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PREFACE

In that this symposium celcbrates the wentieth
anniversary of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, as amended (NHPA), comments regarding it
arc in order. By 1966 Congress and the Administration
were convinced that to safeguard the national historic
patrimony adequately additional legislation was needed
and cnacted NHPA. This legislation focused on all
types of historic propertics, not only thosc of national
significance but of state and local importance as well.
In 1974 Public Law 93-291, the Archeological and
Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) was passed. The
intcraction that has developed between these laws
atfecting archeological resources may seem complex to
thuse who do not deal with them every day, but in facL
they are understandabie and workable.

NHPA requires 1o Federal agencies 1o identify,
cvaluate, and nominate significant historic properstics to
the Nationad Register of Historic Places and (o take into
account the effect that their programs have on such
propertics.  Among other things NHPA established a
State-Federal parinership and provides {unding o the
state on a matching basis for carrying out the program,
which is essentially one of reviewing Federal undertak-

ings and consulting with Federal agencies, conducting
or having conducted inventories of historic propertics
{inctuding prehistoric resources), and comprchensive
planning. NHPA under section 106 requires Fcderal
agencies to provide the President’s Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation with the opporwnity 10
comment on Federal underiakings which have an cfiect
on propertics listed on or cligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places, Traditionally,
among some agencies there is the beliel that NHPA
does not provide a direct legislative sanction lor them
10 spend construclion monies 0 do historic prescrva-
tion (only in the 1980 amendments 10 NHPA is the
legislative authority provided to permit agencies
include survey and other initial activitics #s planning
costs). The provisions in section 7(a) of AHPA
provide the awthority for. these kinds of expendilurcs.
Consequently, the funding authority contained in
AHPA is generally used to carry oul archeological
work.

Bennie C. Keel
Washingion, D. C.
January, 1988
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This publication is dedicated 10 the memory of Dr. Victor A. Carbone and Dr. Roy Selman Dickens, Jr., who
through their involvement with the Federal Archeological Program made our knowledge ol southeastern archeology
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGICAL
PROGRAM IN ALABAMA, 1966-1986

Vernon James Knight, Jr.

The Federal Archeological Program huas, without
quesiion, changed the general character of Alabama
archeology over the past twenty years. Most of the
obvious changes are matters of increased scale, both in
knowledge and in the organization of research. More
subtle substantive contributions 10 method and theory
can be traced in a brief review of four of the program’s
most  ambitious projects carried out in Alubama
between 1966 und 1986.

A proper hisiory of the past twenty years of Federal
archeology in Alabama would have io summarize all
those Cultural Resource Management projects, small
and large, good, bad, and mediocre, which bring us to
our present commemoration of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. [ am no proper historian,
and it may be a bil 0o soon to place these events
within just the right perspective. Excusing myself from
that kind ol survey, ! have tried o find some other
responsible way of conveying the true importance of
the Federal program to the furtherance of archeology in
Alabama.

The presence and influence of that program, in a
quantitative sense, has been a mystery 1o no one. | will
not quole ligures, nor will I preach to the already
convericd.  Ome could, of course, graph guantum
increases in such domains as tolal funds disbursed, the
numbers of institutions involved {public and private),
or the number of archeologists and students cmployed,
It would not be difficult to correlate these with the
growth and well being of academic anthropology on
Alabama campuses. Similar effects could be shown
within various domains of archeology per se. One
could casily yuantify large increascs in basic survey
coverage or growth in the extent and documentation of
curalcd colleclions.  One could demonsirate these
cffecis by wacking progress in the relinement of
regional chronologics in the state, or by showing the
frequency of citation and use of CRM-generated data in

published research. Surely it is no exaggeration 1o say
that the southeasicrn Unilcd States is gewing w0 be
archeologically one of the best kmown arcas of the
world, and this is due in no small measure Lo the public
funds generated by Federal preservation law.  Onc
could say all these things, though, withouwt really
getting at the issue 1 would like 10 address here.
Namely, has this kind of archeology been any good?

I suspect that most of our professional community can
recall hearing, or even thinking oursclves, that salvage
archeology (as we all called it) had never contribuicd
anything 0 archeological thcory and probably never
would. Today, though, there are fewer academic
purists who have not yet soiled their hands with at least
onc government contract.  There are few who would
deny that contract archeology is currently providing
many of the answers 10 the basic what, where and when
yuestions of prchistory. And yet, what | sec as the
fundamenwl  indictment  of federally contracied
archeology during the late 1960s and carly 1970s is the
same now as it was then, The charge has been
pervasive mediocrity.

[ happen to believe that the real pulse of any disciptine
is taken not by its average, but by its best work. And
so | am concemed hcre with those occasions where
Federal contract archeology of the past twenty vears
has clearly risen above that level. Among (hese are
projects where the best of what happened to American
archeology during the 1960s has come through at the
root level. Where, lor example, research designs were
not just explicit but thoughtlul; where close atlention
was paid to data requircments; where croative
problem-solving was welded o good and experienced
ficldwork; wherc repon writing was guided by 2 truc
depth of knowledge and a spark ol inspiration; where
synthesis was considered a virtue,

At greal risk of (aking libertics with history, | want 10
bricfly memtion four CRM projects in Alabama. [ will
discuss {our lor rcasons of space only, The rcal list is
many times tonger. | have no sampling design other
than my own sense ol what is important. Some of
these projects arc among the most ambitious of the
government projects carried out during this period, but
others arc more modest.  Each stands out in my
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memory as having taught us some lessons aboul what
is possible within the contract framework.

Salvage Excavations at
the West Jefferson Steam Plant

Year: 1973

Primary Agency:  Alabama Power Company,
operating under Federal Energy Regulalory
Commission regulations.

Principal Investigator: David L. DeJametle
Assistant Project Dircctor: Jerry J. Nielsen

Field Supervisor: Ned I. jenkins

To someone without at least one ear tuncd o
Moundville phase rescarch, here is a wruly obscure little
project. Among many possibilities, this is my only
cxamplc ol the pre-Moss-Bennett, ten-loot-square days
of an Alabama archcology dominatcd by David
Delarnctte.  Twenty-five copies ol the rcport were
produced, many of which guickly vanished among the
ranks of non-archeologists and rather transient Mound
State Monument employees.

Three sites were excavated.  All of them proved to be
smali sculements of ihe terminal Woodland West
Jeficrson phase, as it was subsequently named (Jenkins
and Nielsen 1974).  The project’s most obvious
importance was the discovery, and still the best
documentation, of the immediate background (o
Mississippian cullure in the Moundville area. In the
context of the time, it required an exceptionally keen
awareness on the pant of Lhe investigalors 10 have
recognized and imerpreted the pivotal natwre ol the
cvidence as they did.

A point concerning the West Jefferson project that
necds some historical emphasis, however, is perhaps
lcss apparent. It is that this was the firstL occasion in
Alabama archeology where extensive mechanical site
stripping was incorporated as a research strategy. One
might rightly guestion whether this can be counled as a
real innovation or not, especially by those who are
familiar with mechanical stripping as employed in
Plains archeology during the 1950s and 1960s. In fact,
it also was used in Alabama as a siralegy to locate pits
and structures during the Chauahoochee Valley work
of the same period (DcJarnetie 1975).

But West Jefferson, | would argue, was diflerent.
Perhaps a linle inadvertently, and perhaps using an
inadvisable kind of heavy eguipment for the purpose,
here, nonctheless, was tolal site stripping to cxpose

entire settlements, allowing them 10 be analysed s
setlements, in terms of the interrclationship of site
features (O'Hear 1975). A sellement orientcd rescarch
strategy is vastly different (rom the tcst pit and midden
sampling stralegy used atmost exclusivcly in Alabama
prior 10 West Jellerson.  Later, the stregy was
extensively used and refined in the Tennessce-
Tombigbee Waterway cxcavations of the late 1970s.
Most recently, we have seen it again bear [ruit in the
American Botom Interstate-270 excavations (Bareis
and Porter 1984). Future historians of this period of
castern United States archeology may wish 1o note thai
these various events are not unconnected.

Gainesville Lake Area Investigations,
Tennessee-Tombighee Walerway

Years: 1976-1980

Primary Agency: U. S. Army Comps of Engincers
Principal Investigator: Carcy B. Oukley

Field Director: Ned J. Jenkins

The Federal Government invested an unprecedented
sum of money on archeology lor the Tenncssce-
Tombighee Waterway, contracting with so  many
institutions for so many diflcrent things that it is hard
for at least one interested bystander Lo keep them all
straight.  But mow that the last of the Watcrway
archeology reports are wickling in, we can gather the
{ruits together in one place and ponder the scuson’s
harvest.

The Gainesville Lake Arca mitigation project was not
by any means the most lavishly [unded of the
Tennessee-Tombighee projects, but it must certainly be
counted as one of the very best. It product, a [ive
volume series, is still the single most uscful published
contribution to southeastern archeology 10 come [rom
the Waterway programs, and has resulted in & spin-ofl
book published by the University of Alabama Press
(Jenkins and Krause 1986).

The project lound Mr. Jenkins at the helm of a nicely
balanced muitidisciplinary cflon, The centerpicee of
the ficld strategy was the mechanical stripping of large
site arcas, particularly of two large Woodland villages
(Jenkins 1982). Perhaps the most significant outcome
was the generation of a truly massive data sct concern-
ing prehistoric human ecology. This is simply onc of
the flincst continuous biocultural records {or one region
yet 10 be produced in the castern United Stes,



Murphy Hill Site Excavations

Years: 1974-1975

Primary Agency: Tennessce Valley Authority
(TVA)

Principal Investigawor: Carcy B, Qakicy

Field Dircctor: J. B. Graham

Archeologist in Charge of Report: Gloria G, Cole

The Murphy Hill project in the Tennessce Valley of
Alabama entailed the only modern excavation of a
Copena burial mound site. It is important for that
rcason alone but, 1o this observer, it stands ou in three
other ways.,

First, the excavations were directed by an individuai
who clearly wok pride in excellent ficldwork. The
cxcavation photographs are a pleasure just to look at.
They convey a sense of control over data recovery in a
complex archeological deposit Lhat cnbances onc’s
confidence in the reporting and interpretations.

Second, the project did not culminate in merely a site
rcport. 1 suppose that alt of the clements that go inio a
standard siic reporl are 10 be {ound in the published
preduct (Cole 1981), but it is much more than that. It
has two emphases. One is a thorough and thoughtiul
recvaluation of the concept of Copena, a concept which
the archeologist chooses to revise. It is also a socio-
cullural reconstruction of Copena socicly as reflected in
its mortuary practices. [ emphasize that these are not
superficial observations tacked on 10 an cxcavation
report. To the contrary, these emphascs structure the
monograph.

Third, and this applics as well o other TVA projects,
the Murphy Hill contract report is published. TVA's
Publications in Anthropology series combines consis-
tency, availability, appropriateness of format, and
printing in sensible quantities. Other agencies ought w
emulate this model.

Excavations at the Lubbub Creek
Archeological Locality

Ycars: 1978-1979
Primary Agency: U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Principal Investigator: Christopher S, Pecbles

In thinking of Lubbub in retrospect as a distant
observer, I confess a slightly uncasy sensation. 1 sensc
that, somchow, there are many castern United States
archeologists, and some even who would claim

FEDERAL ARCHECLOGY IN ALABAMA, 1966-1986

expertise in Mississippian culture, who have never
even heard of it or, at least, do not know much about it

Whether or not that is correct, the Lubbub project of
the Tcnnessee-Tombighce Waterway was truly
ambitious in its conception, 10 the poinl that the Corps
of Engineers were rather daring to buy into it
Ambitious, with a capital A, seems just the right word,
Lubbub was a [fortified Mississippian mound and
village site with a long occupation span and a highly
complex succession of [eatures, structures and site
contexis {Peebles 1983). The village arca was
systematically sampled, thc mound and its structures
cxcavated, and successive palisades worked out. I any
comparably systemalic and complete data sci exists
anywhere for the chronological development of a
mature Mississippian town, it has escaped my notice.

Conclusions

Now Lo return to my initial question: Has the Federal
archeology of the past 1two decades in Alabama been
any good? Has it contributed anything beyond an
accumulation of the mere facts of regional prehistory?
By the measure ol these and other projccls, [ think so.
Somc bettcr than just competent work has been done,
and still is being done out there. The research projects
mentioned in this brief "Hit Parade” reveal something
else that is interesting. What they have in common is
that their true resuits, their real eventual contribution, is
not yet known, Like all things provocative, we shall be
discussing their merits and their imperfections for some
years to come. And this, it seems (0 me, is one mark of
progress.



DOUBLE THE WORK, DOUBLE THE TREASURE:
FEDERAL ARCHEQOLOGY IN ARKANSAS, 1966-1986

Hester A. Davis

The reservoir salvage program was winding to a close
in Arkansas in 19660. The National Park Service, first
under John Corbett and then Rex Wilson, did not slow
down its involvement in Arkuansas archeology just
because all the reservoirs were built. Between 1966
and 1972, iwo major overviews were funded, one of the
Lower Mississippi Valley and one of the Red River
Valley. In addition the first contract was funded (o
investigate non-reservoir site  destruction  due to
Federal projects.  This look at Seil Conservation
Service (SCS) sponsored land leveling in Arkansas and
Missouri led directly to the enactmeni of the Ar-
cheological and Historic Preservation Act in 1974
Since that dme, archeology under contract with
Federal agencies, or as a result of Federal law, has
been a major source of fietd archeology in Arkansas.
It alse has resulted in some of the major publications
that have been published on the prehistoric and
historic archeology of the Siate.

The 1967 SEAC meecting in Macon, Georgia was
invaded by many people from Arkansas with the big
news, 10 us, of Lhe creation of the Arkansas Archeologi-
cal Survey by the Stale’s General Assembly. To have
heard us spcak, onc would have thought that the Stuate
was now going o take over archeological work, and we
didn’ have W worry about any other source of funding.
Now, afier almost 20 years, that is obviously not what
happened, but a review of the Siaie Government’s and
the Federal Government’s roles in supporting archeol-
ogy in Arkansas is an illuminating onc.

As was the case in most southeastern States, Federal
support for archeology began in Arkansas in the late
1930s with WPA projects. There was a break during
the war, and then, in 1948, the reservoir salvage work
began with National Park Service support at a project at
Bull Shoals Lake. There were then two reservoir

surveys with River Basin Junds and personnel, onc
irom the Texas office in 1954, and one from the
Nebraska office in 1957 In 1958, McGimscy began
reservoir salvage work under contracts 1o the Uni-
versity Muscum,  Projects continued, usually one
project a summer, until 1964, By that time there were
several rescrvoir projects nceding 1o be covered at the
same time, and the University Muscum and the
National Park Service fielded several crews. When the
Arkansas Archeological Survey was created in 1967,
this kind of research was translerred to the Survey.
The University Museum conlinued to sponsor the
University’s Field School until 1985, when the
Department of Anthropology 1ook over, but it other-
wise has not done any contract or other archeclogical
ficld work since 1967. The Department’s Bivarcheol-
ogy Lab, under the lcadership of Jerry Rose, now also
docs specialized bioarcheology projects, gencrally as a
subcontraclor for Federal projects,

As another historical comment, | would tike 10 point
out that il was the innovative views of the National
Park Service and the willingness of John Corbett 0
recognize a potential problem and 10 put money where
his philosophy was that funded "pilot" projects in 1966
in eastern Arkansas and southeastern Missouri on the
problems caused by the SCS’s wechnical assistance land
leveling projects.  This was not reservoir salvage prior
to Corps or Reclamation projects, but this was Federal
aclivity destroying sites,  These two projects, plus
major overviews of the Lower Mississippi Vatley, the
Red River Valley and the While River Valley were
funded by the National Park Service between 1969 and
1972, before these kind ol projects were really an
accepted part of Federal responsibility.  In addition,
this concern with the clfects of agriculiural activitics on
prehistoric sites in the Mississippi Valley ted dirccily
10 the draltling, in 1969, of what became known as the
Moss-Bennett bill, with cventual passage in 1974, [n
my opinion and expericnce, however, it was the
passage of the National Environmental Policy Act in
1969 and the Archeological and Historic Preservation
Act of 1974 which tuly had an elfect on the amount
and kinds of archeology being done under Federal
auspices, rather than the National Historic Prescrvation
Act in 1966.



There is one other pre-1966 activity that should be
mentioned and that is the {unding of surveys ol the
Interstate systein by what was then called the Bureau of
Public Roads, and the salvage of sites directly in the
right of way. This work was authorized by the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1956 and, although it did not
allow any work (0 be done outside of the right of way,
and did not allow the Federal Government 10 pay for
anything but digging the site, it did get the mind set
into the Arkansas Highway Department, and some
highway survey and salvage was funded in 1965 and
1966.

To get back to the topic at hand, and to have some idea
of what has happened relative 0 State and Federal
suppon for archeology since 1966, we can refer 10 the
Survey’s computcrized Project File. We have stand-
andized and recorded information about all projects in
Arkansas, dating back 1o 1879. This information can
be soried many ways. The Survey is the State's
repository for all archeological information, so we have
records on all projects, no matter who did them or who
funded them. For purposes ol this paper, [ asked for a
printoul by ycar and by funding agency. This revealed
thay, rather than 1966 being a "watershed” year, 1972
or 1973 should be considered as the period in which the
historic preservation legislation began 10 have some
real influence on the kinds and numbers of archeologi-
cal projects in Arkansas.

In 1971, the National Park Service was still {unding
reservoir work,  However, in 1972, the Corps of
Engincers, Memphis District, began to fund surveys
directly under the authority of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act. The Cache River survey, which
may be lamiliar 10 some of you, was such a project,
initiated in 1973,  There were actually 9 surveys
initiated in 1973, 17 in 1974, and 36 in 1975. Surveys
were now being done for waste water and sewer
projects, for transmission lines, (or Corps permits, and
for highways. In 1975, the first mitigation excavations
took place under Moss-Bennett authority. By 1976, the
number was up 10 54 survey projects, the U. S. Forest
Service having also potten the word. This is the
approximate number of survey projects conducted in
the State per year since that ime.

So what has this meant to the accumulation of informa-
tion on history and prehistory in Arkansas? To have
some idca of the impact of the Federal programs, one
must also have a short history of the Staic funded
program, and of its philosophy.

When the Survey was created in 1967, only two of the
archeologists it employed had ever worked in Arkan-
sas. Thus, for a few years, the staff were all spending

FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY IN ARKANSAS, 1906-1986

their time learning the archeology of the State. At
about the same time that the Federal Government
started 1o gear up for gewing archcology done, the
Survey's archeologists were ready 10 stop surveying
and start some serious excavation. [t was and has been
the Survey’s approach that our archeologists will do
research that we feel the Staie needs. The federally
supported research is chosen (or us, both where it wiil
be and what will bc done. The Survey will work with
Sute funds in areas not covered by Federal projects,
and generally on topics not covered by lederadly
sponsored research.

For a few heady years in the mid 1970s, cach Survey
research station had a (ull-time M.A.-level assistant
who continued with survey work while the Survey’s
archeologist concentrated on larger projects.  In most
cases, hall of the assistants’ salary was funded by a
grant from the Arkansas Historic Prescrvation Program.
All that disappeared by 1980. Sincc then, State
funding for the Survey has not kept pace with inllation
and salary increases, so that funds available for ficld
research have eroded considerably since that datc.

The University Museumn and now the Department of
Anthropology at the University of Arkansas in
Fayeueville have continucd o suppont a Ficld School
each summer. Therc are currently five private lirms
located in Ackansas, plus scveral more {rom out of
state, who do contract work in the Stte,  For the pust
five years, the only planned fiefd excavation projects
supported by the Survey have been those associated
with the annual Training Program lor Amalcurs. Other
field projects have been done largely on an emergency
basis and always with volunicers. However, the
philosophy remains the same, and the rescarch
supporied by the Survey is normally nol connecled
with Federal projects.

It is instructive to fook at publication as a criterion for
assessing the impact of federally supported archeologi-
cal work in Arkansas. Since 1967, the Survey has
published 27 numbers in its Rescarch Serics and 25
numbers in ils Research Reports. Of these 52 publica-
tions, 35 (67%) are the rcsult of federally sponsorcd
projects, aithough only perhaps 5 of the reports
themselves were published with Federal funds. Three
(5%) of the publications wcre sponsorcd by private
business as a resuit of Federal reyuircments.  Ten
(19%) reports are solcly on Survey sponsoscd projects,
and 4 {7%) arc a combination, Onc of thosc which is a
combination is The State Plan for the Censervation of
Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis 1987),
The Survey received a grant of $9,995 from ihe
National Park Service to begin work on the archeolog;-
cal portion of the State plun. However, by the time i
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was published, the Survey had invested about $50,000
in that report. Its effectiveness and usciulness cannot
be measurcd, but certainly more than warrant the
investment.

On the other hand, since the reservoir projecis have
been completed, there have been very few area wide
projects in the State supported through Federal funds.
The Cache River sample survey, the Village Creek
sampic survey, the Sparta Mine predictive model {a
project supporied by business), and some Planning Unit
sample surveys in our two National Forests have been
the only projects which have not been linear in nature.
Archeologists have crigscrossed the Stale in narrow
transects (highway corridors, transmission lines, gas
pipelines, channelization bank lines, existing reservoir
shorclines, and miles of sewer lincs), but we have yet
1o cvaluate the uscfulness of the information gained in
adding to our knowledge of past human occupation in
Arkansas, Since 1966, we have added 15,000 dots on

maps,  Probably hall of those were as a result of

{ederally funded surveys.

If we look, for a noment, &l major excavation projects
conducted during the last 20 years, we lind that those
funded by the Federal Government and by the Staic
Government are just about equal, about 15 each (the
count for the State includes some of the Ficld Schools
and Amateur Trairing Programs, where there have
been multiple years spent working at a single site).
The record of the State in publishing results of its
excavations is considerably behind that of the Federal
agencies. Nine of the 15 Federal mitigation projects
have been published in the Survey’s Research publica-
tions while only two of the State’s projects have becn
folly published. Another is in final preparation for
publishing and three more have had progress or
preliminary reports published. The State has, however,
published some background and review reports that
could not have been supporied as part of a Federal
project, but which are vital (o the contributions which
the federally supporied projects are able (o make. 1 am
thinking, for example, of Martha Rolingson’s publica-
tion on the Plum Bayou Culture (Rolingson 1982),
which provides the results of very preliminary research
at the Tolee site, and Frank Schambach’s chapier in

Arkansas Archeology in Review on Fourche Maline
culture (Schambach 1982).

It is my fceling that this kind of balance, or partnership
il you will, pays off best in the long run for archeology.
The Federal progeam largely must be project-specific in
what they are able to fund, although in our experience
they can be inmovative when an imaginative and
innovative Federal archeologist is in the right place at
the right time. A State funded program or a university
program can often take a broader view, can [ill in the
gaps made by the nature of Federal projects within a
State, and, of course, can also be innovative when
imaginative people have the inicrest and incentive. We
arc beginning o lament all the descriptive project-
specific reports piling up. Who is going to draw some
of this information together, so that we can see if, for
exampie, the hundreds of sites tested have added
anything 1o our knowledge of the past?

If the money is drying up for ficld work and, as has
been our experience, the Federal Governmcent is
avoiding significant sites, there is cenainly still a
wealth of information available 10 be worked on. It
should now be this parinership, between the Federal
agencics that have invested tn alt this information and
the Stwte and/or university archeologists who need the
synthetic data, that gets 0 work on mnovatively
funding this esscntial research, In actuality, the
Southwest Division of the Corps of Engincers is doing
just that in its overview of the prehistory and history of
the Division's whole geographic arca of responsibility.
In this case, management and archcology are going 10
be well served because of imagination and innovation
within thc Corps. The National Park Service's
National Archeological Data Base project has meant
that Arkansas now has 3,500 citations computerized,
with key words for sorting. This will be a remendous
boon to both those doing Federal projects and 10 those
doing non-Federal research.

There is still a great deal that must be donc becausc of
Federal law and regulation. There is a great deal morc
that can be donc with some smagination on the part of
all archeologists, and it has been this history of a
20-year partnership that will make the future
productive.
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The influence of Federal archeology in Florida since
1966 has been exiensive rather than intensive. There
huve been no major river basin or dam construction
projects reguiring impdci dssessment  surveys or
massive salvage excavations. Federal land managing
agencies with large holdings in the State include the
National Park Service, Forest Service, Department of
Defense and Fish and Wildlife Service. Altogether,
Federal lands constitute 9.4% of the state or roughly
3.5 million acres. Records kept by the Florida Division
of Historical Resources show that Federal agencies
have reported 35% of all archeological surveys and
excavations in Florida conducted since 1973. Overall,
the Federal Government has instituted the programs
necessary (0 manage its properiies in accordance with
historic preservation mandates. This paper will
summarize the more than 350 Federal archeological
projects in Florida, many of which are smalil in scale,
und focus more directly on the major accomplishments
of the uagencies in large scale survey and site
management.

The last two decades of Federal archeology in Florida
have witnessed no major mitigation projeets of the type
that have somectimes dominated Federal programs in
other states.  In other words, therc has been no
Tennessce Tombigbee Waterway, no Walier F. George
Reservoir, no major dam or lood contro! construction
like Teilico, and no new military installations the size
of King's Bay. Instcad, Federal agencics have directed
their cfforts in Florida to the types of projects upon
which the broad scale and long term success of
archeological conservation will ultimately depend.

Since the carly 1970s, the Florida Division of Histori-
cal Resources (formerly known as the Division of
Archives, History and Rccords Management) has
maintained a comprehensive databasc of archeological
projects in the Staie that agencies have reported 10 it.
Many projects conducted before 1970 are not included

in the computerized file, and some small number of
recent projecis has probably not been reported o the
Division.  However, because all project reports
received or reviewed by the State Historic Preservation
Office are included, it is not likely that more than a few
Federal projects are omitted.

