

.
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Environmental
Feature

Oominant Ve-
getative
Community
Within 225
m [continued]

Number of
Vegetative
Communities
Within 225 m

Number of
Vegetative
Communities
With Yegl
and Veg?2,
Veg7 and
Veg8 com-
bined

Landform

TABLE 21.
(continued)

Dummy
Variable

Short grass
Swamps
Marsh

F- SN

(ungrouped)

2N -

Floodplain
Ridge Slope
Ridge Crest
Ridge Nose
First Terrace

Mnemonic

VEGL1
VEG12
VEG13

DVEG1
OVEG2
DVEG3
DVEG4

NVEGL
NVEG2
NVEG3
NVEG4

LAND1
LAND2
LAND3
LAND4
LANDS

Measurement/Source

Measured from
1958 Terrain
Analysis Map

Measured from
1958 Terrain
Analysis Map

Measured from
1958 Terrain
Analysis Map
(Not Used)

Measured from
Quad Map

I




same conclusion applies to the two sets of variables measuring the
number of vegetative communities within 225 m. The only difference
between these sets is that in the first each vegetative community
counted equally, whereas in the second all coniferous forests and all
scrub oak forests were combined regardless of spacing. While the
second set of vegetative variables may be more appropriate for an exa-
mination of prehistoric site location, the correlation matrix strongly
suggests that the results would be the same whichever variable set was
used.

RESULTS

The discriminant analysis was computed using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 8.0 DISCRIMINANT sub-
program at the University of Arizona's computer center. A stepwise
procedure was selected which maximized Rao's V, a generalized distance
measure. Rao's V was selected over other stepwise criteria because
the generated results are fairly easy to interpret. Basically, this
statistic is designed to yield the greatest separation between groups.
Thus, the graph plotting of the distribution of groups on the first
two discriminant scores can be taken as a true indication of their
position vis-a-vis other groups. Most other stepwise criteria focus
on the two most similar groups. These statistics produce greater dif-
ferentiation among these groups but in so doing have differing affects
on outside groups. These differing affects are not easily grasped
intuitively and so make the interpretation of the results more dif-
ficult. 1In practice, the differences between the selection criteria
are usually not great enough to obscure “strong" patterns in the data.
We have used Rao's V successfully in the past and find the results the
easiest to interpret (Cowgill et al. n.d.).

The analysis produced two significant discriminant functions; the
maximum possible using three groups. The first function accounted for
88.9 percent of the total sample variance, while the second accounted
for the remaining 11.1 percent (see Tatsvoka 1970:48). Thus, the
first function is roughly eight times more important in distinguishing
groups than the second function.

Figure 24 is a scatter plot of the discriminant scores on the two
functions for each of the 77 cases. The plot shows that the first
discriminant functions (the X-axis) distinguishes non-site locations
(negative end of the function) from all site locations (positive).

The statistically less important second function, then, separates pre-
historic sites (negative) from historic ones (positive).

While 53 variables were used as input for the discriminant analy-
sis, only 31 were actually needed to obtain the maximum discrimination
; between the groups. To a large extent, this result is an indication
; of the high degree of inter-correlation between many of the environ-
§ mental attributes. Table 22 Bresents the Pearson r correlation coef-
: ficients and the consequent r¢'s for those variables in which the
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proportion of one of the variab]g's variance captured by the other is
greater than 20 percent (i.e., R¢ x 100).

TABLE 22. PEARSON r CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

Variable Pair

(mnemonics) R R2
Streaml - Nsoil2 .49 .24
Streaml - Veg? .47 .22
Streaml - Vegll .47 .22
Waterl - Ssoill8 .50 .25
Ssoil6 - Ssoil2 .53 .29
Dsoil2 - Dvegd .46 21
Dsoil8 - land5 .47 .22
Dsoi19 - landl .61 .37
Dsoil6 - Veg8 .57 .32
Ssoill5 - Veg8 -.45 .20
Ssoill7 - land5 .52 .27
Ssoill8 - landl .49 .24
Sso0ill9 - landl .49 .24

In general, the correlation results indicate that the absence of
streams in a 225 m area is strongly linked with the lack of soil
diversity and specific vegetative types (especially coniferous and
scrub oak forests). Various soil types (both site-specific and domi-
nant in the catchment area) are correlated with lTandforms and less so
with vegetative communities.

Given the high degree of inter-correlation among some of the
variables, it is not surprising that only 31 variables were needed to
complete the analysis. One must remember, however, that simply
because a variable was not included in the analysis does not mean that
the corresponding environmental attribute was insignificant in deci-
sions regarding locational behavior. For instance, different land-
forms are one of the main features characterizing each group. Yet,
with the exception of ridge crests (Land3), no Yandform variable was
included in the discriminant analysis and even ridge crest was not a
strong discriminator.

Because the high degree of inter-correlation suggests that some
important site location variables may not have entered the analysis,
examining the standardized discriminant weights of only those
variables that were included is not a productive way of interpreting
the results. Instead, we have found that a simple table of mean
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values and standard deviations of all variables for each group is not
only relatively easier, but also more informative. Tables 23 and 24
summarize these data for the three Fort Benning groups. One should
bear in mind that the means in this case are restricted to fall bet-
ween 2ero and one. Consequently, a high mean score indicates that
most of the cases in that group have the particular variable present
while a low score indicates absence.

in general, the following can be said about each group. Non-site
locations are a relatively heterogeneous group. Standard deviations
range from about 0.2 to 0.5 and in only two cases (relative elevation
0 to -4 and ridge slope or ridge crest) are the standard deviations
small relative to the mean. Non-site locations are characterized by
poor drainage and are usually found on ridge slopes in medium to den-
sely spaced scrub oak forests. They are not situated near ecotones
and are associated with either zero or one stream within 225 m.

Prehistoric sites were located on flat, well-drained surfaces pri-
marily on ridge noses or first terraces. Sites were located in eco-
tone situations with between four and six soil types and three or four
streams found within 225 m. Predominant soils in the catchment area
were either Norfolk coarse sand (1928 Soils Map; 1958 Soils Map
classifies as Lakeland coarse sand [L]) or Meadow (designation [M] on
both 1928 and 1958 Soils Maps), with sites being located specifically
on Norfolk sand or coarse sand. Vegetative cover consisted primarily
of either medium to densely spaced coniferous or deciduous forests.

Historic sites were also situated on well-drained, flat surfaces.
Unlike prehistoric sites, historic ones were not found on ecotones,
being located primarily on ridge crests. Many of these sites were
found on and in areas dominated by Ruston sandy loam. Some historic
sites were located far from water (over 225 m), while others were
located on water. Preferred locations seem to be in open vegetative
cover consisting primarily of either coniferous or mixed scrub
oak/coniferous forests.

The major distinctions between site and non-site locations seem to
focus on specific environmental attributes of the immediate locale.
Preferred site locations were well-drained, flat surfaces.
Topographically, these locales cluster on ridge noses, ridge crests
and first terraces where conife:ous forests predominate. In contrast,
prehistoric sites are distinguished from historic ones primarily on
the basis of catchment variables. Prehistoric sites show a proclivity
for ecotonal situations, reflected in consistently higher mean scores
for virtually every catchment variable. Historic sites are a rather
diverse group and may actually be better represented as two separate
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