At the present time, the database contains information
on approximately 1,622 projects, mosily culiural
resource surveys (Table 1), Of this number, 506 have
been designated as "Federal projects.” That is, they
were conducted by or for Federal agencies on Federal
propertics, or were requircd by Federal law and
reporied by the responsible agency. The foilowing
analysis of the Florida Federal projects is uschud in
showing the general nawre ol Federat archeology. It
will characterize the Federal program as a body of
work spanning two decades, and will illustrate as well
the development and changes in archcological practice
during that time, at least in Florida, and perhaps for the
Scutheastem United States.

Federal Lands

The relative imponance of Federal archeology in
Florida is indicated by the fact that Federal land
totaling 3.5 million acres accounts for 9.4% of
Florida’s land. This represenis an arca slightly larger
than the ste ol Connecticut.  The National Park
Service, whose largest property is Everglades National
Park, owns 1.5 million acres of Florida land, which
compriscs 42% of the Federal land total. The United
States Forest Service controls three National Forests in
Florida, the Apalachicola, the Osceola, and the Ocala.
Together these cover T million acres, or about 31% of
the Federal total. The two largest holdings of the
Depariment of Detense are Tyndall Air Force Base and
Eglin Air Force Basc in the panhandic. Total military
holdings arc about .75 million acres or abouwt 20% of
the Federal total. Fowr percent of Federal land in
Florida makes up the National Wildlife Refuge System,
amnd the holdings of National Acronautics and Space
Administrtion  comprisc 2%, Al other Federal
agencies combined own less than 1% of the Federal
{and in Florida.

The pattern of Federal presence in Florida appears
fairly rcpreseniative of southeastern States, although
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Florida’s 9.4 % Federal ownership is slightly more than
double the average of the other southeastern States. In
additon, Florida is the second largest of the
southcastern States, so its 3.5 million acres is nearly
three times the average Federal land area tn the other
nine southcasern States. These differences are minor
in comparison 10 Federal ownership patterns in the
western States where the Bureau of Land Management
controls signilicant proportions of many Siates. For
example, in the Rocky Mountain region Federal
ownership accounts {or haif of all land. In the Pacific
region, including Alaska, the Federal Govemtnent
owns 70% of the land. The average Federal ownership
for the United States is 32%, or five umes the south-
castern average and more than triple the Florida
proportion. Patierns in the Federal archeology program
in Florida may well represent trends and conditions in
other southcasiern States, and it is hoped that intcr-
pretations ol the Florida data can be iested in other
States.

National Park Service

The next siep in assessing the Federal archeology
program in Florida is to characterize the efforts of the

various agencies in meeting their survey and mventory
responsibilities.  Because archeology, history, and,
more recently, cultural resource management have been
largely the domain of the National Park Scrvice at the
Federal fevel, it is not surprising to find that much
archeological attention has been devoted o Everglades
National Park over the last 20 years. Yet, accom-
plishing even the most basic level of survey coverage is
a major archeological undertaking.  National Park
Scrvice ownership in Florida alone represents an arca
farger than the Siate ol Delaware, and the atiention of
the National Park Service archeotogical program in the
Southeast must be divided among 55 propertics totaling
more than 3.3 million acres. During the laic 1960s,
south Florida and the Everglades, in particular, were
clearty the least understood areas of Florida, The late
1940s and carly 1950s witnessed the publication of the
ithree area syntheses upon which modem Florida
archeology rests:  Willey's Gulf' Coast, Goggin’s St
Johns, and Rouse’s Indian River studies. Con-
spicuously lacking was a comparable swdy of south
Flonida.  Goggin’s elusive unpublished manuscript
received only very restricted distribution and {imited
use. Even the most basic absolute chronology

Table 1. Measures of Federal Archeology in Florida by Agency

Agency Number of Number of Number of
Reports Acres Surveyed Miles Surveyed
BLM 3 184 0
COE 34 38,757 110
EPA 4 10,859 0
FAA 1 1 0
FHWA 1 0 40
FWS 19 3869 108
GSA 2 14 0
HUD 2 &5 0
NASA 6 91.264 0
NPS 28 831,256 110
SCs 7 964} 149
TVA 1 40 0
USAF 6 10,059 0
USCG 3 609 0
USFS 379 132,475 432
USN 4 1659 |
USPS 3 3 0
VA 3 2676 0
TOTAL 506 1,125,130 949
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remained o be constructed for the Everglades when
John Griffin conducted excavations at Bear Lake
Mound in the National Park in 1968. The ceramic
sequence and supporting radiocarbon dates were soon
fit into the adjacent chronologies of the cast and west
coasts, but the Bear Lake Mound was not reported in
dewtil. In 1971, Griffin again tackled the south Florida
region, this time as part of the South Florida Ecological
Study. An opportunity was provided to consider
broader scale questions like regional sile distribution,
palco-cnvironmental reconstruction, subsistence and
scasonal activities, and to address chronology in more
detail.

Beginning in the carty 1980s, the National Park Service
began 2 long-term and large scale program lo meet its
obligations lor survey and inventory by concentriting
on the Everglades National Park. Three consecutive
ficld scasons resulied in a reconnaissance fevel survey
ol approximately 40% of the non-marine portion of the
Park, representing 300,000 surveyed acres. Because
the survey was partially judgmental, and because
sctilcment pattern models proved 10 be quite reliable, it
is conservatively cstimated that more than 80% of the
upland sites were recorded and assessed. The existence
ol prchistoric sites in submerged locales remains an
open duestion, particularly as construction dredging
has revealed at least one such occurrence.

Following the Everglades field survey, attention has
been focused more recently on Big Cypress National
Preserve. lts 518,000 acres received approximately
90% reconnaissance level survey coverage during five
ficld scasons. The survey focused on suspecied high
probability arcas such as hardwood hammocks, dry
uplands, and cypress strand islands, but did not provide
coverage of pine lands or submerged locales. To date
598 sites have been recorded in Big Cypress and the
Everglades. The mass of daia from the Everglades
project is now being analyzed by John Grilfin. During
the 1980s, excavations at the Granada site in Miami by
the Florida Division of Historical Resources and an
ecologically oricnted synthesis of the adjacent Gulf
coast by Randolph Widmer have provided comparative
data as well as interesting new research perspectives
relevant to Big Cypress and Everglades interior arcas.
Griffin’s Everglades report, being prepared under
contract for the National Pack Service, should fill the
4D in south Florida archeology that has existed since
the middle 1950s.

Forest Service

The next largest Federal landowner in Florida is the
U. §. Forest Service, which controls an arca slightly

smailer than the State of Delaware. 11s three National
Forests are tocated in the northwest. north central, and
central parts of the stale. Along with the Everglades
and Big Cypress, these major holdings provide a
surprisingly evenly distributed coverage of the State.
The Forest Service has approached ils management
responsibilities differently from the National Park
Service. In contrast 1w National Parks and Prescrves,
the National Forests arc managed {or purposcs Lhat
frequently involve land modilication and that require
thorough survey as well as occasional avoidance or
mitigation. The Forest Service in Florida has re-
sponded o this need by establishing a sulfed and
funded program in culwreal resource management that
routinely assesses every potentially diswrbing activity
on National Forest lands, This program has not
intended to conduct surveys or excavations bascd on
sampling schemes, even coverage, or intercsting
research questions. Rather, it has cffectively devoted
ils resources Lo cnsuring that routine Forest Service
activities have no adverse impact on cultural resourccs.
It is becoming apparent that the work of the Forest
Service’s archeological stafl will eventually result in
almost complete survey coverage of the agency's 1
million acres. Long before that time, suflicicnt data
will have been gencrated 1o accurately characterize
prehistoric and  historic occupations of the National
Forests, all three ol which are in arcas that arc poorly
known archeologically. The thorough coverage ol e
National Forests and the evenwal syntheses of the
resulting data not only will result in & well managed
and well known inventory of sites, it will contribute to
a more complete regional understanding ol Florida
prehistory.

Department of Defense

The Depantment of Defense, owning about 20% of
Florida’s Federal land (an arca about the size of Rhode
Istand), has focused its cultural resource activilics
primarily on Eglin and Tyndall Air Force Bascs, both
of which arc in the wostern panhandle.  Again, these
areas serve o extend the Federal coverage of Florida
archcology far into the panhandle and provide an
opportunity for a complete synthesis of results of
Federal archeological programs (o represent the cntire
Suate. Rather than devcloping its own archeological
stafl, the U. 5. Air Force has contracted with the
Inicragency Archacological Scrvices Division of the
National Park Service’s Southcast Regional Office 1o
mect its survey and inventory responsibilities.  This
work is still in progress, bul interim reports and papers
presenied @t conlerences dlustrate that survey and
inventory coverage is comprehensive and that results
are being used w0 develop predictive site locational
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muodtels that may be applied (o unsurveyed portions of
the Federal propertics as well as other parts of the
Florida panhandlc. The most important advances 10
dawc resutting from this work have been in improved
understanding ol the inland scitlcment patlerns.  As in
other parts of the State, coastal arcas arc better known
archeologically than inland arcas because the sites arc
more prominent, casicr o recognize, and they formed
the basis lor the carly archeological work of Moore, as
well as that of the 1930s and 1940s. The Eglin
archeological program has served 1o focus attention
away rom the coast and 10 correct, o0 some exient, Lthe
long standing coastal bias of archeological inter-
pretations in Florida.

Fish and Wildlife Service

The U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible lor
some 24 National Wildlife Refuges in Florida, the
largest of which are the St. Marks on the coast below
Tallahassee, the Merritt Island at Cape Canaveral, and
the Loxahatchee in the Okecchobee basin,  Several
rcfuges in the Keys account for significant acreage, but
lhey are primarily marinc rather than upland tracts.
The Fish and Wildlife Scrvice approached its cultural
resource management obligations by contracting with
the National Park Service’s Interagency Archaeological
Services Division, Southcast Regional Office.  The
Division preparcd requests for proposals, contracied for
archeological and historical surveys of refuges, and
monitored and reviewed the resulting work.  Although
the refuge projects were primarily project-specilic, that
is, designed 1o ensure that proposed construction had
no adverse effect on cultural resources, they included
archeological and  historical summaries,  paleo-
environmental reviews, reassessment of known sites,
and recommendations for further work. Although the
refuge reports received limited distribution, many of
them provide useful and new regional syntheses of
existing knowledge.

Other Federal Agencies

A number of other Federal agencies have conducted
work that can be included in the Federal archeological
program. For the most part, however, these projects
have been related 1o proposed construction, and usually
have been small in scope. It is safc to say that
long-term and broad scale advances in Federal cultural
resource management in Florida will depend primarily
upon the activities of the National Park Scrvice, the
U. S. Forest Scrvice, the Depanment ol Delense, and
the Fish and Wildlife Service.

10

During the past Lwo decades, the other Federal agency
that has made significant contributions to the Federal
archeology program has been the Federat Highway
Administration. Although the Federai Highway
Administration’s  cultwral  resource  management
obligations resuliing from Federal highway construc-
tion have been carried out by the Florida Department of
Transporiation (and are not in the Federal dalabase)
such work largely has been funded by the Federal
Government.  Since 1966, the most important Federal
highway projects in Florida have been the construction
of Interstate- 10 across north Florida from Jacksonville
10 Pensacola and the extenston of Interstate-75 beyond
and around Tampa. The Interstate- 10 construction was
preceded by a number of salvage excavations, but
Federal archeological funding during that period did
nol support laboratory analysis or report preparation.
The resulting backlog of excavated collections is
slowly being studied and reported.

Between 1978 and 1981, the Florida Division of
Historical Resources conducted cxcavations at thirteen
lithic sites in Hillsborough County along the route of
the Interstaie-75 bypass. This major salvage program
investigated Early and Middle Archaic as well as
Paleo-Indian components. All site reports have been
completed and  submitted o the Federal Highway
Administration.  Approximately hall of the reports
have been published and distribuied.  1n addition, the
Florida Bureau of Archaeotogical Research has just
completed, under contract with the Florida Department
of Transporiation, a popular summary of the
Interstate-75 work cntitled "300°x 35Mi.," along with a
raveling museum exhibit and slide show to share
results of that major project with the pubtic.

Assessment of the Federal Program

Clearly, Federal archeology in Florida has comprised 2
significant proportion of all archeological research in
the state. One simple measure of its importance is the
comparison of Fedefal and non-Federal  projects.
Although Federal propertics account for 9.1% of
Florida’s land arca, the number of Federal archeologi-
cal projects in the state accounts for 41% ol the total
reporied 1o the  Florida Division of  Historical
Resources. Of the 3.5 million acres of Federal land in
Florida, approximatcly 1.1 million acres or 25%
percent hiave received a reconnaissance or greater level
of survey and invemory.
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Figure 1. Number of Federal archeofogical projects In Florida by agency (logarithmic scale).

The relative importance of the different Federal
agencies’ archeological efflorts can be measured by the
. aumber of reports submitied, the number of acres
surveyed or investigated, and the number of linear miles
surveyed (Table 1). Not surprisingly, the greatest
valucs of these measures are for the major land owning
agencics: MNational Park Scrvice, U. S, Forest Service,
andd U. S, Fish and Wildlife Scrvice. [n addition, the
ligures suggest that the U. S. Army Corps of Enginecrs,
the Soil Conservation Scrvice, and the National
Acronautics and Space Administration have made
important  contributions 10 the Federal archeology
program in Florida,

Figure | shows the number of reports submitted by the
18 Federal agencies represented in the database. The
nature of the Forest Service's program is indicated by
its having submitted over 75% of all Federal ar-
cheological reports. It conducts small surveys on a very
fegular basis related to routine forest management
activities and rcports them promptly.  The average
acreage represented by a Forest Service report is only
350 acres. The Corps has submitted 34 archeological
rcports since the carly 1970s. These reports are divided
between magnclometer surveys of submerged lands and
lincar or arcal surveys conducted in connection with
land modification projects. The National Park Service
has reported 28 individual archeological projects.
Many of these represent very large scale inventorics, as
indicated by the fact that the average arca covered by a
single National Park Scrvice report is 30,000 acres.

Because there is comparatively littte disturbance of

National Park Service land, survey and inventory

elforts can be large in scope and may last a numbcer of

i

years before reaching the reporting stage. The U. S.
Fish and Wildlilc Service has reportcd 3% of the
Federal archeological projects, and has gone far in
meeling its basic survey and inventory responsibilitics
on all of its properties. The remaining [4 Federal
agencics represented in the dabase all have submitied
tewer than 10 reponts each in the past 15 or so ycars and
account for the remaining 9% ol known Federal
archeological projects.

A slightly ditferent picture ol the Federal archeological
program results from a simple analysis of the number of
acres investigated, as shown in Figure 2. This figure
includes all fand recciving at least a reconnaissance
level of survey. The total for all Federal agencics is
about 1.1 million acres or 25% of the wotal Federal fand
in Florida. Three quarters of this total is contributed by
National Park Service projects, and at the present lime
the Park Service has inventoried about 830,000 acres,
or 55% ol its property. The Forest Service's ar-
cheological  program  has  covered  approximatcly
130,000 acres representing 13% of its total land. The
National  Acronautics and  Spuce  Administration
accounts for about 8% of the wtal Federal acrcage
investigated, although its survey of the Kennedy Space
Center was conducted twently years ago at a time when
archeological survey technigues were less comprehen-
sivc than they now are. These three Federal agencics
account for 94% of the Federal land investigated in
Flonida. Although the remaining 15 Federal agencics
have reported archeological projects totaling more than
70,000 acres, their relative importance is masked by the
major clforis instituted by the large land owning
APCNCICS,
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Figure 3. Number of iinear miles surveyed In Forida by Federal agency (logarithmic scale),

One last measure of archeological coverage is shown in
Figure 3. All Federal agencies combined have reporied
about 950 lincar miles of survey tn Florida. Survey in
the National Forests accounts for about 45% of lhis
total. The Corps of Engineers, the Fish and Wildlile
Scrvice, the National Park Service and the Soil
Conservation Service have reported between 100 and
150 lincar miles of survey each. I it is assumed that
the average coverage represemied by lincar survey is
about 50 fect, this totl is less than 6,60 acres, a very

12

small proportion of Federal land, but significant in
terms ol protecting archeological sites {rom con-
struction disturbance.

So far, all Federal archeological projcets have been
considered simply as having accomplished at lcast a
reconnaissance survey level of effort, A more dewiled
picture of the Federal program is provided by two other
categorics recorded in the database: type of survey and
method of survey. It should be pointed out that these
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characterizations are less precise than the measures
previously discussed, as there is a (air amount of
guessing involved in deciding which descriptive terms
are mosl appropriate for many projects. About 4% of
the projects are underwater surveys, mosty mag-
netomeler surveys conducted for or by the Corps of
Engineers in connection with dredging activities.
However, the National Park Service has conducted
more intensive underwater surveys at Fort Jelferson
National Monument. Slighdy more than half of the
Federal projects have been calegorized as pedestrian
surveys, and about one quarler also involved shovel
testing. About 5% of the projects involved coring, test
excavations or soil probing, and around 3% ol the
projects included remote sensing lechniques. On the
whole, it is safe o say that the Federal archeology
program has involved very lile intensive excavation,
and has [ocused primarily on survey and inventory.
Much of the work, if the data are accurately recorded,
has not included subsurface testing, but has relied on
surface indications of sites.

Thc most interesting, and perhaps the most troubling,
result of this analysis has been the recognition of the
apparent rise and lall of the Federal archeology program
over the past twenty ycars. Figure 4 illustrates the

number of Federal archeological reponts received by our
agency since 1964, [t is necessary to caution against a
strict interpretation of the data, as therc may be some
number of Federal projects not represented in the
database, mainly (or the period before 1975, As the
graph shows, however, the number of projects reported
between 1964 and 1976 is less than 10 per year, and it
is uniikely that a significant number of projects were
consisiently missed throughout this 12 year period, For
the last 10 years, a lew reports may be unrcpresenicd.
However, Tor this period the annual number of reports
is so large that many reports would have to be absent 1o
skew the distribution significantly.

During the middle 1970s, as we may fondly remember,
cultural resource management was in its infancy. This
was a period of leaming and developing ways 10
comply with the new requirements of Executive Order
11593 and the National Environmental Policy Act. The
National Historic Preservation Act had been in place for
a decade, bul Federal agencies other than the National
Park Service werc either no dircculy aiTected or not
prepared to carry oul their responsibilities.  Between
1966 and 1974, six Federal agencies had submiticd a
wtal of ten archeological reporis accounting for less
than 100,600 acres.
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Figure 4. Archeociogical profects in Florida by year.

i3



Southeastern Archeological Conference Special Publication #6, 1983

20

™~

v

V-~ 0OMeODT

0

1964 1966 1968 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

YEAR

Figure 5. Number of non-Forest Service Federal archeological projects in Florida by year.

After 1974, the level of archeological activity, as
mcasured by the number of rcports, incrcased by a
factor of 1) in scven years. Comparable growth is
represented by the number of acres and aumber of
lincar milcs investigated. During this period of rapid
growth, 17 of the 18 Federal agencics represcnted in the
database had conducied archeological projects. The
level ol archeological activity in Florida had increased
sulficicntly to support several private consulting firms
in the State, and at least seven Federal agencies had
developed in-house archeological programs.  Sevcral
other agencies met their archeological responsibilitics
through programs organized by the National Park
Service's Interagency Archeological Services Division.

In 1982, the number of archeological projects reported
began to decline about as rapidly as it had grown in the
preceding five years. It is clear that the fast growth
could not have continued, yet there is no clear reason
for the persistent decline after 1982. The data may
reflect the fact that many agencies had accomplished
what was viewed as a satisfactory level of compliance
with Federal archcological mandates. This is very
likely true for the major land owning agencies like the
Nationa! Park Scrvice, the National Acronautics and
Space Admiristration, and the Fish and Wildlile
Service. This would scem 10 imply that oncc some
agencies had conducted reconnaissance level ar-
cheological studics of their properties, they were less
likely 10 conduct full-scale intensive surveys. M is also
likely that in times of scarce Federal money, the
quantity and quality of archeological work on Federal
properties will approach the minimum that is required
by law, however that may be interpreted. 1t could also

i4

be true that the nature of Federal archcology has
changed as a result of the work donc during the late
1970s and carly 1980s. As more land is surveyed, more
sites arc found, and morc money is required for sile
assessmenl, site  protcction, mitigative excavation,
preparation ol reports, and curation of collections.
Given a linite sum of Federal money that can be
devoted (o archeology, it is reasonable w assumc that
{unds will be distributcd to meet critical needs, rather
than spent on more intensive survey ol propertics that
have already received a minimally acceptable level of
archeological atiention.

Onc final graph (Figure 5) will be useful in illustrating,
this wrend more accurately. Because the Forest Service
reports its archeological activitics frequently, ac-
counting for 75% of all archevlogical reporis, it s
useful 10 look at the activitics of the other 17 agencies
scparately. Excluding the Forest Scrvice, the decline in
Federal reports is even more evident. Between 1978
and 1983, during the period of greatest Federal activity,
agencics other than the Forest Service submiucd an
average of I3 reports per year. Since 1983, the average
has been three reports per year.  The comparablc
numbers of acres surveyed lor these two years are
dominated by the National Park Scrvice’s Big Cypress
and Everglades surveys. However, the number of lincar
miles surveyed is striking in their diffcrence. Between
1978 and 1983, the 17 Federal agencics reported an
avcrage ol 34 miles per year. Since 1983, no lincar
survey has been reported. It could be suggested on the
basis of the past threc ycars that the Federat archeologi-
cal program may have reached o stable level. It would
be gratifying 10 know that acceptable levels of survey
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and inventory have been rcached on Federal property
and that adequate archeological programs are in place W
manage the routine assessmeni and mitigation aclivities
that Federal activities require.  Whether or not that is
the case is best decided by archeologists and cullural
resource managers who have a more thorough under-
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standing of Federal agencics than [ have, 1 have been
abie to do little more than suggest that a significant
change may have laken place in the Federal archeology
program since 1982, It remains 1o be learncd whether
this is a desirable change and, if not, how it may be
reversed,



FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY IN GEORGIA: AN OVERVIEW

Bennie C. Keel

Federally supporied or required archeological studies
began in Georgia during the 19 century. Early
investigations such as those conducted by the Division
of Mound Exploration, Smithsonian [nstitution,
projects from the first hoif of the twentieth ceniury,
such as Wauchope's North Georgia survey and Kelly's
Macon work, the River Busin Salvage program efforts
of the 19505 and 1960s, and the activities brought
about by the National Historic Preservation Act of
1960 and the Archeological and listoric Preservation
Act of 1974, are major contributors to our under-
standing of Georgia archeology.

The Federal government has been invoived in southeast
and particularty Georgia archeology since the middle of
the 19th century - well before the passage of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the
creation of the regulations under which the act is
carried out.  The earlicst involvement related 10
Georgia was no more than publication of the results of
investigations carried out by others. The Smithsonian
Institution, through the Bureau of Ethnology's Division
of Mound Exploration, conducted major excavations at
the Hollywood Mound, the Rembert Mound group, at
Etowah, as well as at other sites from 1882-1886 and
1889-1894. This work has been described in Waring's
"History ol Georgia Archaeology Until World War 117
(Williams  1968:288-299) and Bruce Smith’s
{1985¢:5-19) "Intoduction” 1o the 1985 edition of the
Report on the Mound Explorations of the Bureau of
Ethnology. 1have previously discussed Cyrus Thomas’
contributions in Southern Indian Studies (Kcel 1973).
Once the work of the Division of Mound Exploration
was finishcd (shorly afier 1896), litle Federal
archcological work was conducled except in the
Southwest until the rational economic disaster of 1929.

The Great Depression brought on more Federal
archeological activity in the form of public reliel work
projects undeniaken by the Civil Works Administration
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{1933-1936) and the¢ Works Progress Administration
(WPA) after 1936. Under these programs the unem-
ployed were engaged in archeological [lield and
laboratory work under the supervision of small cadres
of "trained professionals.” In Georgia WPA investiga-
gons ook place in the coastal provinces around
Savannah, on the Macon Plateau, and in much ol north
Georgia. The WPA programs came to an cnd with the
outbrcak of World War H.  Ocmwulgee National
Monument was created during this period (1936); in
fact the majority of excavations at Ocmulgee was
accomplished by WPA labor under A. R, Kelly's
overall direction.

Immediatcly after the war the single major Federal
activity o affcet the nation’s archeological resources
was (he development of national walcr resource
management. As major watcr development projects,
cspecially those on the Missouri River. began o take
shape a smalt but influential group of archeologists
lobbied for and brought imo being the Interagency
Archacological Salvage Program. The program was
coordinated by the National Park Service which was
the recipient of congressional funding. The majority of
the funds were passed on 10 the Smithsonian Instilu-
tion, whose River Basin Surveys (RBS) program
carried out most of the salvage work. With the demise
of the RBS in the late 1960s the National Park Service
took over the responsibility [or all rescue archeology in
the country. Although the RBS focused its attention on
projects along the Missouri River, it atso conducicd
work in Georgia and clsewhere. Most of the Georgia
RBS efforts were led by Harold Huscher in the Walter
F. George Reservoir or contracted with the Universily
of Georgia. As the RBS dissolved, the National Park
Service’s Interagency Archacological Salvage program
ook a more noticeable presence in Georgia, sponsoering
the completion of projects underway 2nd initiating new
ones. The precise roles of the Smithsonian and NPS on
specific projects in Georgia are hard w0 delimil,
Nonetheless, available records indicate that beginning
as early as 1959 NPS dircetly funded contracts for
survey, salvage and anaiysis work, primarily with the
University of Georgia, for archeological investigations
in the Allawona, Walter F. George, Carters Dam,
Hartwell, Oliver, West Point, South River Watershed,
Trotters Shoals (Richard B. Russetl), Laurcns Shoals,
and Sprewell Blulf projects. Indeed, between 1959 and
1977 the NPS cniered into 41 contracis worth some



$225,177.66 for this work. By 1979, through its
Intcragency Archeological Services (IAS) program,
NPS contracted for an additional 4 projects totaling
some $39.000 w compleie analysis and reporting
efforts related 1o the Carter’s Dam saivage work,

John Otis Brew (1968:1-11) has provided a historical
sketeh of the River Basin Survey program and Jerome
Peische (1968) has provided a bibliography of the
results of salvage investigations, as of 1968. Petsche’s
check list includes exaculy 2,600 titles relaied 1o
salvage archeology lor the Nation.!

The contributions of these pre-NHPA projects 1o the
understanding of Georgia prehistory and that of the
Southcast is inestimable. These studies provided future
generations of archeologists with the basic ingredients
ol culture conient, i.c., thc components, foci, phascs,
complexes, cic. were defined and outlined and a broad
chronological framework developed. Although some
of the work undertaken during the WPA period was not
published for several years because of World War 11,
much of the resulls of work were communicated to that
small bund ol "young Turks" through the Southeastern
Archeological Conterence which began in 1938.

1 would be remiss il 1 did not point out that through the
years the State of Georgia funded work al Elowah, Fort
King George, Fort Hill, New Echota, Kelomoki, and
other sites. Nonetheless, from the cighih decade of the
19th cenwry up 10 the passage of the Archeological
Recovery Act in 1974 archeological research conducted
or sponsored by thc Smithsonian institution and the
National Park Service was the primary comtributor to
the growth of archeological knowledge in Georgia.

Several procedures could be used to quantify the
contributions of the Federal Archeological Program
(FAP)2 to the archeology of Georgia, but perhaps the
most cffcctive and cfficient one is 0 examine the
literary record. Fortunately, iwo excellent sources were
availabic which provide a stasting point for creating a
computerized database for this sort of evaluation: fiest,
Georgia  Archaeological Reports, (Archeological
Laboratory 1984) a bibliography prepared by the
Archeological Laboratory, West Georgia College
(partially funded, 1 might add, through a National
Historic Prescrvation gram) and; second, the National
Archcological Dala Base (another Federal endeavor).
In addition w these sources, 1 used a bibliography
compiled scveral years ago when [ was actively
involved in icaching and southeastern archeological
rescarch. No doubt there are gaps, but by and large it
accurately reflects the publication and report writing
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productivity through the years. This databasc covers
the period between 1776 (observations by the Bartrams
were included) and 1986, and contains 1,576 entrics.”
Table 1 illustrales the composition of the database.
Twenty-cight "agencies” have contributed 10 the
database. Thrce of the caegorics used here necd
explanation, The "Academic Institution” grouping was
1o be composed of reports and papers preparcd by "pure
researchers” and were nol contractually required
products of federally sponsored or federally required
efforts.  Publications such as 7The Stallings Island
Mound (Claflin 1931), "Creek and Pre-Creck” (Fair-
banks 1952), Trend and Tradition (Caidwcll 1958),
"The Mississippian Period” (Hally 1975), or "A
Statistical Application for Determining  Ceramic
Assemblages at Disturbed Archacological Sites”
(Crook 1983), are included there.

The "Privatc” category represents the output of "pusc
rescarch” by the private archeological sector or private
sector non-Federal compliance supported rescarch,

Of the 1,576 records in the databasc 1,303 are clearly
the direct result of lederally supported or conduciad
archeological investigations, investigations required o
fullill Federal stawtes, or are the resulis ol archcologi-
cal rescarch that has been published by the Federal
government.  Two hundred and seventy-nine titles are
the results of state, privale scctor and cducational
institutions’  contributions which we  have  labeled
"academic” contributions,  These are profcssional
papers that are for the most part syntheses of ar-
cheological data from several sources. Even though
they may be bascd almost exclusively on data from
Federal underuakings i they were not preparcd by
Federal employcces or as direct contractual obligations,
they were counted as "academic” contributions. The
database demonstrates that the vast majority ol
archeological knowledge regarding Georgia is lhe
result of the FAP.

An examination of our data shows that at lcast 24
Federal agencies have contributed to Georgia archeol-
ogy. In terms of numbers of reports the Corps ol
Engineers leads the way, followed by the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, the U. 8. Forest Service, and the
Federal Highway Administration. When we examine
the data according w0 type of work we (ind that the
leaders reporling  survey, asscssmenl, or overvicw
clforts were the Environmental Protcction Agency
(178), the U. S. Forest Service (145), the Federal
Highway Administration (130} and the Corps of
Engincers (121).



Southeastern Archueological Conference Special Publication #6, 1958

Table |. Agency Represcatation in Consolidated Database

FEDERAL

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Farmers Home Administration 3

Forest Service 150

Soil Conservation Service 41
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Interstate Commerce Commission 3

Economic Development Administration 21
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Corps of Enginecrs 219

Air Force 2

Army 26

Martne Comps 1

Navy 16
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 88
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 17
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Fish and Wildlile Service 16

National Park Service 81

Office of Surface Mining 2
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration 8

Federal Highway Administration 141

Urban Muss Transportation Administration Tt
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 43
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 196
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 3
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION t
WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 27
U S POSTAL SERVICE
"FEDERAL COMPLIANCE" - State and Local Governments 184
NON-FEDERAL
ACADEMIC INSTITUTION 230
PRIVATE FIRMS 3
STATE, COUNTY, LOCAL GOVERNMENT 40

TOTAL 1,576

It is not surprising to learn that the Corps of Engineers
(89 rcponts), National Pask Service (43 reports),
Smithsonian Instition (24 reports) and WPA (13
reports) have been responsible for the majority of data
recovery reports. The explanation {or this is simple;
these agencies arc the major Federal landholders in the
state and their projects are constrained by their real
estate boundarics; or, in the casc of the Smithsonian
Institution it provided the pre-1900 reports and was
active in the RBS program in Georgia; and of course

the WPA activitics of the Depression cra were
constrained by other factors, The U. S, Forcst Service
policy of site avoidance in its timber salcs program
produces few data recovery reports, but most certainly
makes significant deposits 10 the State’s  savings
account of archcological assets.

Few data recovery projects have been generated from
the undertakings of non-Federal construction projects
because they affected small land arcas. Realignment or



redesign of such projects is often possible, thercby
avoiding an adverse impact which would require data
recovery. A noticeable exception L0 this observation is
Georgia Power Company’s Wallace Reservoir. To date
25 reponts have becn produced by the University of
Georgia describing its rescarch efforts in the Wallace
project.

Federal Agency Contributions te
Georgia Archeology

Smithsonian Institution

As we have noted carlier the Smithsonian Institution
was the first Federal ageacy to enter the archeological
ficld in Georgia, Its efforts were centered on the
Division of Mound Exploration activitves in the fast
two decades of the 19th centary and during the days of
the RBS after World War I, The data and to some
degree the intellectual and methodological rigor of
Cyrus Thomas, though not necessarily recognized and
appreciated today, is an important part of our disci-
pline’s heritage (Keel 1973). The contributions of the
RBS program arc discussed below with the National
Park Scrvice.

Works Progress Administration

Under no circumstance should the cconomic aspects of
the WPA program go without notice. Without the
Federal dollars paid to the unemployed in these
archeological relief projecis literally thousands of
individuals would have starved, crimes against peopie
and property would have been great, and perhaps the
national character would have becn damaged 10 the
exlent that the country could not have faced the trauma
of World War 11 as cffectively as it did. The daubasc
identifics some 27 reports, articles, papers or notes that
have been assigned (o the clforts of the WPA. On the
archeological side, without this elfort we would lack
archeological classics such as the Jrene Mound
(Caldwelt and McCann 1941), A Preliminary Report on
Archeological Explorations at Macon, Georgia {Kelly
1938), or An Archaeological Survey of North Georgia
{Wauchope 1966).

Department of the Interior.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Through the

Altania 1AS program the FWS completed overview and
inventory level work on all of its refuges and hatcheries
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in Georgia. The database references 16 entries to this
work.

Nuational Park Service. 1t is difficuli 10
concisely describe the role of the National Park Service
in the archeology of Georgia because of the very
complexity of that role as the Nation's premicr historic
preservation agency. Nonetheless, NPS came on the
scene of Georgia archeology afier the passage ol the
Historic Sites Act of 1935 and the advent of the WPA
program at Macon Plateau. In fact, NPS’s first Chief
Archeologist, Arthur R. Kclly, dirccted the work at
Ocmulgee and the surrounding cnvirons, As additional
units such as Fort Frederica, Andersonville, Chick-
amauga - Chattancoga National Military  Park,
Kennesaw National Battlefield Park and other proper-
tics became units of the sysiem, the Service initiated
various levels of archeological research to them. Since
1947 the Park Service has spent more than $497,000,
conducting 55 projects that produced 47 reports. Table
2 provides details of the archeological activilics in
National Park Service units within the state of Georgia,

I have also touched upon the NPS role in the RBS days
and indicated that not only did the Service "bankrolt”
the Smithsonian’s activitics, it spent dirccdy with
contractors $378,414.66 1o complcte reservoir salvage
and site stabilization aciivities initiated in the RBS
days, In the post NHPA - AHPA period the TAS
program has contracted on behall of other agencies
using transterred funds for some $3,760,538.49 lor
archeological work in Georgia. This work includes the
Richard B, Russell project on behail of the Savannah
District Corps of Eagincers (3$3,275,528.65), the U. S.
Army for surveys at Fort Benning, Fort Gordon, Fort
Stewart, and Hunter Army Air Base ($228, (X)7.76); the
General Services Administration Savannah Federal
Building ($106,085); and Fish and Wildlife Service
surveys and overviews at Millen National Fish
Haichery and Okcfenoke, Piedmont, Eulaula, Harris
Neck, Wassaw, Cape Romain and Blackbeard National
Wildlife Refuges (357,68(.08).

The impact of the reports of the daw recovery work in
the Russell projeet is yet to be fully appreciated but like
Cemochechobee it will no doubt be substantial. 1t is
already being felt as evidenced by synoptic articles
such as "The Mississippion Occupations of the
Savannah River Valley” (Anderson ¢t al. 1986).
Currently it is difficult, if not impossible, to identily
how much of the $7,972,534 in Historic Preservation
Fund grants provided the stne under NHPA has been
spent in archeological activitics. Nonctheless, several
county survcys, comprchensive state historic preserva-
tion planning including the Georgia Archeological
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Table 2. Archeological Studies in Nationa) Park Units, Georgia, 1947-1986

UNIT

YEAR

PROJECT

COST SOURCE*

PRODUCT

Andersonville
National Historic Site

Chattahoochee River
National Recreation Area

Chautanooga -
Chickamauga National
Military Park

Cumberland tsland
National Seashore

Fort Frederica
National Monument

Kennesaw Moumain
Najonal Battiefield Park

Ocmulgee National
Monument

1973
1977
1981
1983
1979
1984
1985
1979
1982
1984
1973
1978

1980
1982

1947.
1953
1958

1972
1974
1975

1978
1980

1981
1983
1985
1975

1985

1962
1964-
1963

Testing o

locate stockade 7,000
Archeological survey 19,000
Survey of Section P

and Gunboat Street 2,000
Surplus property 2,200
Inventory and

assessment 15,800
Island Ford Road 4,500
Island Ford Road 1,060
Excess property 3,500
Waterline monttoring

and mitigation 2,489
Highway 27 relocation 4,000
Visitor Center and

other parking ot unknown
Recomnaissance 2,337
Slave cabin

excavation 8,000
Site mitigation 31,000
Shoreline erosion 26,000
NPS excavtions in

the town and fon unknown
NPS excavations

in the park unknown
Analysis of settiement 42}
Excavation of 1own lots 8,200
Asscssment of

archeological data 2,100
Excavation of Lot 21 19,381
Monitoring

nitrification renches 450
Underwater survey 840
River bank erosion 31,877
Southwest Bastion

investigations 4, (0K}
Underground utililies 1,700
Archeological survey 7.6{(%}
24-Gun Battery 1,060
Kolb Farm testing 2400

Ocmulgee River Bolloms 150,000
Analysis of data from

various excavations unknown
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WGC
NPS

NPS
NPS
NP3
NPS

NPS
NPS

uTC
UT-C
NPS
NPS
NPS
NPS
NPS
NPS
NPS
UF
UF

FSuU
UF

UF
FSU
utT-C

NPS
NPS

UGA
NPS
NPS
NPS

NPS

Larson (1974)
Ehrenhard, E. {1978 and 1986)

Ehrenhard, E. ({1981) and

Martinan ( 1985)
Paglione (1984)

O’ Grady and Poe {(1980)
Komara (1984)

Brown and Evans (1977)
Honerkamp, Evans, and Will (1982)

Johnson {(1984)

Crusoe (1973)

Builard and J, Ehrenhard (1978)
Ehrenhard, ). (1981}

Marrinan (1984)

Fairbanks (1953)

Moore (19584, 1958b, and 19594) und
Shiner {19582, 1958h, 1958c¢,
1958d, and n.d.)

Deagan ¢1972)

Honerkamp ¢ [975)

Deagan (1975)
Honerkamp (1980)

Saffer.(1980)
Parker (1981)
Honerkamp (1985)

Walker (1984},

Roegers (1977)

Grilfin (1962) and Cosner (1973)

Ingmanson (1964a, 1964b, and 1965)
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1967  Saxdy of records
and specimens 7000  NPS
Limited research on
the Great Temple Mound to
determine original size
and shape 6,000  NPS
1968  Greal Temple Mound:
Compiete archeological
lesting 10,000 NPS
1969  Completion of report
' Great Temple Mound  unknown  NPS Walker {1969)
1970 Completion of report
Great Temple Mound  unknown  NP§ Stoutamire (1983)
1973 Lamar analysis 5596 FSU Smith (1973a)
Middie Plateau analysis 9,299 FSU Smith {1973b)
1973 Analysis of
Ocmulgee Bottoms 2900  FSU Nelson, et al. (1974)
1974 Analysis of North Plateau 5,255 FSU Williams and Henderson (1974)
Analysis of Comfieid
Mound and Earthlodge 3,121 FSU Nelson (1974)
Analysis of
Swift Creek data 5,094  UGA Kclly and Smith (1974)
1977 Analysis of data from
Mounds A and B 13,064 FSU Stoutamire, et al. (1983}
1978  Design concept and
plan assessment 40,000 NPS
1984 Water and sewer line
installations 1,60 NPS

*Abbreviations: FSU = Florida State University
NPS = National Park Service

UF = University of Florida

UGA = University of Georgia
UT-C = University of Tennessee-Chattanooga
WGC = West Georgia College

Research Design, work at Elowah, excavation at the
Major Ridge House, and the Robert Toombs House
have been funded from HPF doltars.

Office of Surface Mining. The Office
of Surface Mining, an agency well represented in our
western states and coal producing states of the East, is
responsibie for two small survey projects, one each in
Bibb and Dade countics.

Depariment of Defense

Corps of Engineers.  The major
Dejense Department contributor 1o the expansion of
archcological knowledge has been the U. 8. Army
Coms of Engincers, cither carrying out its own projects
with in-housc archcologists, through contracts, or with
the assistance of the National Park Scrvice, As [ have
indicatcd previously it is difficult to sort oul Smith-
sonian Institution RBS, NPS and Corps activitics prior
1o about 1976 and to always acknowledge proper credit
(or blame),
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Along with the Park Service and the Forest Service, the
Corps of Enginecrs was one of the first Federal
agencies 10 establish an in-house capability to deal with
its responsibilities under NHPA and AHPA. The
Mobile District which is responsible for the river basins
of western Georgia hired Jerry J. Niclsen in 1975 and
by 1984 had increased its professional staff to a total of
five. Except for cooperative efforts at the Roods
Mounds and Cemochechobee the Mobile District has
conducted its program independently of the NPS in
Georgia. Notable products of this program have been
the surveys of George W, Andrews Lake (Belovich et
al. 1982) and Lake Seminole {White ct al. 1981).

The Savannah Diswrict has also carried out an imponant
archeological program.  The Richard B. Russell
cultural resources program was, as [ have noted, a
coaperative clion between the Savannah District and
the NPS [AS {Archeofogical Assistance Division). The
Savannah District has also conducted  underwater
assessments of the USS Savannah and the Suli-Deloach
wreek in Savannah harbor as well as scveral surveys to
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clear small permit applications or improvements at
existing inswallations.

Army. The Army has conducted
projects at all ol its major installations in the siate.
Most of them have been conducted through the NPS
Archeological Assistance Division of the Southeast
Region. Some 21 survey reports and f{ive data recovery
reports have been produced.

Air Force.  The Air Force has
conducted inventory and survey work at Wamer
Robbins Air Force Base which has produced two
ICPOTIS.

Marine Corps. In 1973 Betty A.
Smith investigated an Archaic sitc at the Marine
Supply Center at Albany, Georyia.

Navy. The Kings Bay Naval Base
culwural resource program produced 15 reports between
1978 and 1986. Al work was contracted by the Navy
with the University of Florida. Like that in the Wailace
and Russell projects, it is too early o assay the impact
and contributions of the efforts of the Navy’s program
in Kings Bay. Notably, Bill Adams (1985) and his
colleagues have received kudos from one reviewer
(Trinklcy 1986) for their Aboriginal Subsistence and
Settlement Archaeology of the Kings Bay Locality.

U. S. Department of Agricalture

Soit Conservation Service. Bciween
1974 and 1976 our databasc lists 37 surveys, cullural
resource assessmcents, and reconnaissances, and four
data recovery projects conducted by SCS  under
contracl with a varicty of vendors, The abrupt halt ol
SCS reports alter 1976 is a matter that necds
clarification,

U. §. Forest Service. One hundred
forty-cight reports in the database are atiributable 10 the
U. 5. Forest Service.  All of these except three are
survey, cularal resource appraisals, or inventory
reports. Drs. Kent Schaeider and Jack Wyan (personal
communication) reported that between 1976 and 1982
the Forest Service conducted 118 projects and con-
tracied for 39 surveys, and for the period 1982-1985
the Service conducied Y4 projects and contracted for 8
projects in the Chauahoochee - Oconce National
Forest. For 1986 Wynn projected an additional 12 - 13
projects. By the end of 1986 there will have been a
lotal of 272 projccts compleied and 272 reports
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prepared. Existing Forest Service data suggests thag
about 10 % of Forest lands have heen surveyed 10 date.
These surveys have identified 389 prechistoric sites and
178 histortc propesties. [t is interesting (o note than no
more than 3 of these 567 properies have bcen
nominated (o the National Register of Historic Places.
The Forest Service's policy of avoidance is one that
increases our general fund of identified and conserved
resources.

Farmers [lome Administration. The
databasc credits the Farmers Home Adminisiration
with J archeological survey reports.

Department of Commerce

Economic Development Administra-
tion. EDA required grant applicants 1o conduct 2 total
of 19 survey or assessment projects which were
reported between 1976 and 1986. Two data recovery
projects are reported.

Interstate  Commerce  Commission,
The 1CC is responsibie for the regulation of the raifroad
transportation  industry  and  although not a  land
manager occasionally becomes involved in undertuk-
ings which require NHPA compliance. The 1CC had
archevlogical investigations conducted in conjunction
with threc projecls.

Environmental Proteciion Agency

According 1o our data EPA had 186 compliance studics
conducted by grant applicants; the majority of these
were water facilitics improvement projects, Scvenicen
of the projects conducted under EPA required data
fecovery or mitigation,

Department of Energy

Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion. Eighty-cight survey, asscssment or inveniory
level projects were carried out between 1973 and 1985
to satisfy FERC’s NHPA Scction 106 responsibilitics.
The database indicates that onc daia recovery project
was conducted. 1 should clarity that Georgia Power
Compuany’s Wallace Rescrvoir has for convenicnce
been allotied 1o the Corps of Engineers because of the
Comps  Scction 100 Rivers and  Harbors  Act
responsibility.



Depariment of Transportation

Federal Highway Adminisiration. The
FHWA, through the Georgia Department of Trans-
portation, has produced some 141 reports.  The
majority of these are surveyor “clearance” wype
documents but a few, such as Bowen’s "The History
and Archacology of a Civil War Soldicr” (1981),
Archeological [nvestigations at 9 CK{(DOT)7 (1982},
and Crook’s "Cagle Site Report” (1984) cover dala
recovery projects.  The Georgia Depariment  of
Transportation’s program has probably provided as
much negalive evidence as positive information about
the distribution of sitcs. This information is not to be
dismissed lightly.

Urban Mass Transit Administration.
The major activity of the Urban Mass Transit Ad-
ministration is refated o the development of the
Metropolian Atlanta Regional Transportaton system
(MARTA). The majority of the work conducted by
MARTA was with Georgia Statc University in the late
1970s and carly 1980s with subscquent work carricd
out by the private scctor. The MARTA project has had
a major impact on urban archeology because Roy
Dickens and his collcagues prepared thoughiful and
articulate publications (Dickens 1982; Dickens and
Bowen 1980; Dickens and Crimnimins 1982).

Federal Aviation Administration. The
Federal  Aviation  Administration  or  their  grant
applicants had 8 archeological surveys related to airpon
expansion or improvements conducted beiwecn 1974
and 1982,

General Services Administration

GSA is the Federal government’s largest landiord,
cither owning or lcasing the majority of buildings
occupicd by Federal agencies. As a "developer and
construction company” GSA conforms 10 the same sct
of historic prescrvation statutes as other Federal
agencics.  This responsibility, according to our data,
has led to GSA conducting ascheological and historic
rescarch in one project, the Savannah Federal Building.
The results of this work is Nick Honerkamp's (1983)
The Reality of the City. This $106.000 clfort
(including NPS overhead) was carried out for GSA by
the Natiomal Park Scrvice, Southeast Region, Ar-
cheological Assistance Scrvices program.
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Department of Housing and Urban Development

Our database indicates that grant recipicnis from the
Department of Housing and Urban Development
conducted 16 survey or assessment level projects
between 1977 and 1982,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

According to the database NRC is responsible lor a
Report of Archeological Resource Testing on Cultural
Property 91HK33 (GP-HK-08) (Blanion 1984),

U. 8. Postal Service

In 1979, 1980, and 1981 consuuction of postal
facilities required surveys at Midway, Georgia, and al
the Atlania Downtown Post Office, Test excavations
were repotted for the laer project in 1981,

Conclusions

This paper provides an overview of Federal Archeol-
ogy Program contributions 1o Georgia archcology.

In summary, without the work of Cyrus Thomas and
his field assistants, we would know much less than we
do about some of the major mound sites. Much of the
data collected from these explorations was vscd by W.
H. Holmes (1903) in his Aboriginal Pottery of the
Eastern United States. Of more recent vintge, the
influence of Joseph R. Caldwell’s (1958) Trend and
Tradition in the Prehistory of the Eastern United States
has been tremendous and widespread. Much of the
dawz on which he based this synthesis comes from FAP
investigations. It would be unfair to criticize these
effonts using today’s knowledge, techniyues, methods,
and theorctical sophistication as the stndard, | think
the majority of southeastern archeologists would agree
that archeology is better off becausc the Smithsonian
Institution did the carly exploratory work than it would
be if C. B. Moore had done it. Likewise we should not
use today’s more rigorous approaches to archeology to
castigate the cfforis of the WPA archeologists. [ am
satisficd that should we objectively compare  the
products of these workers with that of their contcmpo-
rary non-FAP collcagues we would find that the
products of the former group were at least equivalent.
There docs not seem 1o be much dilference in rescarch
quality in Rediscovering Hlinois (Cole and Deucl
1937), Kincaid (Cole ct al. 1951), or Ritchie’s (1944)
The Pre-troquoian Occupations of New York Siate, and
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reports from Fedcral work of the period such as An
Archeological Survey of the Pickwick Basin in the
Adjacent Portions of the States of Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, und Tennessee (Webb and Delarnette 1942),
or Kelly’s (1938) A Preliminary Report on Ar-
chaeological Explorations at Macon, Georgia, or
Lewis and Knebergs' (1946) Hiwassee Island. Similar
comparisons could be drawn and debated for the
products of the River Basin Survey days. More
recently the serics of reponts prepared for the Russell
Dam project, the Navy's Kings Bay project and
Georgin Power Company’s Wallace project could be
compared (avorably with the results from non-Federal
projects such as Milanich’s (1971, 1972) Deptflord
studies and David Hurst Thomas and his associates’ St.
Catherines Island investigations (Thomas et al. 1978;
Thomas and Larscn 1979), 1 want 10 close with the
observation that the Federal government has supported
archeology in very direct ways during the last century,
Overall, the reports of federally sponsored or executed
research of the past two decades compares in quality,
both good and bad, with the output of most "purc
rescarch,”  The Federal Archeology Program both
before and since the passage of the Natonal Historic
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Preservation Act has provided the statutory basis and
most of the dollars for whal we know about archeology
in Georgia.

Notes

1. Petsche lists 62 titles. However, numbers 433 and 440 are
the sume, and number 443 should be listed with Virginia,
Thus the correct total is 6. Of these, 24 are published and
36 are manuscripts (several of which were subsequently
published).

2. 1 have defined the Federal Archeological Program (FAP)
as archeological research sponsored under, conducted under
or required under Federal statute,

3. This dalabase was assembled by Debra Katz, Staff
Archeologist, Archeological Assistunce  Division, NP§,
Washington. | appreciate the assistance of "Dottic” Aiken,
Georgia Department of Natural Resources; Juhn Ehrenhard
and Jean Godbee, Archeological Assistance Branch,
Southeast Region, NPS; Richard Faust and George Fisher,
Southeast Archeological Center, NPS; Dr. Bernard Murphy,
U. 5. Navy; Dr. Kent Schneider, Southeast Region, U, S.
Forest Service: and Dr. Paul Rubenstein snd Marc Rucker,
Corps of Engineers, for providing data; ancl also especially
Brooks Vaughn, Information and Data Systems Divisien,
NPS, Washingion, who made it run.



TWENTY YEARS OF PRESERVATION ARCHEOLOGY IN KENTUCKY

R. Berle Clay

The past 20 years of archeology stemming from the
National Historic Preservation Act have seen a dala
explosion in Kentucky archeology. This has not been
muatched by publication nor has "preservation archeol-
ogy” led to spin-off swudies, continuing interests
developed through the preservation process. These
factors ure related to the history of archeology in the
State, specifically to the health of the discipline.

Let me preface my paper with & disclaimer and several
"thescs.”  This is nol a summary of the resulis ol the
past 20 ycars of government sponsored archeology.
These have been tremendous.  Along with (his, note the
following definition: when I speak of "preservation
archcology” I am referring to archeology done primary
in response to section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

The points | want to make stem from two personal
incidents.  First, Bennie Keel and [ both ook jobs
outside academia at about the same time and mcet n
Kentucky, early in our management careers. In the
course of a grueling day of negotiation a section 106
Mcmorandum of Agrcement was developed involving
the excavation of a series of Archaic, Woodland, and
historic components. As 1 remember, the total project,
which involved some managerial surprises [or Bennie,
cost over $253,000,

As a result of this work, highly significant archeclogi-
cal matcrials were recovered from a scries of sites
which established an Archaic to Woodland sequence
{or the Falls of the Chio. To the best of my knowledge,
however, no journal article has been produced from
that project although the descriptive report is available
through the National Technical Information Scrvice
and the archeological contractor. It also did not result
in any flurther spin-ofl siudics although the materials

arc presertly well curated at the Universitics of

Kenucky and Louisvilie. My point here is that
"prescrvation archcology” costs have been high and the
relurns have been meager measured in a traditional
product, or in the ability of a phase of research 10 lead
into others,
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Second, [ was recently discussing the historics of our
respeclive states with a fellow state archeolegist. We
tried to generalize state histories inlo similar periods
and concluded that # was hard to do. We agreed that
specilic histories of archcology must be writlen for the
different states, and that these will reflect closely the
histories of the discipline of archeology in those stales,
and even personalities of individuals in those siates.

Thus, for Kentucky, I will be addrcssing what |
perceive as a problem.  First, (wenty years of
"preservation archeology” have been expensive and the
payolf has not been what has bcen expected and,
second, that this is a product of the history of archeol-
ogy in the Stae. These comments are made in the
context of praise for a Federal prescrvation program
which has worked extremely well.  Threatened
archeological daa are being preserved.  Archeologists,
however, have yet 1o adjust fully 1o the implications of
thts state of alfairs or, perhaps more {airly, have not
been able to adjust to these conditions,

Before 1966

Kentucky is distinctive in that it rcally did nou partici-
pate in the river basin salvage period, typified in the
South by the Tennessee Valley cffort. Still, archeology
was done during the period 1934-1966 which estab-
lished a professional basis for understanding State
prehistory.  We look back in 1986 with awe at the

record of William S. Webb and his workers.

Webb’s work was a product of his selection of arca
problems explicily summarized by him in the early
1930s (Funkhouser and Wcbb 1932), The productivity
of the period is, really, a product of the fact that he had
a research design, a la 1932, primitive as it may sccm
in hindsight (Funkhouser and Webb 1932).  This
design was responsibic for the character, suceess and
the limitations of his contributions,

However, what did not emerge from his Kentucky
rescarch was a chronological framework, Chronology
was implicit in it (Schwartz 1967), but this is our
hindsight, not Webb’s. Nowhcre in the State did Webb
cven try o grapple with the {act that, for example,
Archaic preceded Woodland, which preceded Mis-
sissippion or Fort Ancient. It is a well kept sceret that
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Webb simply chose not to write up those siles ex-
cavated by his Depression-era supervisors that did not
fit his rescarch problems (for example, a series of Fort
Ancient sites in central and eastern Kentucky, Mis-
sissippian sitcs along the Green River, and Palco-
indian and Archaic sites along the Tennessee River).
This was only partly becausc he predated radiocarbon
based chronology building. His work during the 1930s
ook place in the midst of a time and space revolution,
in which absolute dating was only a later cmbel-
lishment. More so, it reflects his carly 20th cenwry
interests, scarcely evolved beyond a local version of the
Thomas mound survey program of the laic 19th
century.

Webb's Tennessee Valley Authority program provided
the model lor later government effor.. But in Ken-
weky, the rver basin period had little impact.
Beginning with the survey and excavation of siles in
the Woll Creek Reservoir in southert Kentucky in
1948, carrying through the salvage efforts in a serics of
smalice rescrvoirs in the late 1950s and carly 1960s,
river basin salvage was done. Howcever, these projects
produccd meager results,

Kentucky archeology did not really participate in that
period of American archcology as characicrized as by
Willey and Phillips in Method and Theory in American
Archaeology (1958). Today, many sce the regional
sequence building of the time as methodology trapped
in a particular paradigm. Today, one can recognize that
normative culture history building by itself is a limiting
goal.  However, that framework and the interpretive
contradictions that it generates is needed and is a
nceessary siep to what Taylor (1948) called the study
of culture and what Willey and Phillips (1958) called
processual  archeology. This tevel of abstraction
regarding archeology was never addressed by Webb,

In 1986, we in Kentucky still approach local prehistory
with crms Lhat are borrowed (Schwartz 1967) and have
not becn rethought (such as Adena, Fort Ancient,
Green River Archaic, and Newtown) or we add new
terms, from whercver, as they become lashionable
(such as Emergent Mississippian).  Contemporary
Kentucky archeology is behind in its chronology
building and that cfTort is csseial to, in Taylor's
terms, its historiography. To give an example of what
this mcans today, a recently suggested "rescarch topic”
lor the Woodland period in Kentucky is “"arc the
Yankcetown Phase sites in Kentucky really Emergent
Mississippian?”

I suggest that this is not a valid research yuestion, at
fcast as posed in this lashion. More importantly, it
represents a lraming of culture historical enquiry in
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terms entirely borrowed from elsewhere, what T would
jokingly call "carpetbag archeology.” To make a
Taylorian critique of such a process, whal fas been lost
in the haste to paste fashionable terms on a pastiche of
archeological fact is the archeological contexu itscll.
This occurs, surprisingly, in the framework of a
discipline that pays lip scrvice through others 1o Walier
W. Taylor,

What is lacking and did not devetop in the 1940s and
1950s in Kemucky, despite Webb's accomplishments,
was a tradition of comparative analysis. Such an
approach, stemming from the necessity in the 1930s of
fitting classificatory systems such as the McKern
System to developing regional chromologies, was
esscntially alien 10 Webb's brand of archeology.

In the 1940s and 1950s, Kentucky lacked the instily-
tional basc for doing archeology. Webb did not or
could not create one. We have had a hard lime
developing one in the State becausc ol the continuing
weakness of the farger discipline of anthropology.

Despite their obvious limitations, Webb's published
monographs remain outstanding achicvements.  His
success was dwue o the [act that he focused on
“problems” that he defined.  Thus, his work was
characierized by an cconomy of means versus ends. He
had the services in Kentucky of a gified set of lield
archeologists,  After World War Il he was unabic,
despite his personal success, to translate the expericnce
into Staie  Government  support  for  academic
anthropology.

Here, finally, one must deal with Webb's background.
At least part of his Taiture 10 build a basce Tor Kentucky
archeotogy is surely a product of his parochial
collector’s hackground. He was ncver a "mainstream”
archeologist. Instead, he seems to have worked uite
independently from the gencration which was building
the cssential outlines of eastern United States prehis-
tory arount him. | doubt il Webb saw the need 1o
expand his growing department, had that been possible.
He certainty was not able to keep the archeologists who
passed through Lexington. In sum, his contributions 10
Kentucky prehistory were very much an individual
clfort. He hardly vicwed the practice of Kentucky
prehistory as an ongoing effort.

Since 1966

In 1932, some 313 archeological sies were profes-
sionally "known" in Kentucky as the result of
Funkhouscr’s and Webb's statewide survey in the fate
19205, As of the summer of 1986, some 12,155 sites



are listed in statewide survey, maintained by the Office
of the Swate Archacologist,  About 10,515 sites, or
86.5% of those listed have been discovered since 1966,
largely but not entirely in response w0 the National
Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966.

This newest phase of Federal archeology has created a
data explosion. For the first lime we are gelling a
gencrous, dispersed sample of staiewide archeological
data. 1t is difficult to estimaie its cost but it is safc to
say that the last 20 years have cost lar more than the
first 30 years,

It is also difficult, and perhaps oo soon, 10 measure the
benelits of this cffort, but this work has not resulicd in
accessible publications. Descriptive technical reports
have been consistendy produced, as required. But
those reports [ail 10 push analysis of data and uniformly
fail w integrate their [indings inw a developing
conscnsus.  Also, there s a dearth of theorctical or
mcthodological  spin-off  papers  gencrated  [rom
opportunitics provided in "preservation archcology.”

This last point is particufarly unfortunate. In the finat
analysis, I feel that it will be "preservation archeology,”
forcing the archeologist to confront nove! problems in
new areas, that will be acknowledged to have been the
most signilicant source of change in the practice of
archcology in the United States at a number of different
levels. By contrast, the influcnces of more wraditional
- "rescarch archcology” have tended to be conservative,

In summary, in Kentucky there is a lack of fit between
the amount ol work done and the professional product.
This is not apparent to the archeologist normally
absorbed with his or her particular imerests, but it is
evident to one who reads the end product. The increase
in site knowledge suggests several factors. First, with
rclatively fimiled exceptions federally  sponsored
archeology prior to 1966 exceptions, was not survey
and inventory in naturc but, rather, focused on
excavation of sites lollowing Webb’s limited rescarch
interests. '

Sccond, 20 years of "preservation archeology” have
drastically altered both the dimensions of Kentucky
prehistory and the conduct of ficld archeology in the
State. Having sampicd Kentucky archcology around
1960, [ can attest that the problems then were versed in
erms of Webb’s incllecwal legacy.  This led, |
remember, to a particular question such as, what was
the relationship between Green River Archaic and
Kentucky Adena, a prediciable product of what 1 would
cail the "law of thc peography of prior rescarch.”
Humorously, of course, this law  states:
" Archacological facts cxpand in time and space until
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they run into other archacological facts o which they
arc then linked by developmental schemes,”

if it has done anything, recent "preservation archeol-
ogy” has demonstrated that there is a general sumilarily
in problems of culural evolution across the State,
tempered by the cenain knowledge that the process of
change varied, reflecting regional diversity. Realisti-
cally, however, this rcalization is as much a product of
archeotogical work done outside Kentucky, as it is one
part of "preservation archeology™ within Kentucky. At
the same time, exicnded daw recovery on alt too few
widcly scattered sites has produced concenteated, high
quality data that has not been widely distributed
beyond technical reports.  In addition, it has been all
too difficult to fit these data into a coherent prehistory
for any part of the Statc. Rarely has the mitigative
cffort been either pan of an inensive, regional research
effort or the basis {or initiating one later.

It is not fair o charge the fack of a professional product
in "preservation archeology” 10 the moral lassitude of
the archeotogist involved.  “"Prescrvation archeology”
has had its own agenda that has worked its important
clfect.  Inventory has drumstically changed our
understanding of the distribution of prechistoric cuttures
and produced some of the moest important data we now
possess. Bul it also has demonstrated that &l oo many
sites have tittle research payolf. Because of this, there
have been both good and bad effecis. They have
modified our perception of prehistory, which is good,
and have both crcated and intensified an ideological
split between those who do "prescrvation archeology”
and those who do not (or wish they did not), which is
bad.

In 1986, some 62% of all reported project surveys were
of small areas that produccd no finds. These ligures
indicate the success of compliance without scrutinizing
individual agencies. However, they also indicatc that
considerable clfort is going ino the archeological
evatuation of projcets with no resources. To this reality
must be added the additional obscrvation that the
majority of sites that are located by inventory have very
litde rescarch value. Some one third of the Staie’s site
totz{ cannot be placed in any time period. As high as
60% of thosc sites have only the most general ol
diagnosuc specimens. Few can realistically design or
execuic non-trivial research with such sites and no one
in Kentucky does.

Not 1o slight the role of negative {indings, there is an
ennui with compliance archeology that is a direct
product of our value system where i stresses a rescarch
paradigm as cmbracing “preservation  archeology”
without modification. | find few archeologists willing
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to admit that many of the preservation dollars they
spend have no rescarch value, But the record of what
they do with the resulls suggest that such is the case.
At many levels the archeologist is, frankly, merely
providing a service with very littic professional payoff
depending upon one’s overall view of the discipline.
William §. Wcbb careers will never be made in
"prescrvation archeology.”

However, the lines are drawn between shifting groups.
There are those who maintain that whenever the
archeologist enters the field, he or she is doing
rcsearch.  There are others who express total lack of
interest in inventory in gencral; who recognize, in other
words, that many sitcs have no research value {some-
times the only sitcs that have such value arc those with
which thcy are immediately concerned). The former
group tends 10 be the frustrated "preservation ar-
cheologists,” those for whom the involvemeni in
section 106 compliance work has not satisfied their
scientific ideals and, therefore, their career goals. The
fater group tends to be the archeologisis, largely, but
aot catirely, based in academic instilutions who are not
actuatly engaged in  “preservation  archeology.”
Between these exiremes, and [ sense olten frustrated by
their position, is a third group that is wrying o conduct
the business of "prescrvation archeology.”

Perhaps this is a piclure recognizable elsewhere, It
indicates, [ repeat, ffaws in the profession of archeol-
ogy, not in the preservation programs. However, the
Kentucky cxamplc may reflect mainly upon the
continuing weakness of anthropology in the State. 1t
has not meshed with a vigorous tradition of local
archeology. It is a sobering reality that the strength of
acadewmic programs has steadily eroded during the past
20 ycars.

Advances in Kentocky archeology of the 1980s remain
very much dependent upon programs based outside the
State: beginning with Patty Jo Watson’s (Washingion
University) work in Mammoth Cave and later in the
Green River Valley, followed by the University of
Michigan’s work in the Knobs region, then by the
multi-year involvement of Simon Frazer University in
the Lower Cumberiand, and now with the University of
Hlinois’ intensive involvement in the archeology of the
Jackson Purchase and Columbia University’s effort in
the archeotogy of central Kenwcky, Those are the
projects which have made, and will probably continuc

1o ald to the body of published contributions to
Kemucky archeology.

Those programs arc not the work generaied by
"preservation archeology.” With the exception of some
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State and Federal survey and planning moncy provided
10 the University of [Hinois and a small amount o
Simon Frazer University, those programs have not been
supported by preservation dolfars.  In fact, they
represent the work of quitc a dilferent set of ar-
cheologists and it is surprising how little communica-
tion there is between the two.

If one looks at those programs, one is impressed by the
diversity. Where successful, they have been designed
rescarch in which data collecting is not an end in iself,
but is closely tied 10 caplicit problems. This is nothing
more than the agenda of "rescarch archeology” and the
very thing which, in practice at least, scts it off from
"preservation archcology." Webb would applaud their
successes despite his provincialism. Those programs
demonstrate that “"preservation archeology” in Ken-
tucky cannrot stand alone, at least not now. Simply, il
does not give the archeologist the freedom to follow his
or her rescarch inferests in an cconomical and produc-
tive fashion. It was fashionable in the carly 19705 o
sece "preservation  archeology” as  cssentially  the
restructuring ol the stratcgy of doing lield rescarch, in
effect replacing waditional grants oricmed rescarch,
The Kentucky experience suggests that this is possible
only where there is an established institutional base Tor
prehistory.  In Kenwucky we have nol developed it
Central to such a base is the presence of a weadition of
archecdogical resecarch firmly based in the lertile,
post-World War 11 era ol American archeology. With
these two factors, I suggest, the history of Kentucky
work might have been yuite different.

Perhaps the most productive short-term use of Federat
preservation dollars in Kentucky has been through the
survey and planning program dirceted by the Kentucky
Heritage Council, the agency of the Stac Historic
Preservation Officer.  For the past three years, that
agency has used Federal survey and planning (unds,
supplemented by more timited Staie funds, 10 stimulate
just the sort of tightly focused rescarch needed in
Kentucky., Siemming from the 1966 Act the scale of
projects initiaied by this program is hardly that of the
sums used in what | have called "prescrvation archeol-
ogy." Bul where those funds have been distribuied 1o
institutions that have the ability to carry rescarch to
completion and publication, the results have been
rewarding. Those projects arc, however, "band-aids™ 10
the larger problem. Clearly, the success of those
preservation cfforts depends upon the sirength of the
local institniions doing the archeology. The survey
and planning program cannot, and was not intended Lo,
provide the insttutional stability and strength that is
needed in the long run.



After 1986

I sense that we are heading for a new period in
"preservation archeology” dictated by external tactors.
In i1, evaluation will be followed, where possible, by
mitigation of adverse impact by avoidance, Dictated
by cconomy and the realization that “preservation
archeology” does not substitute Tor "rescarch archeol-
ogy,” this will be true "preservation archeology” and
will mark, il it is successful, the embedding of a
preservation sophistication in Federal planning,

I things are moving in this direction, where does this
leave the practice of “preservation archeology?”
Inventory, evaluation and, where unavoidable,
mitigation of adverse impact remain with us as
clements of the Federal preservation program. |
suggest that they will become even more central than at
present. Here in Kentucky, {or example, we potentially
{acc a tremendous cxplosion in inventory and cvalua-
tion of coal minc permits, provided that the Stue
decides to require them,

Given this thrust, one aspect of the Federal program is
spodighted as needing immediate atention and is
underscored by the Kenuwky experience.  In the
preservation process in the past no consisient thought
has been given (o the ultimate curation of recovered
archeological materials. It is clear that the payolfs in
rescarch done with those materials will come down the
road and will be, in a large measure, dependent upon
how well they have been maintained in the interim.

Despite the declining role that Kentucky academic
institutions have played in "research archeotogy,” they
have been asked 1o assume virwally the entire wsk of
curating the results of “preservation archeology.” |
make this waming o the Federal Government. 1t is
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possible that onc day you may discover that those
institutions have disappeared, and with thom the data
harvest of the preservation program.

In addition, therc will be two prediclable results. First,
with a resource avoidance cthic "preservation archeuol-
ogy" will be cven less productive in rescarch payolls
than today. Second, even more so than now, major
advances, for a while al Ikast, will come through
parallel and related work done in a rescarch, pot
prescrvation [rame of reference.  This is not the best
state of allairs as we scek (o consolidate the gains made
in the past 20 years of the Federal programs,  For the
short 1erm in Kentucky, we are left with what amounts
to a fiscal paradox that is difticult to explain o the
layman: the most productive work trom the scientific
standpoint of the profession is also the lcast costly.
Furthermore, the scale of the difference in costs
between onie and Lhe other is considerable.

In time, I supposc, we will sce a more clficient usc of
"preservation archeology” dollars, and | mean more of
a payolf than now in tcrms of publication and spin-oif
studies. This will depend upon bhuilding the regional
framcwork which we necd, which cxpresses Lhe
significance of the Kentucky context, and which is the
obvious springboard for bringing (he products of
"preservation archeology” more closely in line with
those of "rescarch archeology.” In this process the
continuing involvement of the Federal preservation
program with State archeology will proceed with its
own agenda. It remains 10 be scen if that agenda will
be adeguately addressed by "research archeology™ or il
in Kentxcky, like thosc orphan sites Webb dug and
never analysed, the data windfall of "prescrvation
archeology” will have 10 wait a few ycars w be
digested in a more leisurcly manner.  Still, we may
thank the Federal program that these data will have had
a chance to exist.



ARCHEOLOGICAL DATA RECOVERY IN TRANSITION:
SOME OBSERVATIONS FROM MISSISSIPPI

Robert M. Thorne

The Swate of Mississippi is divided into twelve
physiographic regions characterized by a diversity of
naturally occurring resources and archeologically
defined cultures which were responsive o those
resources.  Federal agency responsibility for ar-
cheological resource consideration is as diverse as the
physiography with five Corps of Engineers districts
being represented, one National Forest Service Region,
the Soil Conservaiion Service, and until recently, the
Bureauw of Lund Management. Each has made
available considerable funding during the last decade
and the background archeological data that has heen
produced hus increased logarithmically, While ihe
development of archeological knowledge has benefited
direcily, academic institutions have received consider-
able direct and indirect support from survey and
excavalion projects.  Site conservation and siabi-
lization projects have been initiated and successful
efforts in this area will help to insure that archeologi-
cal resources are available for future scholars and the
interested public,

When Bennie Keel asked me 10 participate in this
symposium and to assess the advances in Mississippi’s
archeological knowledge over the lfast 20 years, !
agreed but with some reservations. For those of us
who regularly work in tbe State, the rate of accumula-
tion of daa during the fast two decades is obvious.
Given the scale of federally funded aclivity in the State
over the last 20 years, the rate of dala recovery is not
surprising.  Whilc all of us tend 1o agree that positive
steps have been taken, the extent of advancement is a
highly subjective judgment that cach of us makes on
the basis of our individual research interests. Discus-
sions with various colleagues in the Stte quickly led
me 1o the conclusion that there is no common yardstick
that can be used 1o mcasure our level of advancement
in archeological knowledge,
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It may be helpiul to put the extent of Federal support
for archeological data rccovery in Mississippi inio
perspective by bricily listing the Federal agencies that
have carried out archeological projects in the State and
commenting on their level of involvement.  Major
fiscal support for resource consideration has come from
four Corps of Engincers Districts, the Tennessce Valley
Authority, the National Park Scrvice, and the Soil
Conscrvation  Service.  Other agencics that have
provided lesser fiscal support include the U. S. Forest
Service, the Department of Transportation, the Burcau
of Land Management, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and through adminisuative aclion, the
Farmer’s Home Administration and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Communily
Development Block Gramt program. The greatest
support has come [rom two Cormps of Engincers
Districts, the Tennessce Valley Authority and the Soil
Coenscrvation Service.  Other agencics that  have
provided funding have donc so on a fesser scale
because their projects have been ol lesser magnitude. |
had originally hoped 1o frame this paper on the basis of
dollars spent over the last 20 years so that 1 could better
understand how we had benefited from the Federal
archeology program in fiscal lerms. This turncd out 0
be less than adequate and more difficult to accomplish.

While cach pasticipaling agency has a record of
cxpenditures, the systems of keeping them vary and for
some agencies, a complele accounting is virtually
impossiblec without considerable cffort. Even though
dollar amounts are difficuit to identify, we can view the
level of funding from the perspective of where Lhe
moncy has been spent. By where | am referring 1o a
geogsaphic or physiographic division of the Suate and
not o the individuals or instintions that have had
aceess Lo the available funds.

During the last 20 years, the overwhelming majority ol
Federal dollars spent on archcology in Mississippi has
been in the castern and northcastern parts of the Sute.
These are the arcas of the Tennessce-Tombighee
Watcrway and the Ycllow Creck Power Plant, Funds
spent in this region have come from the National Park
Service, the Corps of Engincers (Mobile amd Nashville
Districts), the Tenncssee Valley Authority and the Soil
Conscrvation Service. Other Corps funds have been



made available for survey and excavation in the
western portion of the State, principally in the Mis-
sissippi atluvial valley scction of the Yazoo River
drainage. The source of those funds is the Vicksburg
District.  Some ol this funded data recovery has been
complcied in the north-central portion of the Yazoo
River drainage. National Park Service funds have been
spent along the righi-ol-way for the Natcher Trace
Parkway and at the Grand Village ol the Naichez as
well as on a variety of smaller projects in various parts
of the State.

Soil Conservation Scrvice expenditures have not been
confined {0 a particular geographical arca, but like the
majority of the work previously noted, Soil Conserva-
Lion Service activities involving archeological re-
sources have been north of Interstate-20. In {act, with
the excoption ol work in the Naichez - Grand Village
arci, one military installation, and several small Bureau
of Land Management projects, the majority of the
federally lunded archeology programs have been
carricd out north of Inerstate-20. In some ways, this is
not a loritous circumstance  since  Interstate-20
divides the State into two almost equal portions and
virtually all of the State south of Interstate-20 lies
within the rclatively flat coastal plain where there is
less need for water management through impoundment
and channelization,

As | indicated carlicr, there seems 10 be no common
denominator that can be used 10 determine the extent of
our advancement, although everyone in the Siate seems
1o agree that we have made some progress. Since a
purely fiscal approach did not prove to be an adeyuaie
way o begin, another alternative (o the assessment of
progress would be 10 look at the number of reports that
have been produced. Letter reporis must he excluded
in such an approach to keep the asscssment manage-
able. Obviously, the number of available reports is a
reflection of the amount of money that has been spent.
Numbers of reports by agency does not address the
kind ot work done or the productivity of that research.

The Tennessce-Tombigbee Waterway project, with
funds provided by the National Park Service and the
Mobile and Nashville Corps Districts, led © the
preparation of almost 60 reporis on properties in the
castern part of the State.  The Corps’ Vicksburg
District has produced 7 published reports and 60
purchase order reports, many being more than letter
feports.  Four reports have been issued by the Siate
Highway Department and about 12 from the Soil
Conservation Service. A similar number has becn
produced from work {unded by the Tennessec Valley
Authority. The National Park Service lists 32 reported
projects, excluding several that they {unded through the
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Atlanta ollice {when it was the Heritage Conscrvation
and Recreation Service) rather than through the
Tallahassee office. Including the Coms’ Vicksburg
District’s purchase orders, approximately 175 reports
are available, and {or further emphasis, these deal
targely with the northern one-hall of the State. Leuer
reports on small-scale surveys contain a large quantity
ol negative evidence regarding site locations and arc
useful in that they can help 1o exclude ceriain
topographic features as likely places Lo ind expressions
of prehistoric or historic period activity.

In so far as I can determine, no single individual has
even tried o read, consider, and assimilate this huge
volume of data. Preparation ol a staic historic
preservation plan dictates that at lcast a portion of this
assembled data be considered. That plan is progressing
at an appropriale rate and most of the data that arc
being used have been derived through the Federal
archeology program. The completion of the State Plan
may well represent the [irst attempt at synthesis of the
data collected over the fast 20 years.

With this information at hamd, wc are back 10 the
question of how one assesses this database and makes
some rcasonable determination regarding the rate of
progression in development of our state of knowledge.
Alter consultations with various colleagues, | can onty
reach the conclusion that at this time we cannot fulty
assess our fevel of advancement. 1t scoms that we arc
still o close 10 the period of productivity 10 know
whai major advances we have made.

[ can note the more obvious advances in our knowledge
of the State’s prehistory. Among them arc the
following: chronological sequences in the casicrn part
of the State have been refined as a result of work along
ithc Tennessec-Tombigbee Watcrway. By extrapolation
from nearby cultural scquences, we thought early on
that Mississippian seltlcment  pauerns  in - casicrn
Mississippi would cmulate those from other regions.
Tennessee-Tombighee research has suggested that at
least in that part of Mississippi, Mississippian period
seulements were dispersed rather than concentrated.
Additional data colicction is necessary 10 show that this
is indeed the case, however.

Managemeni of the various cultural resources along the
Tennessce-Tombighee  Waterway  provided  the
opportunity 10 develop a management plan for
resources lhat were spread over a large geographical
ared.  In bricf, a National Regisier ol Historic Places
District cross-culling several physiographic
proveniences was developed for the length of the
Waterway route. A flow chart system for site sclection
for intensive management was deviscd and all sites o
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be impacted by Waterway development were led into
the chart. Usc of the chart would eventuaily lcad 1o a
decision as 1o how a particular site would be treated,
with management options ranging {rom no action 10
full-scale excavation. On the basis of the success of the
management approach, this procedure has been adapted
for use on other large Federal projects such as the
Richard B. Russcll Reservoir, the New Meloncs
Rescrvoir and, most recently, the developing Central
Arizona Project.

Jay Johnson completed a survey and testing program in
the westicern portion of the prairic scction of the eastern
part ol the State and developed a settlement model that
could be used to predict site locations in ncarby
drainages. A recapplication of the model has suggesied
that while the model is generally accurate, some further
relincments are necessary.

As a result of the preparation of Hurricane Mound prior
o stabilization, we have been able to show that the
construction of carciully planncd substructural mounds
extended further into the central portion ol Mississippi
than we had thought carlier. Thesc are associated with
relatively broad flood plains and smaller strcams, We
also have been able 1o show that carly historic Choctaw
settlement had occurred in an area traditionally delined
as Chickasaw,

Work completed in the very northeastern corner of
Mississippi has allowed us to trace Middle and Lme
Archaic stone tool production from the yuarry to the
finished product, and to define a seulement padern
with tool production as s focus. We also have been
able to chronicle the usc of spatialty restricted and very
poor quality raw malcrials in two instances (onc was
not dircctty funded by Federal monics).

The collection of pollen samples and  associated
materials {or dating has allowed us to begin to better
understand the geomorphological fill sequences in the
Mississippi alluvial vallcy and w0 support the palco-
environmental modcl proposed for the Holocene, We
also have been abie w generale the beginnings of a
palco-cnvironmental  subsistence  model  for  the
Mississippi River alluvial valley and 10 suggest what
types of land surfaccs would have been most actively
utilized during various parts ol the year,

While not dircctly alfecting archeological sites in the
State, the Tennessee Valley Authority has initisted a
program of archeological site swbilization on pro-
pertics it owns within its rescrvoir system. This was
lollowed in time by a similar program {or the Corps ol
Engincers.  In both cascs, the majority of the test
stabilization ciTorts arc not in Mississippi but the basic

32

synthesis and site protection encouragement has come
from Mississippi institutions.  Within the Suie, a
stabilization cffort has been completed by the Vick-
sburg District of the Corps of Engineers and has
protected a Mississippian mound from further loss by
reservoir inundation. Work by the Soil Conservation
Service has helped 0 keep St Catherines Creek (rom
eroding into the Grand Village of the Natchez.

I think 2 significant change has finally come about in
the way thal [cderally contracted archeology programs
are perceived. 1t ook many of us several years to [ully
understand the jurisdictional limitations of contracted
programs and 10 learn how 10 operate our own archeol-
ogy programs as sound busincss ventures. | think that
we have begun o learn how to apply contracted
archeology program [unds in a manner that will both
satisly the needs of the funding agency and o structure
problem oriented research at the same time. While we
may not want W admit it, some of us have become
archeological businessmen whose functional roles have
diverged {rom the traditional views of the proicssion.

Whilc we have no quantitative means of judging what
our state of affairs would be without the Federal
program, some suggestions can be made. We would
likely not have developed a better state-level man-
agement organization even though we end 1o fuss
about it regularly.  University anthropology and
archeology progroms would not have benefiled from
shared overhcad funds thal could be applicd o
resources away lrom areas of federally [unded
development. We would not have been able 10 locale
nearly the number of sites that have been recorded nor
would wc have been likely 1o fill a number of interpre-
live gaps left by earlier research. Mississippi would
probably have [ewer archeologists on both the univer-
sity stalls and at Archives and History, and privaie
enterprise would centainly not exist. There would be
no Corps of Engineers or Forest Service archeologists
and there would not be a Soil Conservation Service
coordinator in charge of archeology  programs.
Graduate students would not have reeeived the level of
financial support that they have, nor would they likely
have been exposcd o0 some of the more advanced
analytical technigues that we now cmploy. Both
undergraduate and  graduaie  students  would have
reccived their field training at ficld schools.  They
would have paid for ficld cxperience rather than being
paid for it. The Corps ol Engincers would never have
considercd  {unding  regional  repositorics 10 house
collections, lct alone put them in place, nor would they
be developing regulations w manage cultural resources
on their various propertics.



Generally speaking, archeologists working in Mis-
sissippi during the last twenty years probably have not
encountered many problems that were not faced by our
counterparts during the days of WPA archeology. In
reality, their problem may have been more difficult 10
solve than those of more recent years. Contemporary
archeologists have enjoyed the advantages of virtually
instnt communication, rapid and reliable transporta-
tion, adequate funding, and the technical expertise o
handlec huge volumes of data. We also gencrally have
had adequate funds w0 call on a broader range of
expertise in allied disciplines.

The shortcomings of the last two decades of the Federal
archcology program in Mississippi are probably similar
to those of our neighboring states. Our Department of
Archives and History has experienced a considerably
increascd work load without benelit of an adequatcly
increased stall.  Frequently those of us removed from
Archives and History's daily activities forget and fail o
appreciate the paperwork load that they handle in our
behall.

Additional problem areas that [ think I perceive tnclude
the difficulty of access to published reports andt an even
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greater lack ol accessibitity of interim and preliminary
drafts. We still lack a compietely lunctional system
that would keep us appraised of what our collcagues
arc doing. There is an apparent deficiency ol articles
dealing with culwural resource management projects in
regional and national journals and, as a conseguence,
fewer and {ewer cultural resource management projects
are used as reference matertal in contlemporary method
and theory texis. IF these deficiencies arc as real as |
perceive them to be, lack of post-project fiscal suppont
and the time (o prepare articles may be the cuiprit,
Another view is that we may still be 100 busy moving
from project to project to give much thought to
previous work.

I think that from the proceeding, [ have shown that we
are making somc advances in our archeological
knowledge of the State of Mississippi. The accuracy
and sufficicney of the database that has becn accumu-
lated still remains Lo be tested and we will continue o
build on the past and structure our future rescacch in
such a manner that we will continually use the Federal
archcology program as a means of incrcasing and
enhancing our level of knowledge.



NORTH CAROLINA ARCHEOLOGY SINCE 1966:
TWO DECADES OF FEDS OVER THE SHOULDERS

Mark A. Mathis

A review of the lust 2() vears reveals that the role of the
Federal Government in North Carolinag archeology has
been generally beneficial, not only for the knowledge
guined but for the positive impact on the public and
private seclors regarding the protection and preserva-
tion of cultwral resowrces. The Federal role is most
apparent in the numhers and types of investigations
conducted in response to the regulatory compliance
requirements embodied in the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 und auendant legislation,
Some of these investigations represent the highest of
research standards and have contributed subsiantial
new informution about the Staie's past. Other tangible
effects can be defined in terms of Stale program
development, overall professional employment uand
public awareness. 1 is within this context that this
paper cxamines some mdajor research advances and
program developments in North Carolina archeology
over the last two decades.

When asked to prepare this paper, 1 thought "no
problem.” As a member of the Siate Historic Preserva-
tion Office stalf for nearly 10 years, I {igured 1 had a
reasonable vaniage from which 10 view most of the
signilicant advances and devclopments in North
Carolina archeology, at least for the last decade. And,
in {act, the view has been prety good from that
position. In the course ol the average month, the
Office of Suate Archacology (formerly the Archacology
Branch) will come into contact with virtually every
professional archeologist working in North Carolina
and, in the process, manage 10 acyuirc a basic idea of
what’s going on where, who's doing what, and what
sorts of new and interesting things are turning up.

Through the cavironmental review process, we work
with most Federal and Stawe Government agencies, as
well as many local agencies and private individuals,
principally developers. But 1o identily and summarize
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the highlights of North Carolina archeology since 1966
was far more diificult than | had imagined. The first 10
years is not rcally the problem. [t is the ast 10 ycars
that gets hairy. In this paper, however, | do not intend
Lo provide a summary of the major projects or rescarch
conducied in Nonth Carolina over the last 20 years;
cacellent reviews exist clsewhere (c.g., Mathis and
Crow 1983; Claggeu and Cable 1982). Rather, this
paper provides a bricf look at the face and ligure of
North Carolina archcology as it has grown and changed
since 1966. In doing so, only a fraction of the persons,
places and events which constitate the recent history of
the State’s archeology is mentioncd.  Further, unlike
somc of my colleagues in this symposium, [ will not
auempt o discuss the individual roles or signilicance
of the multitude of Federal agencies that have funded,
conducied or caused archeological studies 10 occur over
the last 20 years. | think it is abundantly clcar that the
Federal Government, particularly through the programs
and puidance of the National Park Service, has
contribuied immenscly 10 the growth and development
of southeastern archeotogy. And like its ncighbors 10
the south and west, the archeological community of
North Carolina has responded o the Federal program
in its own diversc fashions, developing its own
programs of research, planning and management, many
of which can be dircctly linked o the guidelines and
program directions of the Federal program. Like it or
not, the feds arc always leoking over our collective
shoulder!

To say that a lot has gonc on in archeology over the last
two decades is an obvious understalement. With the
development and cvolution of the legisiative and
regulatory sysiems for protecting archeological sites (or
their inlormation), the prolession has  cxpanded
dramatically in numbers, composition and oricatation,
This has not always been easy, and there have cenainly
been a few casualtlies along the way. Yel, the practical
or dirt level impact of the Federal archeology program
has not been cvenly or consistently distributed across
state lincs. Somc states have scen more Federal
program lunds and more and larger projcects than
others, with corresponding dillcrences in the amounts
and types of data collection and analysis.  This is not
necessarily a fault in or of the Federal program, it is a
factor of the limitations imposed on the program by the



rcgulatory processes and, o a great oxient, the
maturation of the State Historic Preservation programs.
Projects oceur where the laws apply, where they can or
have been enforced by the appropriate Federal or State
agency, and where there is a jegitimate neced for their
application.

Nevertheless, the differential distribution of projects
and funding has obvious implications for local, State
and regional rescarch, and by cxicnsion, the advance-
ment and growth of the science of archeology. It also
has implications for the more subtle yet significant
concerns of professional interaction, cooperation and
research integration, While it is undeniable that
quantity rarcly equates with quality, and bigger does
not always resull in better, there is a general relation-
ship between the size of an archeological project and
the potential impact of that project on our knowledge
and understanding ol archeological things. Since 1966,
large-scale survey and data recovery projects have
dominated much of the archeological scene of the
Southeast. The names are familiar to us all by now,
including the likes of Santec-Cooper, Russcll, Tellico,
Normandy, Truman, and Tennessee-Tombigbee, 1o
name but a few. Substaniive research reports will
continue 10 appear long into the future as students and
profcssionals analyze and re-analyze the masses of data
produced by those projects.

In the shadows ol thosc archeological monsters are the
thousands of smaller projects, most of which go
without public or professionat fanlarc, That they can
nonctheless contribute o archeological research has
becn a point of debate from the outset. Most of us now
agree that, given the proper conlext and application,
even the smallest of projects has something to offer o
the broader scheme of rescarch, as well as 1o the more
mundane concerns of planning and management. The
task ahcad of us is to fit these projects into the broader
scheme.

In evaluating the last 20) years of southeastern archeol-
ogy, with or without specific emphasis on the Federal
role, we cannot overlook the importance of academic
and professional tradition and, dare 1 say i, the
importance ol the "significant person.” For instance,
during the {irst half of this century, a relatively smail
group of archeologists, many of whom were weaned on
the great projects of the Civil Works era, cstablished
the first archeology programs at universitics, colleges
and muscums across the Southcast. In tandem with a
lew non-southcastern programs, such as Harvard and
Michigan, they would dominate much of the ar-
cheological tcaching and rescarch in the Southeast.
The directions those programs cstablished, the types of
rescarch they conducted {and continue 10 conduct), and
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their professional offspring, actively influence ihe
directions and applicamions of the Federal archeology
program. The theoretical and methodological orienta-
tions deriving from those programs have fucled many
discussions and debates over the processes of wdentily-
ing, interpreting and evaluating the significance of
archeological sites (vis-a-vis the National Register of
Historic Places). On the positive side of this, most of
the initial large-scale Federal mitigation projects were
logically conducted through those instittions, where
the expertise, labor force and lacilities were readily
available, and where the academic climate existed as
the proving grounds for new methods and technigucs,
On the negative side, many sites were undoubtedly
"writien off" as instgnificant becausc they did not "fit”
inlo some long-standing rcscarch desigh, or were
simply overlooked altogether because of traditional
approaches to ficld survey.

I addition, as the Federal program developed, many of
us were thrust into positions of designing, executing or
managing  archeological projects  and  programs
involving huge sums of public funds. The results were
somelimes excellent, sometimes professionally and
publicly embarrassing.  However, as the Federal
program and its many offshoots at the State fevel have
developed and matured, and as the profcssion has
learncd the ways of burcaucracy and business, the
occasion for embarrassment has  been  reduced
substantially, aibeit not eliminated. The regular usc of
technical advisory and review commitices, special
consultants, and systems of peer review is a reflection
of the maturation process.

The point here is simply that the last two decades has
seen both good and bad archeology, and a ot of trial
and error. Like the Civil Works era, we have ventured
into a new realm and paid {or an education, often at a
steep price to the eesources we seck o study.  The
programs now operating across the country are in many
ways products of the first decade or s0 of development
in the Federal program.

North Caroling: 20 years of Change

Prior to 1966, the only academic institetion devoted
research  in North  Carolina  was  the  Rescurch
Laboratorics of Anthropology (RLA) at the University
of North Carolina at Chape! Hill. Usder the dircction
of Joffre L. Coc, the RLA conducied surveys and
cxcavations throughout the State, including the seminal
work at the Hardaway, Docrschuk and Gaston sites
(Coe 1964), as well as Town Creck, Keyauwcee, and
many lesser known sites. Through the 1960s Coc and
the RLA dominated the archcological scenc {rom
Chapel Hill.
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in the mid-1950s, however, the State Departiment of
Archives and History hired its first archeologist,
Swunley South. Uniil his departure from the State in
1969, his work focuscd on several of the major historic
archeological sites in the State, principally Brunswick
Town, Fort Fisher and Bethabara. That work would
form at teast some of the basis for his future significant
volume on  historical archeology (South  1977),
Although he also conducied a survey of prehistoric
sites along portions of the southern coast in 1960
{South 1976), the role of the State in North Carolina
archeclogy was almost exclusively oriented toward
historic sites. The prehistory of the State remained the
domain of Coe and the RLA.

The National Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966 had
lile immediate clffect on the Sute’s archeological
condition, Coc remained the central (igure in prehis-
toric rescarch, while South and his successors with the
Sume poecked away at the hisworic archeological
problems. I 1965, the RLA began its Cherokee
Project in the mountains of southwestern North
Carolina, rescarch that would continue 0 some extent
into the 1980s. Over that period, the RLA would also
continue excavations al the Town Creck site, Hardaway
and Sauratown, among others.

For the [irst few years following the 1966 Acl, as
Federal and Stae agencies began 1o understiand and
aceept their compliance responsibilitics, Coe and the
RLA provided the bulk of the compliance field work,
usually at litle or no expense to the project sponsor.
Much of the Federal support at that time came from the
National Park Service.

Between 1968 and 1972, a proverbial population
explosion occurred.  The number of institutions with
tull-time archeologists rose from two 10 12. By 1976,
there were 14 agencies and institutions with archeo-
logists in residence. The cxact cause of the explosion
is debatable. Therc was certainly a temporal associa-
tion with the legal developments of the 1960k,
However, the truc impacis of the faws, and the contract
lunding that would follow, did not come iato serious
play unti! the mid-1970s, ncar the cnd of the main
mstitutional growth phase in the State. [ suspect that,
o a great extent, the growth was a response 1o the
cxpansion of the college programs as a wholc o mect
the demands of an incecasing "baby boomer” student
population, as well as the increased emphases on the
tiberal arts during the 1960s and carly 1970s.

In 1972, the North Carclina Archacological Council
was formed to provide a forum for interaction betwecn
the State’s growing professional community. Fourteen
ycars later, the Council is still trying 1o make the forum

work! In 1973, an appropriation to the State Archives
and History led to the creation of an Archacology
Section (now the Office of Suue Archaeology), whose
mandated responsibilitics included the conduct of a
statewide survey program, coordination with State and
Federal agencics on matiers archcological, and the
conduct of research inw North Carolina’s historic and
prchistoric past. As an arm of the Sunc Historic
Perservation Office, fomalized under the law of 1966,
the Archaeology Section also was to serve as the
compliance review office for Federal and State agency
undertikings, a function it continues to serve today,
During the same period the responsibility for the
State-owned historic site archeology was transteered (o
a separale section in the Division.

By 1974-75, compliance archeology, contract archeol-
ogy, or, as it is best known today, cultural resource
management archeology, was laking full form. Most of
the major academic institutions were swifcd with
archeologists, all of whom were doing conuact work
with some regularity. The bulk of the work consisted
of small-scale surveys of highways, scwer and water
lines, and small watershed impoundments.

A graphic measure of the impact of the compliance
process, and of the period in which it became most
influential in North Carolina archeology, is in the
annual production of research reports and  papers
(Figurc 1). Since 1978, the Office of Swate Archeology
has compiled a comprchensive fibrary of  papers,
reports, theses and dissertations dealing with North
Carolina archeology and closely relaed subjects.
Granted, many of the reponts in the library contain liule
substantive  information. They are nonctheless
reasonable indicators of archeological activity, The
library currently contains  slightly over 2000
references, the earlicst dating to the lae 1800s (cf.
Hargrove 1980, 1981; Bollinger 1982; Mycrs 1984;
1985). Of these, over 1,700 (82%) have been produced
since 1975 alonc!  From 1966 through 1974, an
average of 19 reports were produced cach year. From
1975 10 1985, an average of over 150 rcports were
produced annuaily.

By the late 1970s, over 100 compliance projects were
being conducted annually.  Discussion and debate
abounded over the problems of signilicance cvalua-
tions, survey techniques, predictive modeling, rescarch
designs, dats  comparability, reporting  guidelines,
professional  qualificaions, comprehensive planning,
clc., ad nauscam. The discussions were often heated,
and lincs were generally drawn between the academic,
private contracting, and "Govermment” archeologists.
In many ways, this was perhaps the most difficult
period in the cvolution of the Federal {and State)
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Figure 1. Reports of archeological investigations und related subjects submitted 1o the Office of State Archaeology, N. C.

Division of Archives and History.

program, at least in terms of the understanding and
implementation of the compliance process. Slowly but
surcly, however, the basic clements of the Federal
program were defined, along with the responsibilitics

thlhlc State program and professional community as a
whole.

In 1980, a set of expanded survey reporting guidclines
were tssued by the State. The guidelines were what
some have referred 0 as a "necessary evil," As the
number of projects being conducicd increased and a
growing number of different institutions, firms and
individuals became active in the compliance process,
lh(? need for some form of standards was clearly
cvident, if not 10 the prolession as a whole, 10 the
Federal and State reviewers. 1 is interesting Lo note in
retrospect, but without malice, that a common thread in
lhc' dt‘:hﬂle sutrounding the implemenation of the
guldchnc:? was that "yes, there should be guidclines,
but not for the REAL archeologists, just for those
out-of-state and money-grubbing contractors.” In spite
of lhc' initial hostile response from much ol the
professional community, the guidelines issued by the
Suflc (and based on the Secrctary of the Interior’s
guidelines), have resulted in & significant increase in
the quality and wiility of reporis produced during the
compliance process, not only lor purposcs of planning
and management, byt pure rescarch as well,

In 1981, two new laws were passed by the Staic: the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, modcled
after the Federal law of the same name and the
Unmarked Hyman Burials and Human Skclewal
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Remains Act, which provides specilic protection lor
unmarked Native American burials (cf. Burke 1986).
This was but one of many instances where the Federal
program provided the model for State-level actions.

In 1982, the Office of State Archeology assumed the
responsibility for maintaining the centralized site files
{or the Stae, thus ending over a decade of mutually
exclusive, but often redundant, filing systems scattercd
across the Staie.

In the last lew years, the Office of State Archeology
with all its bureaucratic demands, continues 0 plug
away at the problems of planning and management,
although only the future will tefl how well we handle it
The Corps of Engineers, U. S. Forest Service and State
Department of Transportation now have full-time staff
archeologists. Some of the academic institutions have
ceased doing contract work altogether or only on rarc
occasions, choosing instead o focus on grants and the
pure research they preferred 10 be doing all along. The
remaining private contracting (irms are now gencrally
accepted as human by most of the academics and, in
most instances, the two groups even have developed
good working relationships.

In reviewing the history of North Carolina archeology,
a few points immediately cateh the eyc. One of these is
that the vast majority of Noerth Carolina archeology
prior 1 the tale 1960s was conducted by Coc and RLA,
This contrasts markedly with many of our southcastern
brethren, where a number of dilfercnt institutions or
programs conducted work across their state and across
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statc lincs.  For the most part, Coe and his RLA
students worked alone, with only occasional outside
"intrusions,” on a massive state with a complex
archeological record. Their research, nonetheless, set
standards  for data  collection and  inierpretation,
including, of course, the cullural seguence for the
Cuarolina Picdmont (Coe 1964), which is still applicable
o much of the Southeast and Eastern United States.

Prior 1o the 1970s, however, Coe and RLA focused
their aucntion on the Moustains and Picdmont regions,
only rarely ventring into the Coastat Plain. Thus, with
the exception of limited surveys by Haag in the 1950s
(Haag 1958) and South {1976) in 1960, rclatively litle
was actually known about the prehistoric coastal
cultures or scquences. Similar data “holes,” in terms of
basic cultural, historical and typological information,
existed for several arcas of the State.

in general, we now have many of those "holes” filled,
at least to the extent that we can speak more or less
intelligently about ceramic types, projectile point and
ool types, chronological sequences, and gross
scttfernent patterning.  Much of our information derives
from survey, testing and cxcavation projects mandated
by the Federal and Swute laws.

Another important point about the last 20 years is that
there have beem no projects conducted under the
-Federal program that approach the size or complexity
of a Tellico, Richard B. Russell or any of the many
large-scale  projects so  common  throughout the
Southcast.  Within the last decade, a few Comps of
Engineers reservoir projects came close bug, for various
reasons, never atlained the level of significance or
rescarch impact cqual to their potential, The data from
those projects will, nonetheless, contribute o our
understanding of Archaic period technology (Claggeu
and Cable 1982) and the functions and structure of
upland Piedmont, surface disturbed sites (Hargrove et
al. 1986), among many other probiems,

The reason there have not been more big projects up 10
now is actually pretty simple:  there have not been
many rescrvoirs or other large scale developments in
recent years; at least which have occurred in areas of
high site density or significance. Many rescevoirs were
constructed prior to cifective appfication of the laws
and, if any survey was done at all, it was usually dong
by Coc and the RLA (e.g., Coe 1967; Keel 1963) with
retatively  luwle {unding from sources beyond the
university.

Much of the major rescarch in the Stace, in fact, has
been done outside of direct Federal program involve-
ment. The Cherokee project, {or instance, begun by the

38

RLA in 1965, was funded primarily by a grant from the
Nationa! Science Foundation, That project established
the basic ceramic and cuftural sequence for the
southwestern mountains region and provided data for a
number of theses and dissertations, including the major
published volumes on Cherokee archeology by Kecl
(1976) and Dickens (1976). More recently the RLA,
under the direction of the lalc Roy Dickens, received
granis from several sources (0 undertake a major
program of research into late prehistoric and Contact
period Siouan culture.

In like manner, the research of Ned Woodall at the
Donnaha site (Woodall 1984), which has provided
significant information about Middle o Latie Woodland
settlernent  and  subsistence tn the northwesiemn
Piedmont, was conducted as a field schoot, without
Federal funding. The work of Purrington, Ayers and
Loucks al the Ward site, a stockaded Pisgah-tike siic in
the northwest mountains, also was a field schoot
program (Purrington 1983; Ayers ct al. 1980).

On the other hand, an excellent example of how the
Federal program has directly conmtributed (0 the
archeology of the Swte is in the work of David Phelps
{1983) in the northeastern Coastal Plain, Dawa derived
principally from relatively small compliance related
survey and cxcavation projecis has provided the basis
for the definition of the ceramic and cultural sequence
for the region. In addition, those data havc been
employed in the development ol models of Algonkian
settlement and subsistence patterns, as well as initial
definitions of the potemtial territorial boundarics of
both Tuscarora and Algonkian populations during the
Late Prehistoric and Early Historic periods.

Other examples ol how the small projects have been
employed include the work by Bass (1975) in the Great
Smoky Mountains, where site and lithic raw matcrial
distributions provided the basis {or testable models of
scitlement patterning. Loucks (1981) and Purrington
(1983) used similar approaches o refine our under-
standing of distributional and functional relationships
in the northern mountains. More recently, a Federal
Highway Administration mitigation  project  has
provided substantial ncw information about Laic
Archaic use of the upper rcaches of the Blue Ridge
Mountzins (Mitchum 1986).

Back on the southern coast, Tom Loftficld has begun
piecing together Middle and Late Woodland scitlement
and subsisicnee data, primarily {rom a scrics of shell
midden sites (Loftheld 1979, 1984). It is imporiant 10
nole here that with tew cxceptions (c.g., Loldicld
1979, the shell midden rescarch by Loftiicld, and
many other surveys and excavations conducicd along



the coast since 1980, have been funded by private
developers under the permit regulations of the North
Carolina Coastal Area Management Act. That this and
other State laws exist, and that much of the protcciion
and management of culwral resources in North
Carolina now derives directly {rom the State, rather
than the Federal program, is sigmificant. The North
Carolina Coastal Arca Management Aci, however, is
connected to the Federal program by virtue of a
common denominator, the National Register of
Historic Places, and certainty would not cxist were it
not for the Federal laws, The application and enforce-
ment of the law, nonetheless, falls directly upon the
shouiders of the Siate Historic Preservation Office and
the State Office of Coastal Management,

As noted above, direct Federal agency involvement in
the archeology of North Carolina has been somewhat
unrcwmarkable, at least in comparison 0 much of the
Southcast. Most Federal involvement has occurred
indirectly. That is, most of the Federal program work
of recent years has been conducted under the proce-
durcs and permit requirements, but not the dircet
auspices ol Federal agencies. The Environmental
Protection Agency and Federal Housing Authority, for
cxample, are not usvally dircctly involved in the
contracling or oversight of the complisnce projects
reyuired under their permitting and {unding procedures.
This is generally left up to the State Historic Preserva-
tion Office and permitice or grantee o work oul.

On the other hand, the Corps of Engineers recently has
taken a lcading role in the development of regional
plans for cultural resource management (c.g., Green
1986; U. 8. Ammy Corps ol Engincers 1985). It has
also contribuled to the enforcement of the Siate North
Carolina Coastal Area Management Act, and has
undertaken a number of small and mid-sized testing
amd cxcavation projects in the Coastal and Piedmont
regions {(e.g., Cable 1981; Claggeu and Cable 1982:
Hargrove et al. 1986). The information from these
projects has added and will continue to add to our
knowicdge of the archeological and historical past.

The U. S. Forest Scrvice is also conducting surveys of
proposed limber sales, land exchanges and road
construction projects. The data produced by thesc
projects, in time, will be synthesized into regional
forest overviews which, when meshed with the plans of
the Corps of Engincers and the State Historic Prescrva-
tion Office, should begin 10 provide a better took at the
overall nawre and structure of North Carolina prehis-
tory and history.  Of particular note is the survey work
underway in the Uwharrie National Forest, which
encompasscs much of the extensive rhyolite and other
metavoleanic lithologies of the Uwharric Mountains.
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The aboriginal quarrics and workshops contained
within the Forest are some of the most cxlensive
anywhere in the castern United States,

Unfortunatety, cven ball park [igures on the amount of
tand covered and sites recorded as a result of direct
Federal program actions are diflicult o calculate,
However, some general comments on recenl and
current Federal agency activities are in order.  Rcfer-
ring back o Figure 1, the rapid increase in reporting
from 1974 10 1975 can be largely attributed (o the fact
that the State Historic Preservation Office compliance
revigw program was more or less {formalized in 1974,
Initially, the bulk of the projects "Nagged” for ar-
cheological survey were watcr and sewer lines,
industrial parks, and small Soil Conservation Service
watershed projecis. By the late 1970s, few Soil
Conservalion Service projects were being revicwed and
the funds for new water and sewer lines were drying
up. The rcach of the review program expanded,
however, 10 include a variety of other agency pro-
grams, including the Federal Housing  Authority,
Velerans  Administraion, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.  In addition, the
Federal Highway Administration and Staie Department
of Transportation began more conscientious programs
of survey and evaluation. The Statc Department of
Transportation hired a full-time archeologist in the fuc
1970s. The Corps of Engincers hired its {irst district
archcologist in the mid 1970s.

Between 1978 and 1980, the U. S. Forest Scrvice
conducied nearly 100 small surveys of proposcd Limber
sales and land exchanges. Almost 25% (50) of the
reports produced in 1979 resulied {rom Forest Scrvice
surveys. The decline in overall reporting between 1979
and 1983 can partially be attributed to the fact that
Forest Service surveys were no longer conducied, or
were conducted only for land cxchanges. This trend
actally continued until 1985, when full-time stalf
archeologists were employed. The decline in reporting
alier 1979 is also duc o a reduction in Federal and
State watcr and sewer (clean water) funds and the
overall dectine in Federal funding in genmeral for
COnstruction programs,

The rise in reporting after 1982 is largely duc 10 the
surveys by the State Depastment ol Transportation for
bridge reptacemenis and minor road improvements, the
coastal surveys and excavation projects instigated
under the State’s Coastal Arca Management Act, and a
number of other Siatc agency compliance activities
{c.g.. stalc parks, mining and borrow pis),  Federal
program-related  projects, with the exception of the
Forest Service, are generally decreasing in frequency.
This is undoubledly rclaied w0 reduced program
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funding but, 10 a ccrtain extent, also 1o shifting
interpretttions of the compliance responsibilities (e.g.,
the Corps of Engineers). Only the {uture will cll how
{ar the dectine will go.

By mid-ycar 1986, however, slightly over 80 reports
had been reccived by the Office of State Archeology,
kecping pace with the previous year. A nunber of
those repons were prepared under National Park
Scrvice Survey and Planning Grants, administercd by
the Office of Suite Archeology, and grants deriving
frotn the 404th anniversary commemoration of the first
English colonization efforts on the North Carolina
coast.

Parting Thoughts

The last wwo decades have seen much change i
archeology, in the types and directions of rescarch, and
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in the personalitics of the profession. We have fought
over survey technigues, significance, rescarch designs,
“new” vs. "traditional” archeology, and a plethora of
other issues, Many of the problems and issues still face
us today, though we do scem to have weathered at least
the initial growth pains of the development of the
Federal and Statc programs. As an infcrnal and ciernal
optimist, 1 see the past two decades as nothing more
than that, a process of growing into and around o
program which [ belicve we all generally agree is
essential to the protection and preservation of the
resources we scek to suly,  Besides, it is the only
Federal program we have, and if we cannot make it
work as a professional collective, [ sincercly doubt that
the Washington, D.C. bureaucrats will do so.

There are, of course, many other individoal and
collective projects that warrant mention, and that have
carried us further into a comprehensive understanding
of North Carolina archeology. [ apologize to all whosc
contributions have not been noted.



SOUTH CAROLINA’S FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY
THE ANNUAL SCORE SINCE 1966

Steven D. Smith,
Bruce E. Rippeteau,
and
Keith M. Derting

The considerable advances of the last 20 years in doing
for supervising) archeology in South Carolina huave
heen largely made by governmental action. In the
State guise and driven by goals enunciated in State
law, since 1969 the South Carolina Insiitute of
Archeology and Anrthropology (and with imporiant
efforts by the University of South Caroling's
Antiropology  Department und  the Charleston
Museum) has been the predominamt factor. In the
separate Federal guise, and driven rather by licensing
like requirements attendant to Federal agency actions
{with some oversight at the State level by the Siate
Historic Preservation Officer and other Department of
Interior  support), considerable exploration and
management (including excavation) has accurred. The
National Park Service, the Forest Service, the Corps of
Engineers, and other Department of Defense agencies
such as the Army, Navy, and Air Force, the Department
of Energy and the Department of Transportation have
greatly expanded archeological knowledge.

While only fuwire archeclogists will (ally the final
score of advances in modern scientific archeology, it is
clearly evident today that the quantity of archeological
rescarch has greatly increased as a result of the Federal
Government’s role in cultural resource management
since 1966. In South Carolina, we feel that these
advances have been both quantitative and qualitative,
and that the score, when counted, will be high. This
paper reviews contributions the Federal Government
has made wward an understanding of South Carolina
prehistory and history, We take issuc with those who
would see only the negative side of Federal participa-
lion in archeology, and offer concrete cxamples of
positive progress being made in our knowledge of
South Carolina’s past.
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Enumerating the annual score of modern archeological
research in South Carolina might be likened 1o a
narrative history of a college football program. The
comparison may be a bit {lippant.  Siill, South
Carolina’s archeologists would like to think of
themselves as a research icam.  Over the years since
1966, we can certainly say that we have had both
winning and losing scasons when it came 10 rescarch
coniributions.  Overall though, archeology in South
Carolina has had a winning record and, without
resorting Lo Lailgate party bravado, we believe that the
Federal Government's contribulion on our tcamn has
been, as the sportscasters say, awesome!

South Carolina’s State Program

Admittedly, South Carolina’s team had some carly
advantages. The greatest advantage was, and is, strong
fan support of archcology by both the private scclor
and Statc Government. Three years belore the National
Historic Preservation Act created the modern Fedceral
archeology leaguc, our State General Assembly created
the South Carolina Department of Archeology. The
goal of this State agency was to conduct archeological
research on behall of the Swate. Thus, the structure (or
and an interest in archeology was already cvident in
South Carolina when the Federal Government kicked
off our modem national prescrvation policy.

By starting on the 20 yard line when the Act was first
cstablished, the carly prescrvation ycars were winning
scasons for South Carglina. For example, in 1967, the
original Department of Archeology was reorganized as
the South Carolina Instituic of Archcology and
Anthropology, and the Institute was transferred 10 the
University of South Carolina.  Dr. Robert Swephenson
replaced Dr. Williasn Edwards as Dircetor and  Stae
Archacologist in 1968 (Institwe of Archeology and
Anthropology 1977).  Under coach Sicphenson, the
Institwte  drafted s first All-Amcrican {rom North
Carolina, Stanley South, ami the Instituic became a
conender.

Fan support continued 10 grow. Dr. Sicphenson and
South Carolina  archeology’s greatest fan, James
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Michie, created a strong alumni association in 1969,
called the Archeological Socicty of South Carolina.
Since Lhen, this joint avocationai and prolessional
group has cootinued o provide a strong leam of
experienced archeologists, while providing an addi-
tional outlet for the publication of archeological
rescarch through its high-quality journal called South
Carolina Antiquities,

The Institutc’s {irst memorable victory was Stanley
South’s joint prehistoric and historic excavation at
Charles Towne Landing, sponsored by the State’s 1970
Tricentennial Commission (South 1971).  Charles
Towne Landing, in Charleston, is the site of South
Carolina’s [irst continuous historic sclticmeni, which
began in 1670, This 600 acre park is now under the
protection of the South Carolina Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism.

The Institue’s latest development has been a major
team reorganization.  After 17 exciting scasons, Coach
Stephenson retircd and was replaced by one of the
authors, Bruce Rippeteau.  As a resull of his Federal
archeology experience as Colorado’s  State  Ar-
chacologist, and as a major private consultant in the
ficrecly competitive western oil and gas league, the
Institute switched to a new ofiense, providing a greater
flexibility 0 meet research and compliance needs.
Rippetcau also developed new facililies including a
new headquarters (stadium), new labs and a curaorial
building. Further, a new identity was immediately
developed.  In addition to being a University of South
Carolina research organization, we also began to
function as a full-stawus State agency.

With great suppon at the State and privaie level, South
Carolina’s archeological ground game was well
established by the carly 1970s. But it has taken the
Federal Government 1o provide big yardage passing,
balancing our rcsearch offense. In fact, the total
Federal involvement and influence in South Carolina
archeology cannot be told in this short paper. Below
we can only highlight a few ol the greatest games and
name a lew of the players who have come along since
and as a result of the National Historic Preservation
Act

United States Department of the Interior

Onc¢ of the most well-known players has been the
Department of the Inierior. Through Historic Prescrva-
tion funding, archcologists and the South Caroling
Departiment of Archives and History have continually
improved their basic playing skills. For cxample, one
fundamental benefit has been 10 simply identify and
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increase our rescarch base. Over 10,600 siles have
been recorded, fargely as a result of Federal policies.
But it is the matching grants program that has made the
greatest contribution.

One of those grants provided [unds 10 conscrve a rare
18th century river vessel recovered at Brown’s Ferry,
South Carolina. In order 10 complete this incredible
project, a 6700 cubic foot, 50,000 gallon conscrvation
lank was constructed in 1981, After the vessel is
removed in 1989, we plan 10 make the Lank available
for conservation of a muluiwde ol vesscls and objects
of antiguity, and perhaps hold the world’s largest hot
Lub party.

Another contribution the Department of the Interior has
made is to make us aware of the need for long-term
preservation planning, South Carolina’s most notable
example ol archeological resource planning is Zicrdan
and Calhoun’s urban archeological pilan (or Charleston

(Zierdan and Calhoun 1984), funded by the City of

Charleston and the South Carolina Depantment of
Archives and History. This work also investigated
urban adaptation during the historic period.

Besides (unding for State Historic Preservation Offices,
the National Park Scrvice has widcly contributed o
archeological research in South Carolina.  important
confercnce victorics have included sponsoring several
excavations at Ninety Six, a Revolutionary War {ort.
The fort’s study began around 1970 undier the Institute
and the Ninrety Six Historical Commission. But the
National Park Scrvice continued support until well
after the site became a National Park in 1976. Early
rescarch centered around the discovery of the main
lontifications of this back country sctticmcnt.  The
work has becn pivolal in the interpretation of the site
for the public (Holschlag et al. 1978).

In 1973, the National Park Scrvice {unded Stanlcy
South’s work aL Fort Moultrie, another Revolutionary
War fort.  As rescarch archecliogists know, the work at
Fort Moultrie was one of South’s first scrious attempts
o e¢xamine methodology in  historicat archeology,
leading to the development of his behavioral patiern
studies (South 1974). Furthermore, the report resulting
from this work has been used as a textbook in classes
on historical archeology throughout the nation.

The folfowing year the National Park Scrvice funded
Kenncth Lewis's investigations at the Kershaw Housc
in Camden (Lewis 1976). Lewis examined Camden’s
role on the Carolina fronticr through a siratilicd
random sample, testing hypothescs conceming cultural
change. Ultimatcly, this lead 10 his highly regarded
{rontier modcl.



Federal Highway Administration

Nationwitde, Federal archeology was a whole new ball
gamc after Exccutive Order 11593 was issucd and the
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act was
passed. Since then, under the lcadership of the Federal
Highway Administration and the South Carolina
Department of Highways and Public Transportation,
rescarch archeology in South Carolina has made great
Progress,

Al the Institute, concern for archeological resources
impacted by highway construction prompied the
formation of a Highway Archcology Program in 1974
{Marguardt and Goodycar 1982). A new backfield was
lcad by veteran quarterback Albert C. Goodyear whose
general rescarch  design  for highway archeology
continues to guide research today (Goodyear et al.
1978). An excellent example of this was the excava-
tion conducted at Windy Ridge, a mulli-component site
spanning 8,000 ycars of occupation (Housc and
Wogaman 1978). Hcre research focused on examining
bricl occupations of specialized extractive sites.
Windy Ridge was also a test of hypotheses posed by an
cxeellent synthetic stedy of some 165 sites along 31.5
miles of Interstate-77 in the South Carolina Picdmont
(Goodycar ct al, 1979). In that work, Goodyear and
others looked in detail at those ubiquitous lithic scatters
found on the ridge slopes throughout the Southeast and
on the South Carolina Piedmont.  Canouts and
Goodyear later reported on the structural variability in
the assemblages of those sites (Canouts and Goodyear
1985:180).

Incidenally, Canouts and Goodyear pointed out that
cultural resource management work (read Federal
archeology) lorced archeologists 1o develop a compre-
hensive rescarch framework in their research pursuits
(Canouts and Goodycar 1985:182).

But the Highway Administration’s greatest contribu-
tion has been W provide the major funding f(or the
deveiopment of a training camp in the form of a
Maslters ol Arts degrec program in Public Archeology.
This joint University of South Carolina - Institute of
Archeology and Anthropology program began in 1980
under the direction of Leland Ferguson. Since then,
young players have been coached by such pros as
William Marquardt, Stan South, Albent Goodyear and
Glen Hanson.
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Department of Defense

Everyone is aware of the tremendous alumni contribu-
tions provided nationwide by (he Department of
Defense via the U, S. Amrmy Corps of Engineers. The
Corps’ Savannah and Charleston Districts have been no
less generous in their scholarships to South Carolina.
For example, alihough the Corps’ Charleston District
has had some intraclable attitudes towards compliance,
their initiation of the Caste Pinckney restoration
project and their repeated loan of underwater survey
equipment to the South Carolina Institute of Archcol-
ogy and Anthropoilogy must be happily noted.

Two of the Army Corps’ greatest contributions in
South Carolina arc seen in the Cooper River Rediver-
sion Canal project and the Richard B. Russcll Reser-
voit project. While we cannol mention all the players
in these two massive bowl games of archcology, we
must note a few.

Along the Cooper River, archeologists from Common-
wealth Associates, Inc., Soil Systems, Inc., and a local
team from the Institute all conducted salvage excava-
tions, Commonwealth’s rescarch locused on documen-
tation of a prehistoric assemblage that when analyzed
with 15 radiocarbon assays, provided a scyucnce for
local projectile points and ceramics along the lower
Santce and the lower South Carolina coastal plain
(Anderson et al. 1982). Meanwhile, Soil Systcms’
study of Yaughan and Curriboo Plantations madc
significant contributions 10 our knowlcdge of Alro-
American slave acculration and to Colono-ware
studies {Wheaton et al. 1983).

Finally, Mark Brooks and Veletta Canouts of the South
Carolina Institule of Archeology and Anthropology
identificd  different subsistent  stralegics  between
Middle and Lale Woodland and Mississippian Period
peoples at iwo siles within the Cooper River Project
arca (Brooks and Canouts 1984).

Even larger in scope than the Cooper River project,
some 59,260 acres of Gceorgia and South Caroling
became thce gridiron scenc of many archeological
projects as part of an ongoing multidisciplinary
endeavor known as the Richard B. Russcil Reservoir
Multiplc Resource Arca.  Work has continued there
since 1969 and though the Ticld work is aboul com-
plete, the results of this massive undertaking are still
forthcoming. Onc of the completed projects s
Anderson and  Schuldenrein’s swudy of prehistoric
human ccology {Anderson and Schuldenrcin [985).
This study provided a view of human occupation irom
the Early Archaic 1o the Mississippian period.
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Another memorable viciory by the Institute was an
away game playcd by V. Ann Tippitt and William H.
Marquardt al two Georgia silcs, called Gregg Shoals
and Clyde Gulley (Tippitt and Marquardt 1984). A
preliminary model ol depositional processes on the
Savannah River was developed when they examined
some 10,000 years of human occupation at thosc sites.

Historicat archcology made cqually big gains as a
result of the Army Corps’ rescrvoir and dam project on
the Savannah River. Drucker, Mciszner and Legg’s
study of Bannister Allen Plantation and Clinkscales
Farm is a notable example (Drucker et al. 1983). These
archeologists used oral history and archeology to
compare dillerent historic agricultural systems present
on the Carolina Piedmont. A model for a Piedmont
Refuse Disposal Patlem was proposed [or [uture
research.

Whilc plantation archeologists absorb Orser’s two-
volume study of Millwood Plantation (Orser et al.
1987} they should also peruse Worthy's excellent
overview of traditional architecture and  historic
engincering in the Richard B. Russell Reservoir
Multiple Resource Arca (Worthy 1983).  This work
inventoried standing structures, considering them in
light of cultural gcographer’s concepts of the Upland
South. They also might spend some lime swudying the
history group’s historical survey of the area (History
Group 1981).  This intcresting study is quiie a
worthwhile addition 0 the more traditional works by
archeologists.

Department of Agriculture

A discussion ol the contributions 10 archeology made
through funding by the U. S. Army Corps could be a
topic in itself. However, other Federal agencies also
necd mentioning. The Department ol Agricullure,
through the Soil Conservation Scrvice, has supporied
archeological work at Cane Creck and Little Lynches
Creck Watcrsheds (Scurry and Lees 1978; Jackson
1975).

On a larger scale, since 1976, the U. S. Forest Service
has contributcd over 1,400 sites o the South Carolina
files through their continuing land surveys. In South
Carolina, only 15 percent of the 660,000 acres of forest
lands have been surveyed, which means that the Forest
Service’s contribution (o archeologists” basic data bank
will continuc, Furthcrmore, the Forest Scrvice’s basic
strategy lor preservalion is 10 set aside arcas which
conwain silcs. In a sense, the Forest Service has
red-shirted a numbcer of archeological sites for future
$CAS0NS.
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Department of Energy

Withoul 4 doubt the best example of the benclits of
Federal participation in the identification and prescrva-
tion of archeological sites in South Carolina and, we
feel, in the Southeast, has been the Savannah River
Plant Archeological Research Program with (he
Department of Energy (Hanson et al. 1981). To dalc,
up to 40% of this 300 square mile National Environ-
mental Research Park has been surveyed and some 825
sites have been identilied. The Dcpartment of Encrgy’s
sensitivity and awareness of archeological preservation
is unequalled. They fully recognized from the
beginning Lhat idemtification and preservation cannot be
properly done except within a research context. Thus,
in atl culwral resource management decisions at the
Savannah River Planl, the Department of Energy has
consistently sided with research intcrests and has goac
beyond mere compliance, fulfilling the spirit of the law
rather than just the leuer.

National Science Foundation and National
Endowment for the Humanities

Let us not forget that the Federal Govermment also
sponsors basic rescarch archeology. In South Carolina,
the National Science Foundation and the National
Endowment for the Humanities have contributcd
immensely 1o archeological scholarship. The most
recent example of this kind of aid is the Santa Elena
Project, where a $166,000 scholarship was received by
the Institute’s Senior All-American Stan South. Santa
Elena, the capitol of Spanish Florida in the 1560s and
now part of a golf course on the U. S. Marine Corps
base at Parmis Island, is also a good example of how
several government agencies have cooperated 10
provide for archeological preservation and rescarch,
Besides National Science Foundation and National
Endowment for the Humanities funds, the project was
sponsored by the U. S. Marine Corps, the National
Geographic Society, the University of South Carolina
and the Spanish Government (South and Hunt 1986).

Other Federal Contributions

While wc can continuc to list the many big gamcs
funded as a result of Federal policy. it would be remiss
not 1o discuss the bone crunching sccondary impacts,
as a football oricnicd compliance archeologist might
say, that the Federal program has had on the discipline
ol archcology.



For example, using an idca {rom the Federal program,
i 1976 South Carolina developed its own trust for
natural and cultural resources. The South Carolina
Heritage Trust program serves as a trustee o purchase,
proicel and manage land for State agencics, educational
institutions, and public and private groups. Silcs arc
managed {or research in a wide variety of disciplincs
including  archcology, agriculure,  conscrvation,
foresury, history and geology. One of the authors of
this paper, Bruce Rippeteau, in his role as State
Archeologist and head of a Stawe agency, was clected
vice chairman of the Trust in 1984, Under this
program, important archeological sites like the
Allendale Chert Quarry (on property owned by Sandoz
Chemical Corporation) and the Nipper Creek Site (on
property owned by Trinity Episcopal Church) have
been preserved for fuwere archeological tcams. We
proudly note that at least one site has been saved for the

Nipper.

One of the most imporant sccondary impacls nation-
ally has been, as noted by Canouts and Goodyear, that
lhe Federal program has coerced archeologists Lo
become better at their research. Today archeologists
must organize their thoughts through rescarch designs
and sitc specific goal oricnted archeology. Though we
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still have a long way o go, the quality of scientific
archeology, and the game, has improved. As part of
this improvement, we have had lo develop standards
for our work and, increasingly, we are being [orced 10
live up lo those standards. For betier or worse,
archeologists have been driven from the shelter of the
locker room and oul onto the field where we have been
exposed 1o both fans and rivals. Working in the real
world with real peoplc probably has been healthy for
us, especially il we cver come (o realize how much we
owe the citizens of the United Siates for providing
annual scholarships.

Conclusions

We conclude with a halltime pep talk. Remember, it is
the archeologist who carries the rescarch ball behind
the blocking of the Federal program. In this regard, we
wam all archeologists that when the game is over, win
or lose, it is the ball carriers that are remembered, not
the pulling guards. Thus, the final responsibility for
quality in archcology flies with all of us as ar-
cheologists, not the Federal Government as
government,



THE FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY PROGRAM IN TENNESSEE, 1966-1986:
AN ARCHEOLOGICAL SECOND COMING

Jefferson Chapman

The past 20 years have seen a resurgence in federaily
sponsored archeological activities in  Tennessec.
Construction impacts of reservoirs, energy planis,
roads, municipal improvements, und urban expansion
have yielded a plethora of projects mandated by the
National Ifistoric Preservation Act of 1966, Building
on the technigues and dutabase of the earlier federally
funded CWA/WPA era, a new generation of ar-
cheologists has added greatly 1o our knowledge of the
past and to the techniques by which one might extract
that knowledge. This paper reviews the scope of many
of those projects and their research foci, their impuacts
on academic institutions and private enterprises, and
their contributions 1o the body of archeological
knowledge.

Tennessce has long been a [ocus of archeological
interest.  As a prolific source of Nalive American
antiquities, the region attracted numerous coliectors,
Some, such as Jones (1876), Putnam (1878) and
Thruston (1890) cven sought to inerpret the sites and
artifacts in light of Native American cultures. The lirst
large infusion of Federal dollars into archeological
rcscarch in the arca occurred in 1881, In establishing
the Division of Mound Exploration, Congress directed
Cyrus Thomas 10 initiale lield work in 12 countics in
Tennessce and along the Tennessee River in Alabama.
The results of those cfforts were published in the 12th
Annual Report of the Burcau of Ethnology (Thomas
1894, The recovered malerials are curated at the U. S.
National Muscum,

For almost the next 50 years, Federal involvement in
archeplogy in Tennessce was minimal.  Things
changed in May of 1933 when President Franklin
Roosevelt signed the congressional act creating the
Tennessee Valley Authority. The stage was thus sct {or
the union of the Federal Government and archeology
that continues to this day in the Middle South. Public
and agency concem [or the resources to be inundated
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by Tennessee Valley Authorily reservoirs was almost
immediate. The creation of the Civil Works Ad-
ministration in the same ycar madc a labor force
available. In- December, representatives of the
Tennessee Valley Authority, the University of
Tennessce, the University of Alabama, and the U. S.
National Muscum met © formulate plans [or ar-
cheological investigations in the Whecler and Norris
basins, Thus was jaunched a ninc year cltort that
would bring archeology of age and lay the foundations
for all subsequent research in the Middle South,

Between 1934 and 1942, wen reservoirs were con-
structed on the Tcnnessee River and its tribularics;
archeological work was conducted in nine.  Hundreds
of sites were recorded [rom surveys and excavations,
often extensive, were conducied at 147 of them,
Support initially came [fom CWA and the Federal
Rclief Administration. With the creation of the WPA
in 1935 and the infusion of money (rom the National
Research Council, the 1empo of work expanded. Crew
sizes were large, often averaging 150 mcen.  In six
years, University of Tennessee crews cxcavated
1,577,920 i on 62 sites. The conducl of massive
excavations and the supervisory responsibilitics trained
a whole generation of archeologists. William S. Webb,
T. M. N. Lewis, William Haag, Robert Goslin, Charles
Fairbanks, Jesse Jennings, Charles Nash, Stu Neitzel,
George Neumann, Douglas Osbome, and David
DeJarnetic were a [ew of the excavators in the Middlc
South that cut their teeth and steercd a coursc through
cssentially uncharted waters.

The problem domains. of the CWA/WPA cra in the
Middle South evolved rapidly as incrcasing amounts ol
comparative data were generated.  The bouom linc,
however, was to oblain a record ol the prehistoric
occupations before they were lost 0 inundation. Under
such salvage parameters, the focus was predominantly
on the mounds and more conspicuous sites.  To
effectively carry out this task and © cope with vast
volumes of rapidly generated data, procedures quickly
became systematized.  Standardized licld and labora-
lory forms, cxcavation and analytical formats, and
organizational charis of personnel made work in the
different reservoirs comparable (cl. Lewis and Kneberg
n.d.).



The culwral/historical locus of the rescarch, under the
influence of the cmerging archeological theory of the
time, generated numerous trait lists in atlempts al
component recognition.  Phases and foci generated
{rom the research are for Lhe most part in use today.
The cihnography of the region documented by Swanton
and other cthnohistoric accounts gave a focus to the
quest for ethnic identity of archeological components.
Replacement hypothescs 1o explain apparent culture
change were promulgaicd for some arcas; forly ycars
tater, some of these are still research opics (e.g. Late
Mississippian/historic Cherokee interface).

The CWA/WPA cra was impressive. The involvement
of the Federal Government in archeology was not
initialed by mandate but by a concern lor the resources.
T. L. Howard (1938) of the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity reflected, "The board of direciors was concerned
with this problem of consetvation and expressed a
desire o conserve 1o future generations the wealth of
archeological material and information availablc in the
Tennessce Valley area.”  Fiscal obstacles 1o this
magnanimily were removed by the Federal relicf
programs. However, strong, commitled archeologists
and responsive agency support made it happen.

A rejuvenation of rescrvoir construction in the carly
19605 brought a concomilant resurgence ol federally
funded archeological efiorts.  Viewed as "salvage
archeology,” the magnitude ol the work was consider-
ably fess thar that ol thc WPA era. Crew sizes were
ten or less and the extent of cflort was morc or less
directed by available (unds from the National Park
Service, ranging from $8,000 to $10,000 per season.

A new cra in the archeology ol Tennessee, however,
began with the passage of the National Historic
Prescrvation Act in 1966.  This lcgislation and
subsequent laws and directives became stimuli {or an
cnormous volume of work in the Statc over the past 20
years. Although implementation was not immediatc,
by the carly 1970s projects and participants had begun
10 prolilerate.

In terms of dollars and data gencrated, the 1970s were
dominatcd by the Tellico and Nommandy reservoir
projects of the Tennessce Valley Authority. Not since
the WPA period had such inlense archeological work
accurred in the Swate. The Tellico Project spanncd
much of the period of the evolution of prescrvation
laws (i.c., 1967-1981). Conscyquently the volume and
locus of the archeology grew and changed, and its
results were diverse and substantive. The contributions
of this project will be discussed laier.  However,
Federal expenditure of over $2.5 million for Tellico
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archeology is over twice that spent on all previous
Tenncssee Valley Authorily reservoirs since 1934,

In addition to Normandy and Tcllico, there have been a
number of other substantial archeological  cfforts
generated by Federal legislation. Tennessee Valley
Authority’s propesed Columbia Reservoir on the upper
Duck River involved considerable [licid work and
innovative research until the project was stopped this
year, Of lesser magnitude, but of significance, include
the mitigation cfforts at Phipps Bend (Lalferty [981),
Hantsville, and Watts Bar (Calabrese 1976, Schroed!
1978a) nuclcar plants, the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Project (Cole 1975), the Nawchez Trace
Parkway (Amick ct al. 1986), the Big South Fork
National River and Recrcation Area (Ferguson cl al.
1982, 1984), the Union Rail yards in Chattanooga
(Council and Honerkamp 1984), and the Averbuch
{Klippel and Bass 1984), Higgs, and Doughiy sites
(McCollough and Faulkner 1973).  Hundreds of
smaller scale mitigation efforts have also usken place.

The intensity of activity in the State is reflecied in over
1,400 survey reports on projects in all 95 Tennessee
countics that have begn submiticd to the Tenncssce
Division of Archeology. Staic Archacologist Nick
Ficlder reports (personal communication) that the
Division reviews an average of 2,000 Federal projeets
per year, Ol these, 20% 10 25% are deemed w0 have
potential cficets and ultimately 15% get surveyed.

Who arc the participants in (hese archeological
activities? Somc of the work has becn performed by
the staff archeologists of the affected agencies (e.g.,
Tennessee Valley Authority, Corps of Engineers,
Forcst Service, Department of Transportation, and the
Tennessee Division of Archeology). Much, however,
has becn performed through contracts with academic
instilwtions and privatc companics. Over the past 20
years, approximately $8 million have been spent in
fcderally funded conmtracts within the Siate.  The
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, has performed the
majority of the work under contracts totaling almost
$6.5 million. As carly as 1962, thc University of
Tennessce, Knoxville, cstablished an  Oiflice ol
Research, That olfice has grown rapidly w handle the
incrcased sponsorcd rescarch of which archeology has
becn an integral part.  The University of Tennessee at
Chattanooga, Memphis Stalc University and Middle
Tennessce Stale University  also  have  established
archeological programs that rely in part on contracts,
As demand rosc {or archeological scrvices, consulting
firms such as Garrow and Associates, Gilbert Com-
monwcalth, Tanasi and others  joined  academic
institutions in the Federal pic.
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What then have been the contributions of federally
sponsored archeology in the Stue over the last 20
years? Have thosc expenditures and concomitant
rescarch added to our knowledge of the past? Speaking
for the State of Tennessee, I must reply with a resound-
ing yes.

The Tellico, Normandy and Columbia reservoir
projecls have, by their sizc and scope, madc the
greaiest contributions. Each has fostered or improved
new licld technigues (e.g., mechanical stripping, deep
testing, water screens, flowation); reflined chronology
{phase definitions, radiocarbon secquences); added to
regional knowledge; addresscd resource exploitation
(lithic resource studics, faunal and palcobotanical
studies}), developed sculement models; and promoted
ceological, paieontological, paleoenvironmental, and
geomorphological swudies,

The Tellico reservoir project has gencrated 20 pub-
lished site reports (Baden 1983; Chapman 1973, 1975b,
1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, and 1981; Cridlebaugh 1981;
Davis ct al. 1982; Gleeson 1970 and 1971 Guthe and
Bistinc 1981; Kimball 1985; Polhemus 1977 and
1987, Russ and Chapman 1983; Salo 1969; Schroed!
1975a, 1978b and 1986; and Schroed! et al. 1985), a
Projcct synthesis (Chapman 1985), numcrous papers
and articles (Riggs and Chapman 1983), 14 Masters
theses, three Ph.D. dissertations, and a permanent
museum exhibit on the shores of Tellico Lake. Eight
volumes on the Normandy reservoir investigations
have been published (Faulkner and -McCollough 1973,
1974, 1977a, 1977b, 1977¢c, 1982a, and 1982b;
McCollough and Faulkner 1976 and Riedl ct al. 1976)
along with numerous articles. Eleven Maslers theses
and three Ph.D. dissertations address aspects of the
project.  Although the Columbia reservoir project has
been canceled and its future uncertain, to date cight
Masters theses, one Ph.D. dissertation and a number of
articles and papers have been gencrated (rom the
rescarch (Amick and Crothers 1984). Contained within
this literature is a vast amount of information that has
and continues 1o be used by rescarchers throughout the
cust.

Archcological survey, testing, and asscssment of arcas
across the State have increased regional knowledge and
provided data for area overviews amd settlement
models. Notable arc Gerald Smith’s (1975) work in the
Obion-Forked Deer and Reelfoot-Indian Creck arca,
the survey of the Memphis metropolitan arca (Gilbent
Commonwealth 1981a, 1981b), Cross Crecks and
Tennessee Wildlite refuges (Auwry and Hinshaw 1979,
Q7 v Big
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{Boyd 1985) and Waus Bar (Cannon 1985) rescrvoirs,
and the Great Smoky Mountiains National Park (Bass
1977). While most area surveys addréss historic as
well as prchistoric sites, there also have been a number
of surveys focusing on traditional archileclure and folk
culure pauerns. These include Normandy Reservoir
(Riedl ¢t al. 1976), Big South Fork (Howelil 1981), the
Oak Ridge Reservation (Fielder et al. 1977), and the
Clinch River Breeder Reactor Area (Schroedl 1973)
(see S. Smith 1981).

One important objective ol the preservation laws is the
devclopment of comprchensive management plans for
the culural resources contained on certain properties.
While most area surveys are designed 10 establish a
framework for making management decisions, Lwo
stand out in their specificity. One (Ferguson and Pace
1981) is a study to aid in the assessment of adverse
impact duc to federally permiticd coal mining aclivitics
on the Cumberland Plateau of Tennessee. The primary
objective of the research was 1o gencrate a settiement
patiern model which would be an aid in the develop-
ment of both management and anthropological rescarch
plans. The ulimate objective was 1o develop a gencral
research design and orientation for the Cumberland
Platcau as a whole. This effort to operationalize a
regional research approach 1o management is signili-
cant and reflects a concern by the Tennessce Historical
Commission and others that traditional compliance
procedures are olten piecemeal projects yielding varied
rcsults in pursuit of often incompatible rescarch goals.

A sccond exampic is that generated for ihe 22,000
acres of Tennessee Vaitley Authority land adjacent ©0
Tellico Reservoir (Davis et al. 1982). The survey was
based upon 2 stratified random sampling design
employing 300 x 300 [1 plowed guadrats as sampling
units.  Settlement amalysis was based upon  unit
assemblage content and the definition ol (unctional
asscmblage types. From this, three assemblage types
were recognized:  residential base, lield camp, and
location, Spatial observations permitted the generation
of a probabilistic mode! of site location that was
converted into probability contours lor cach sile type
for the projcct arca. Management recommendations
were predicated upon the beliel that a representitive
sample ol archeological sites should be prescrved lor
future scientific rescarch. The plan then designated 25
known significant silc arcas for protcetion along with
{0 archeological resource protection arcas. These areas
comprise 10% of the non-inundated Tenncssee Valley
Authority owned lands and collectively  contain
representative  samples  of  sites  within  all  major
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ol uwnproccted arcas, thus expediting potential
development.

While [ think the contributions of lederally sponsored
archcology have becn tremendous, a [ew shortcomings
should be noted. With few exceptions, Federal projects
impose artificial boundaries to the research universe.
That is, a researcher is given a specilic area and then
must decide what (0 do with i, Many projects are
preservation and asscssment oricnted, thercby dis-
couraging any further research. The bottom line of
many projects is compliance achieved in the most
expedilious manncr.  Agencies want sites delined and
o be the locus of rescarch, not the inter-site space
nceessary lor gencrating some concepts of setllement.
Too oflen, red ape and compliance procedures detract
from the rescarch. Projects arc often rushed, inade-
quately rescarched with insulTicient time and {unds {or
analysis. The burgeoning of projects has resuited in
archcologists dirccting and supervising projects with
limitcd [eld experience themselves. The salvage
mentality has persisted and many projects have tended
10 be overly parochial in their scopes and views,
Lacking regional rescarch designs, the guestion of
redundancy ariscs. How many lithic scauers in
righls-of-ways do we need to record and colicet?
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Finally, the inaccessibility of many contract reporls and
their variations in quality hinder use of the potential
database. In this area | think the Tennessec Vailey
Authority is 10 be commended lor the publication of
most of their major projects.

In conclusion, archeology in Tennessec cssentially has
been Federal archeology. Modemn archeology in the
State was born and nurtured in the lederally sponsored
reservoir salvage work of the 1930s and the carly
1940s. Federal legislation over the last 20 years has
stimulatcd an unprecedented revival in archeological
activily, an archeological sccond coming, if you wiil.
The result has been the generation of cnormous
amounis of data pertaining Lo the Native Amcrican
occupation of the region. The scale of work has been
beyond that which could cver have been performed by
the privale scctor. The carly and continued usc of
academic institutions in the performance of most of the
contract work has permitted the integration of the
methodologies and interpretations into an intellectual
milicu, and insured comtinued input 1o the discipline.
In the end we must acknowledge that there has becn
both good and bad work done; but, considering the
losses il there had been no work, onc must conclude
that the impact of Federal archeology has been positive
and its contributions enormous.
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THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF
THE FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGY PROGRAM TO
SOUTHEASTERN PREHISTORY:
A PROBLEM-ORIENTED PERSPECTIVE

Bruce D. Smith

The contribution of Federal archeology to southeastern
prehistory is considered in terms of three specific
rescarch questions, these being the shift to increased
sedentism, the initial shift 0 food producing
cuononties, and the emergence of Mississippian ranked
societies. For each of these major periods of cultural
change, Federal archeology programs are found o
have provided an overwhelming amount of the
uvailable relevant daia, and to be making a criticaily
important contribution (o the discipline.

The contributions of Federal archeology programs to
our growing understanding of southcasiern prehistory
can be viewed and measured in a varicly of ways.
Other chapters in this volume have impressively
detailed the changing level of Federal involvement in
southeastern archeology over the past two decades in
terms of funding ievels, number of submitted reports,
and the quality and contribution of specific Federal
prajects,

In this chapter I would like 10 bricfly consider Federal
archeology and its impact on our knowledge of
southeastemn prehistory in yet another way: within the
context of specilic rescarch questions or problem areas.
A wide varicly of such specific and narrowly focuscd
rescarch  qucstions  crosscut the three  dimensional
framework of geographical and culural-tcmporal
categorics of rescarch interest in southeastern archeol-
ogy. Forming a broad front of inquiry, this rich and
complex array of specific research guestions shapes
and focuscs the discipline.  Year by year the relative
degree of progress or success that is auained within
cach of those rescarch problem domains defines the
railc and dircction of advancement of southeastern
archeology, I progress in illuminating the arch-
cological record of the Southcast is considered from
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this problem oricntation perspective, as dilfcrential
advancement  within  specific  research  question
segments of an overall {ront of archeological inquiry,
then the contributions of the Federal archeology
program in the region can be rcasonably assesscd
within the context of those dillerent rescarch questions.

Rather than aucmpting to assess the impact of Federal
archeological programs within every one of those
research problem arcas, [ will instead focus on only
three research question segments of the broad fronl of
southcastem  archeology. Those three  rescarch
problems comprise an appropriale casc study or 1cst
cuse for cstablishing the contribution of Federal
archeology in the Southeast in two important respects.
First, becausc ol their tmportance in southcastern
prehistory:  they cach involve periods ol major and
dramatic cultural change or Lransition in the prehistoric
Southeast. Sccond, because of their recent illumina-
tion: each has wiltnessed considerable and cver-
increasing advancement in understanding over the past
two decades. Each of those three research guestions
will be briefly considered, and the degree w0 which
Federal archeology has contributed 10 their rccent
illumination will be measured.

The Initial Shift to Increased Sedentism
(7000-5700 B.P.)

Archecologically, the short-term  camps of Early
Holocene and initial Middle Holocene southeastern
hunter-gatherer groups that lollowed a strategy ol
residential mobility appear as thin lenses of lithic
debitage, short life span expedient tools, a limited
number of longer lifc span wols, and few site lcatures
or items ol "site Tumiture,” Hearths and associated
activity arcas arc often present, along with occasional
pit features.  Such short-term occupational cpisodes
have been documented all across the Southeast. They
contrast dramatically with the earficst archeological
cvidence of a reduction in residential mobility and the
appearance of deep, organically rich locatized midden
deposits.  This indicates that the occupying group was



spending more lime in a single location and investing
more encrgy in the site location in the lorm of pits, clay
{loors, site [umiturc and suructares.  Reflecting an
adjustment by buman populations to changing river
valley environments and the localized resource
enrichment of riverine corridors, this initial shift to
increased  sedentistn occurs  during  the  Middle
Holocene from around 7000 to 5700 B.P. across a
broad geographical region of the castern United States
{Smith 1986).

Evidence for this 7000 o 5700 B.P. formation of
intensive midden deposits in intedor river valley
setlings west of the Appalachian Wall and north of the
Gull Coastal Plain was first recovercd along the middle
Tenncssee River during WPA  excavation of the
Mulberry Creek site in the Pickwick Basin (Webb and
Delarnctte 1942). Subsequent excavation of the Eva
site further downsurcam provided a solid radiocarbon
age determination of 7150 B.P. for the lowest stralum
ol midden (Lewis and Lewis 1961). More recently,
excavations at the Koster Site (Brown and Vierra 1983)
and the Carricr Mills Site (Jefferies and Butler 1982) in
Minois and other sites along the middie Duck River in
Tennessce (Hofman 1983; Turner (982) and the upper
Tombighee River in Mississippi (Ensor and Studer
1983; Galm 1983; Atkinson et al. 1980; Atkinson
1974; Blakeman 1975} have shown a consisient
lemporal pattlern of midden formation between 7000
and 5700 B.P.

Looking a1 the available archeological database, those
sites that have yiclded cvidence for this nitial shift 10
increased  sedentism  (i.e., Carrier Mills, Mulberry
Creek, Ervin, Hayes, Walnut, licx, Kellogg Village,
Kellogg Mound, and Vaughn Site) were all Federal
- archeology projects. Only Eva and the Koster Site do
not {all under the general label of Federal archeology.
Thus, archeological evidence for this initial transition
o a more scdentary way of life along the interior river
villeys of the Southeast and Midwest is almost
exclusively the result of Federal archeology programs.
Without the information obtained through the excava-
tion of thosc sites, this major phasc of culteral transfor-
mation would be largely undocumenied.

Initial Shift to Food Production Economies
(2500-1700 B.P.)

As a result of cultural resource protection legislation
and the devclopment of {lottion recovery methods, the
magnitude and guality of the archeological dabase of
the prehistoric Easiern Woodlands of North America
has increased dramatically over the past decade.
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One ol the most interesting and most important broad
scale developmenial pauems o emerge from  (his
rapidly expanding database involves the dramatic
increase in the representation of the seeds ol a varicty
of indigenous cultivated plants in archacobotanical
assemblages across the Midwest and Southeast
between 2500 and 1700 B.P. (Smith 1985a). Reficcl-
ing an initial transition 0 economics having a lar
greater reliance on food production, this increasingly
important role for cultivated planis has been docu-
mented in west-central Alabama in the Gainesville
Lake area (Caddell 1981); northcast Alabama at
Russell Cave (Smith 1985a); castem Tennessce al
Tellico (Chapman and Shea 1981); central Tenncssec at
Normandy (Crites 1985); central Kentucky at Salts
Cave (Gardner 1987); castem Kentucky al the
Cloudsplitter site {Cowan 1984); central Ohio at Ash
Cave (Smith 1985b), Murphy, and Newark (Wymcer
1986); southwestern Illinois at the American Bouom
{Johannesscn 1984); west-central [llinois in the Lower
lllinois Valley (Asch and Asch 1983); northcasicrn
Missouri at Old Monroe (Pulliam 1986); and
northwestern Arkansas at the Blull Dweller sites (Fritz
1986).

Of those major data sources that have illuminated the
timing and the nawre of this initial intensification of
prehistoric food production in the East, the {ollowing
fall under the general label of Federal archeology:
Gainesville, Tellico, Normandy, American Bouom,
Lower lilinois Valley, and Old Monroe. In addition,
Salts Cave and Russell Cave arc located on Federal
tand. The recent re-analysis of the Ash Cave maltcrials
also was carried out with Federal funds, lcaving only
the Ozark Blulf Dweller sites and the Cloudspiitter sitc
in eastern Kentucky without a close and strong tie with
Federal archeology programs. As is the case with the
initial shift 10 increased scdentism, Federal archeology
programs have provided almost all of the data currently
available regarding the initial shilt 10 a greater reliance
on seed crops and food production. Without Federal
archeology programs and the excavation of sites on
Federal land this significant cultural wransition in the
prehistoric  Eastern Woodlands would be  barcly
represented in the archacobotanical record.

The Mississippian Emergence

During a three cemury span from A.D. 800 1o 10}, a
remarkable and rapid retooling of cultural systems
occurred over a broad arca of the Midwest and
Southcast, represcnting the initial emergence of
centralized, ranked societies bascd on maize-centercd
ficld agriculturc.  Although many aspects of this
Mississippian  emergence  are  still  inadequatcly



Southeastern Archacology Special Publication #6, 1988

understood, considerable new information has recently
become available as a resuit of the excavauon ol a
substantial number of scitlements dating lrom A.D. 800
1o 1100.

In Mississippi and Arkansas, the Lake George (Wil
liams and Brain 1983), Toliec (Rolingson 1982) and
Zebree (Morse and Morse 1980) sites date (o this
period of Mississippian emergence. In Missouri and
Illinois, thc Hoccake (Williams 1974), Shell Lake
(Price and Price 1984) and the American Bottom
(Kelly et al. 1984) sites dawed to this period. Other
sitcs dating 1o this period inciuding the Banks 1
{Faulkner and McCollough 1974) and Martin Farm
{Schroedl ¢t al. 1985) sitcs in Tennessee, Ocmulgee
{Fairbanks 1956) and Cemochechobee (Schnell ¢t al.
1981) in Georgia, and other sites in west-central
Alabama (Welch in press).

Of the sites listed above, which constitute almost the
cntire available database for approaching an under-
standing of the Mississippian emergence, the [ollowing
qualifly for inclusion under the Federal archeology
banncr;  Zcbree, Hoccake, Shell Lake, Range, Banks
I, Martin Farm, Ocmulgee and Cemochechobee. Of
the remaining sites, the Toltec project is State funded.
Much ol the west-central Alabama rescarch of sites of
this time period has been federally funded, leaving only
the Lake George sitc in Mississippi without a public
archeology connection.  Once again, without the
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information resulting from Federal archcology
programs, this period of major cultural change in the
East would be liwerally undocumented and unknown.

Conclusions

In order 10 assess, [rom a problem-oriented perspective,
the contributions of Federal archeology programs to
our understanding of southeastern prehistory, Lhree
rescarch question scgmenis of the overall lront of
archeological inguiry were bricfly considered, and the
Federal role was scrutinized. Each of these three
rescarch questions addresses major ransition points in
the trajectory of cultural cvolution in the Southeast, and
cach has witnessed considerable recent advances in
understanding.

In all three rescarch question casc studics or tesl cases,
Federal archcology programs were found w have
provided an overwhciming amount of the available
relevant data.  Thus, il archeological progress in the
Southeast is viewed from the perspective of thosce three
research  questions that are important and  have
witnessed considerable reconmt  illumination, s
impossible to avoid the conclusion that the Federal
archeology program is making a massive and criticatly
important  contribution 1o the advancing lfront of
archeological inquiry in the Southeast.



FEDERAL ARCHEQLOGY IN THE SOUTHEAST:
PRACTICE, PRODUCT, AND PROMISE

Christopher S. Peebles

Federal funds which flowed into the Southeast after
1966, in response o the provisions of the National
Historic Preservation Act, have been deployed by
agencics, universities, and archeologists in the several
states in very differemt ways. The roots of these
differences can be traced for the most part (o organiza-
tions and archeological research traditions that were
constituted during the first period of major Federul
involvement in the region, in the Great Depression of
the 1930s. It would seem that not only the remote,
prehistoric past but the more recent, bureaucratic past
exeris a sirong influence on contemporary archeologi-
cal probilems and practices throughow the Southeast.

Both astronomers and historians collect
ancient  signals  into  compelling
theories about distance and composi-
tion. The aswronomer’s position is the
historian’s datc; his velocily is our
sequence; orbits are like durations;
petturbations  are  analogous W
causality. The astronomer and the
historian both deal with past events
perceived in the present.  Here the
parallels diverge, lor the astronomer’s
future cvents are physical and recurrent
oncs, whilc the historian’s are human
aml unpredictable  ones  (Kubler
1962:20).

There are two sets of signals reverberating within the
conlincs of this symposium. One comprises the history
ol archcology in the Southeast, espectally the activities
of the last fifty and the last twenty years. 1t focuses on
the role of the Federal Govermment in the region, but it
docs so in the context of archeological research amd
conscrvation. The other encompasscs the evidence for
the past in the Southcast, the "real” past thal cxiends
backward from today 10 a point some twelve thousand
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years ago. I is the combination ol the two, the
reasoning archeologist and the contemporary evidence
for the past, that produce the ever changing prehistory
of the Southeast.

A major theme of several of the papers in this sym-
posium, and a major premise of this paper, is that much
ol the style and substance of southcasicrn archeology
can be understood in terms of the common laclors that
deline southeastern archeologists as a group. When
viewed [rom afar, they may seem 10 be fragmented into
a series of overlapping schools, but undemncath the
surface rancor there is a common ethos and a common
set of valucs that bind southcastern archeologists
together. Furthermore, il is apparent that many of these
[actors have been present for aimost 30 years, since the
beginning of major Federal involvement in the
archeology of the region. A secondary bul cqually
important theme is that the differences among institu-
tions and stalc programs, as well as diflering ar-
cheological research priorities, can be explained by
some of these same considerations. A major causative
role can be assigned to individuals and events that were
part of archeology in the 1930s and that are with us
today in the 1980s.

In part, this diversity is a direct result of the underlying
prehistory:  the archeological record of the Carolina
Coastal Plain is very different {rom that ol the Green
River Valley of Kentucky. Yel even when prehistoric
space-lime sysicmatics are laken inw account, there
remain major differences among the archeological
programs in the several southeastern states. Much of
this residual varisbility can be ¢xplained by sampling
ermor (imcllectual "drift™) and swutc “"politics™ by
refercnee (o varialion among  stite  instilulions, by
consideration of activitics of political clites, and in
terms of the archeologists who practiced their craft and
who held power over research in cach state.

Federal support for archeology in the  Southeast
amplificd both the common themes and the stately
variations. The lirst cpoch of major Federai support in
the mid-1930s brought a score ol archeologists o the
region. Some, such as James Ford, Jofire Coc and
David DeJameue, were natives ol the states in which
they worked.  Others, such as Charles Fairbanks,
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Gordon Willey and A, R. Kclley, came [rom outside
the Southcast. By and large all of these men received
their archeological training in the North and West, and
many of them lcamed [(ield technigues [rom Fay-
Cooper Cole and the University ol Chicago ficld
school. Through their acts, alliances, and antagonisms,
and as a result of the fact tha they began their careers
in the midst of the Great Depression, they established
the "shape™ of the discipline in the region.

World War Il halicd most archeological work, and
when the archeologists ol the 1930s retumed from Lhe
conftict they lurned 0 the analysis and publication of
the collections they had made a decade carlier. Major
new research programs were instituted only in the late
1950s and carly 1960s, alicr the publication of such
volumes as Archaeology of the Florida Gulf Coast
(Willey 1949), Hiwassee Istund (Lewis and Kneherg
1946}, An Archaeological Survey of Northern Georgiu
(Wauchope 1966), and above all Archaeology of
Eastern United States (Griffin 1952},

Many of the archeological projects begun in the 1960s,
such as those sponsored by the National Park Service
and Tenncssce  Valley  Authority in the  Tellico
Reservoir of eastern Tennessee, were ticd direcily to
newly cnacted cnvironmental lcgislation; others, such
as Coe’s "Historic Cherokee Project” in western North
Caroling, were funded by (he recently established
anthropological program in the National Scicnce
Foundation; yet others were supported by newly
constituted state archeological surveys and divisions of
historic preservation, notably those in  Arkansas,
Florida and South Carolina. Since the 1960s, Stalc
appropriations and Federal funds have combined 1o
support more than ten times the original number of
archeologists in the region. The current generation has
amplificd and enriched the basic themes laid down in
the 1930s. They have established their own research
priorilies and programs and, through graduate programs
cstablished in the 1960s, they have trained some of the
next generation of southcastern archeologists.

The archeologists of the 1930s left a three-fold,
substantial fegacy 1o the current generation. First, their
concern with cullural-historical guestions produced a
broad emporat order for the prehistoric "cultures” of
the Southcast. The notions of Archaic, Woodland and
Mississippian, their temporal order, their material
content, and their broad adaptive significance came
dircctly from work of this cra.  Despite recont un-
urtored assertions wo the contrary, these archeologists
began a tradition of "problem-dirceted” rescarch in the
region. Sccond, their explicit concerns with manage-
ment of archeologicat licldwork, laboratory analysis
and, ultimately, curation of the collections were

responsible directly for the quality and quantity of
archeological data available for study loday. They
realized that there was a strong connection between the
organization of archeological research and the produc-
tton of information about the past.  Third, they and
their federal sponsors placed great emphasis on Lhe
timely descriptive publication ol the results of their
ficldwork. The monthly reports, descriplive site
rcports, and catalogs of their collections have provided
contemporary archeologists with rclatively casy access
to the substance ol the research of the 1930s.

There is, in fact, a Tourth, somewhat more cphemeral
(but nonctheless important) legacy left o our genera-
tion by those southcasiemn archeologists of the Great
Depression:  a sense of community. They were
generally a cooperative lol, despite their individual
goals, personalitics and animosities.  With few
cxceptions--and here Dellinger and (he  Arkansas
program come o mind immediately (see Lyon 1982
251)--individuals and programs freely shared substan-
tive data, cultural-historical insights, and innovations in
thc management of archeological rescarch.  From
confercnces  in Birmingham, Alabama, and In-
dianapolis, Indiana, to the Ceramic Repository in Ann
Arbor, Michigan, to the [irst mcctings ol the
Southeasterm Archacological Conlerence, archeologistis
traded  information and knowledge, excavation
icchnigues and management plans. Some individuals
did aucmpt o protect their burcaucratic wrl:  Major
Webb and his rolc as TVA consultant is one cxample
(Lyon 1982: Chapter 1V, VI, VIII). Others, such as A.
R. Kelly and his Georgia archeological survey, held
light to their scholarly territory (Lyon 1982: Chaptcr
VYil). Nonetheless, Delamente, Coe, Webb, Lewis,
Kneberg, Griflin, Ford, Willey, and others frecly
shared what they knew, both in meetings and through
the mail. They werc persons caught up in the Great
Depression who, like much of the rest of the
population:

. moved to community-oriented
values simply because so many were in
nced. . . . People became much Jess
willing to "go it alone” with no thought
of the consequences [or others. They
became less sclfish and more compas-
sionate {McElvaine 1984; 338).

Amcricans in the 1930s may not have
known much about ideology, but they
knew what they liked--and what they
did not like. Their rejection of greed,
cgoism, and the unichiered marketplace
led them toward values through which
they could "remoralize” the Amcrican



ceonomy
1982:223),

and society (McElvaine

It is perhaps remarkable the extent to which a coopera-
tive aunosphere and a scnse of community continues (o
be a major part of archeology in the Southeast.

When lederally sponsored rescarch during the period
1966 10 1986 is considered state by siate, it is clear that
much of the success of the several programs is
predicated on three factors. First, the extent 10 which
strong foundations were laid in a particular state in the
1930s enhances the probability that therc are ong or
more productive programs in thai state in the 1980s,
Second, the exient w which rescarch programs of ihe
1980s  incorporate  comtemporary  archeological
problems, methds, and theories, enhances their ability
o gain recognition, awract good sludents and col-
leagucs, and obwain funds from a greater variety of
sources. Third, regardless of their historic sources, the
burcaucratic and regulatory structures buill in the last
20 ycars are crucial factors to the success of preserva-
tion and rcscarch programs in ¢ach swie today. In
brief, institutions, individuals, systematic collections,
and research traditions constitute the "assels” of the
various archeological programs in the Southeast, and
this intclicctual "capitl,” to the cxient that it is used
productively, explains much of the success ol ar-
cheological programs in the southeastern states today.

The deployment of these assets over the last two
decades shows the intimate relationship between the
magnitude of available information and the production
of knowledge. I it is granted that the search for
solutions to particular problems animates archeological
rescarch, then a direct association can be perceived
between theory, method, and technique on the one
hand, and quantity of archeological data available for
study (either that newly excavated or that curated in
muscum collections) on the other. Furthermore, there
is 4 necessary connection between access 1o archeologi-
cal data and the production of knowledge. Analytical
and narralive prehistory, in their explanatory and
discursive roles, depend on the inlerplay of theory and
data. The former gives meaning (o the lauer; the latier
can demolish the former. Thus, there is immediale
relevance to a major theme addressed by many of the
papers in this symposium: How much information and
how much knowledge has been bought with the Federal
archeological dollar?

Berle Clay, who has a deep and intimate knowledge of
Kemucky archeology, argues that funds spent for
historic prescevation in Kenwcky have not produced
major advances in the knowledge of the prehistory of
that state.  Hce points out that the lailure 10 produce
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even a rudimentary culture-history for the Staic can be
attributed, at least in part, to traditions of archeological
research thal have their roots in the 1930s.

The largest component of this tradition is the legacy
left by Major Webb, and it can be judged both albatross
and assel.  Webb eswblished neither an cmduring
rescarch tradition nor a cullural-historical framework
for Kentucky prehistory. Although his cxcavations
were maslerpieces of organization, his conceplual
organization was ad Aoc al best. He and his sitc
supervisors published detailed descriptions ol many of
the sites they excavated. but they limilcd their efforts 1o
those sites that fitted Webb’s research interests.  His
interests, in turn, secem limited by his training as an
engineer. He liked siles with clear stratilication in
which unambiguously defined projectiic poini types
lined up from top o bottom: i.e., an archeological
record with a clear elecmental and geometric structure,

On the positive side, Webb did leave a mcticulously
documented set of collcctions but, until recently (sce
Milner and Smith 1986), thesc have proved o be more
of a liablity than an assct to those who have conscrved
them. Despite a wealth of descriptive publications, a
synthesis of Kentucky prehistory was not produccd
immediately alter the War for Archaeology of Eastern
United Siates. 1n fact, the first broad synthesis of
Kentucky prehistory was not published until 1967
(Schwartz. 1967). As a conscyuence, when the emipo
ol applicd archeological work increased after the
passage of the National Historic Prescrvation Act in
1966. there was ncither an adeguate organization nor a
conceptual fruncwork to deal with the challenge,

Instead, as Clay argues, tensions were created belween
applicd and academic archeologists and  programs,
Additional information piled up, but additional
knowledge was not created at a rate equal to the dollars
spent and data collected. Only recently has there been
some semblance of integration of the Staic archeologi-
cal program with the teaching, rescarch and curation
programs of the universitics in Kentucky. Perhaps the
most Langible cvidence ol this change has been the
State Historic Preservation Plan commissioned by the
Kentucky Heritage Council in 1986, Once of the major
components of this state-wide plan is the identilication
of shori-term and long-lerm rescarch problems in
Kentucky prehistory.

Alabama and Tennessee (states in which Major Webb
played a substantiad role in the 1930s) provide major
contrasts 10 the course of rescarch in Kentucky. [n bonh
states, there has been an unbroken, progressive and
productive rescarch tradition for more than 50 years,
In part, this success can be alributed 1w the clforts of
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individual archcologists who began as flield supervisors
in the 1930s, survived local politics and global conflict
in the 19405, and re-cstablished university-based
rescarch programs in the 1950s. David Delarneue in
Alabama and Tom Lewis and Madeline Kneberg in
Tenncssee spent much of their carly carecrs working
with Major Webb and the Tennessee Valley Authority.
Under their lcadership, the programs and collections of
the McClung Museum at the University of Tennessee
and the Alabama Museum of Natural History at the
University of Alabama served as the nucleus for
rescarch within their respective universities. They
wrole major cultural-historical summaries for their
states {DelJamette 1952; Kneberg 1952; Whitelord
1952} and these provided the foundations for all
subsequent research.  As funding from the Tennessee
Valley Authority and the U. §. Ammy Corps of
Engincers increased in the 1970s, and as survey,
mitigation, and preservation projects were begun in
responsc to regulations that sicmmed from the National
Historic Preservation Act, both states had research
organizations and personnel equal to the task.

These two states arc perhaps the best examples of the
equation between the deployment of resources, access
to information, and the construction of kmowicdge
about the prehistoric past.  In both the MeClung
Muscum and the Alabama Muscum of Natural History
(and associated Olfice of Archaeological Research and
Mound State Monument), collcctions and  their
documentation have been conserved amd are accessible
ioday. A number of dissertations have been based on
thosc collections {(e.g., Walthail 1973, Pecbles 1974,
Sheldon 1974, Dyc 1980, Sieponaitis 1983, and Powell
1985 in Alabama; Hatch 1976 in Tenncssee), yel other
dissertations have been based on current research that
built upon the earlier rescarch in those states (e.g.,
Bozeman 1982, Scarry 1986, and Welch 1986 in
Alabama; Chapman !975a, Bogan 1980, and Cridel-
baugh 1984 in Tennessee). The University of Ten-
nessee and the University of Alabama, with suppon
from the Tennessee Yalley Authority, the U. 5. Army
Corps of Engineers, and the National Park Service,
among others, have produced detailed reponts of their
investigation:  Chapman (this volume) gives a bibliog-
raphy ol these reports for work in the Tellico, Nor-
mandy, and other reservoirs in Tennessee. Knight (this
volume) chooses projects from  Alabama--from  the
Tennessce-Tombigbce  Waterway  project,  among
others--that  also  have produced major wchnical
narratives and analytical ecports.

In both Alabama and Tennessce, the success of the
university programs has tended (0 overshadow the role
of the Stac Historic Preservation Officer and the
state-wide program of conservation.  Survey and
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planning grants for archeological site inventories have
gone cither toward regions where rumerous  ar-
cheological sites are under immediate threat or 10 arcas
that hold somc promise for contemporary rescarch
problems. In effect, management at the staic level has
been subordinated 10 academic research programs. For
the most part, this is not a vicious inversion of
priorities, but it does have the potential for great
conflict in the fuwre. It aiso biascs the kinds ol
information that are gathered, which may, in the luture,
affect the production of knowiedge. Orphan cul-
wral-historical periods, which in Alabama include the
tater Middle Woodiand {(whawsoever that might be), arc
neglected and thus ride with the lides of entropy.

In North Carolina, the radical separation of manage-
ment {rom research programs assumed epic and
potentislly destructive proportions.  Professor Jolfre
Coe both established and maintained a premicr
academic archeological rescarch program in  the
Southeast. The University ol North Carolina had the
{irst and, for many years, the only doctoral program in
anthropology in the region. The Rescarch Laboratorics
of Anthropology at the University, established by Coc
in the 1930s, was the repository of the Staie archcologi-
cal tradition. 1t held the collections and the site liles
produced by Coe and his students from the 1930s
onwards and it was the home lor the Cherokee Project
that began in 1965.

It took the wisdom of Solomon and the paticnee ol Job
10 extract and intcgrate the information held by the
Research Laboratories ino  the management  amd
preservation planning process for the Swte of North
Carolina. Mathis alludes 10 the probicms that besct the
establishment of the North Carolina preservation
program: f[ew large Federal projects, lew funds for
survey and planning, an unprecedented industrial and
population growth, and no corporate archeological
heritage and database. Yet the largest problem was
create de rove a management tradition that could
coexist with a distinguished rescarch tradition. One of
the crucial factors in the [inal transformation and
integration was provided by some of the students
traincd by Coc at North Carolina. They had masicred
the clements of this cxceptional rescarch tradition,
taken their training 10 work in other seltings and states
that cmphasized applicd as well as academic archeol-
ogy, and then returned, cither in body or in spirit, 10
work in North Carolina.  In (act, it would be fair 10
observe that ficld and analyuical skills fcarned from
Coe were exported to Tennessee and honed on the
Tellico Project, translerred to Washington Siate and
tempered at Marmes, eventually dilfused 10 several
Regional Offices of the National Park Service and
integrated into "scopes ol work," and then re-imported



o North Carolina where they smoothed the way [or
acceplance of the programs ol the North Carolina
Division of Archives and History.

The coursce of the Florida programs was much like that
of Norih Carolina. The archeological tradition was
based at the University of Florida in the person of John
Goggin and at Florida State University under Hale G.
Smith. The Depression Era work in the State cume
carly, under the CWA and Smithsonian (Lyon 1982:
Chapter I11), but did not continue aficr 1934. The work
on the west coast was described afier the war by Willey
(1949), and John Goggin wrote a brilliant dissenation
on the culure-history of the Sue: Cuwlture and
Geography in Florida Prehistory (Goggin t948). Yet
this disseriation was never published, and much of the
knowlcdge of the prehistory of the State, plus the
Florida site file, which Goggin had assembled over (wo
decades, resided in his mind and in his Laboratory at
the University of Florida.

Thus, in 1965, when the Internal Improvement Fund of
the State of Florida hired an archcologist and began a
program within the Division of Archives, History, and
Records Management, the intetlectual assets and
archeological wadition were housed in two universitics
and two professors: Charles Fairbanks, who upon the
dcath of fohn Goggin had replaced him at the Uni-
versity of Florida, and Hale Smith at Florida State,
Gradually, the University of Florida Site File was
transferred (o the State to form the nucleus of their site
management datbase.

Since that time, much of the effort of the Archives staff
has been devoled to archeological survey and inventory
projects. The greater part of this work has been on
Federal lands, which comprise 4.5 mitlion acres in the
Statc, but a significant part has been on State lands and
on private lands which required survey under various
taws and rcgulations. Florida maintains one of the first
and most comprchensive computerized site databases
{cqual to those at Arizona and Arkansas), and their
management of preservation activities is [irmly in
hand. Unloranately, aimost all of their subsiantive
projects arc unpublished; consequently, the knowledge
Lo information ratio fatls heavily on the data rather than
the knowledge side of the equation. Liitle of their
work was included cither in Florida Archacology
(Milanich and Fairbanks 1980), the published work in
historic archeology by Kathleen Deagan (1983), or in a
score of disscrations dirccted by Fairbanks, Deagan,
Milanich, and William Sears. Given this impressive
corpus of survey dat, the tlime ought 1o be ripe for the
production and publication of a swate prescrvation plan.
Yet onc docs not scem 10 be on the horizon.  The
knowledge provided by rescarch, which scts the
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conceptual context (or preservation prioritics, has not
been deployed lully in Florida. This apparent dilemma
perhaps can be rcsolved through a closer working
relationship among the several academic institutions
and the State program in Florida.

Programs in Arkansas and South Carclina effectively
have integrated academic and managenient concemns
from their inception. Each stale had bits and pieces of
an archeological tradition stretching back into the 19th
century, but neither had Lo contend with the cocrcive
(and creative) forces of a Depression Era tradition, The
organizations that resulled werc unique, at lcast in the
Eastern United States. The Arkansas Archaeological
Survey has been a lcader in the construction of
management tools for archeological research and
historic preservation. They have survey offices and
archcologists attached to universities throughout ihe
State. They have constructed computerized database
management systems that rival those of major corpora-
tions, and they support a lielkdwork program that is
balanced between pure and applicd rescarch. In South
Carolina, the Institute of Archacology and Anthropol-
ogy is embedded firmly in the waching and rescarch
program of the University of South Carolina as well as
being an integral part of thc stale prescrvation
burcaucracy. The Institute and the Depanment of
Anthropology have combined 0 teach regional
culture-history, archeological methods and  (he
management of archeological rescarch as part of a
unificd graduate curriculum,

Both the Survey in Arkansas and the Institule in South
Carolina maintain active publication serics. As Hester
Davis points out in her article (this volume), one can
usc "publication as a criterion for asscssing the impact
of federalty supponcd archacological work.” By this
criterion, works like The Cache River Survey (Schiffer
and Housc 1975) and the DELOS working papers
{(Limp and Parker 1983) irom Arkansas and
Laurens-Anderson: An Archaeological Siudy of the
Inter-Riverine Piedmont (Goodyear ct al. 1979, cach
of which has had nationwide impact, show the
importance of this measure. in cficct, both South
Carolina and Arkansas arc gelling a [air rcturn in
knowledge and information for the funds they expend.
Unfortunately, both organizations depend on university
and stale administrative budgets (as well as Federal
appropriations) for (unding, so the current deficit-
reduction axcs can cut (wice as deep and twice as oflen.

Georgia is the cnigma in this symposium. The State
office [urnished ncither a represenwative nor a paper, so
the Departmental Consultling  Archeologist, Bennic
Keel, had to provide coverage.  His predominantly
Federal perspective docs include much recent rescarch
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in the State, bui it does not encompass the management
structurcs and prescrvalion activities (hat are beyond
dircct Federal supervision,  Like other southeastern
states, Georgia has a rich archeological tradition but,
fike that in Kentucky, the rescarch of the past has been
a millstonc for the present gencration, In the 1930s,
Wauchope was discouraged [rom  writing up the
northwest Georgia survey (Lyon 1982:188). Much 10
his credit, he stuck with ivafter the war, and it appeared
in 1966. Analysis and publication of federally [unded
excavations of the 1950s and 1960s, begun under the
direction of A. R. Keily and Joseph Caldwell, have
consumed much of the careers of younger scholars,
cspecially David Hally at the University of Georgia.
Whatever cnergy remained was expended in the
Wallace Reservoir salvage projects. Yet Georgia
archeologists have been playing a game of "catch-up”
Tor almost lour decades.

During Govemnor Jimmy Caner’s  administration,
archeology was given a voice in historic preservation
planning, but in large measure prehistoric sites still are
submerged in the politics of the Baule of Atlant,
ante-bellum mansions, and Sherman’s March 10 the
Sca. Many major recent projects in Georgia--The
Richard B. Russell Rescrvoir, {sharcd in part with
Sowth Carolina) and King’s Bay Naval Basc lor
cxample--were  funded  with Federal doBlars and
managed by Federal archeologists bul  involved
out-of-state firms and institations.  Moreover, the
superb publication scrics that come out of the Russcll
project was issucd from the Southeastern Regional
Office of the National Park Service under the editor-
ship of the late Victor Carbone. Georgia thus still must
gain [ull control over both their database and the
production of knowledge about the prehistoric past.

From this synecdochical survey of the stes, two final
scts of distinctions can be made and used o illuminate
the practice of archeology in the Southeast. The first
paired opposition is due 10 the philosopher Gilbert
Rylc. In his book The Concept of Mind, Ryle (1949)
makes the distinction between "knowing how™ and
"knowing that.” The second can be subsumed under
the rubrics of "science” and "scientilic truth” versus
"engincering” and utilitarian or "pragmatic truth.”

According 10 Ryle, an individual’s grasp of parlicular
bits of knowledge comprise "knowing that." For
cxample, calling 10 mind that David Brubeck is a
mid-20th century jazz musician is an cxample of
"knowing that." Playing a saxophonc like Jerry
Mulligan, however, is definitely a casc of "knowing
how."  Having at one’s flingentips the fact that the
Mississippian in thc Southeast generally postdates
A.D. 90U is a case of "knowing that.”" The rescarch
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skills that it wok 0 produce that bit ol knowledge,
however--from directing the excavation 1o interpreling
radiocarbon  dates—comes under "knowing how.”
Among the archeologists of the 1930s, both facts and
mcthods--the  "that" and the "how"--were cquaily
important,

Yel after the war, these (wo intcllectuat facuitics werc
separated in practice.  The profession came o be
divided into [lickd archeologists and academic ar-
cheologists (some of whom went into the field). Many
institutions and employers looked lor individuals who
had the data firmly in hand but who themselves could
1ot produce new categories of data. With the exception
of one or two institutions, most notably North Carolina,
advances tn "knowing how" took place outside the
Southeast and outside day-to-day archeological
research. Conceptual and analytical innovations were
made and Lwght au places like Michigan, Harvard,
Chicago, and Arizona. Many of the archeologists
whose skills in "knowing how" were responsible for
"knowing thal" did not participate dircctly in the
training of the ncxt gencration of southeastern ar-
cheologists.  In cffect, there was a second era of
"carpetbag archeology” which ran from roughly 1950
10 1970, There were cases where individuals who were
trained outside the region were re-cducaied by one or
more of the makers of modern southcastern archeology
when they came south 10 do their field work, in the
main, however, there was a major disjunction belween
two approaches and two generations ol archeologists in
the Southeast. Only now is there a rapprochement
between those gencrations.  [L comes through a third
generation trained, for the most part, in the Southcast
by professurs who themsclves were trained elsewhcere.
Thus, at one level, theory and practice, "knowing how”
and "knowing that” again are used and laught at the
same place.

The second opposed pair--science versus ¢ngineering--
again center on the notions of theory and practice,
Among the archcologists of the 1930s, both practical
and scientific knowledge were valued for the contribu-
tions they could make. To borrow an observation from
Alan Simpson, President Emeritus of Vassar, these
archcologists valued both philosophers and plumbers,
because they knew "..that the products of both had o
hold water.” Yet, in thc spatial and gencrational
disjunction between the caching of theory and actual
practice, cither the practical or the theoretical came o
be devalued in the curriculum.  In some places carcer
advancement was predicatcd on how much and how
many sites onc dug; in other places  theorctical
formulations, even those without foundations in a
world of daw, were valued above excavation, curation,
and clear, descriptive publications.
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These distinctions which woday have been transiated
imo applied or "contract” archeology versus scientific
or "thcorctical” archeology, can be sharpencd a bit and
then dissolved, not with a direct discussion of ar-
cheological method and theory, but with the imagina-
tion of James Joyce. His message (and metaphor) is as
relcvant today as it was when written, in the carly 20th
century, and it applies w0 archeologists as well as (o
artists.

In A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man, Sicphen
Dedalus, the artist, eners the office ol the Dean of
Swdies of his college. The Jesuit crouches belore the
fireplace, lighting his moming lire. Stephen dutifully
offers his help:

The priest looked up quickly and said:
-- One moment now, Mr. Dedalus, and
you will sec. There is an art in lighting
a fire, We have the liberal ans and we
have the uselul ans. This is one of the
useful arts. (Joyce 1964:185)

Then, as today, the products of the practical, uscful arts
were measured by their wtility; and then, as today, the
products ot the liberal arts were measured by how close
they camc to the concepts of truth, beauty, and
goodness.  For prescnt purposes, any consideration of
acsthetics and cthics as well as transcendental truth
must be sct aside. Thus, pruncd engincering and
science remain.

Among many of the carly southeastcrn archeol-
ogists--those  of the 1930s--both  enginecring and
scicnee werce valued, and both pragmatic wtility and
scientilic truth were interwoven in their rescarch. Siles
were selected for excavation and sites were abandoned
based on pragmatic judgments about how much
information thcy would yield. A panicular site might
be chosen for investigation based on how many men
might be cmployed in its cxcavation and because local
politicians  would react favorably o the cali for
workmen. Good ficld management methods were not
chosen lor their truth value but for their efficacy and
their cificiency in producing data. There were no
debates about the truth of these poliucal and social
rcalitics but, instcad, about how the next payrofl would
be met and whether or not individuals with a police
rccord for petty thefl should be employed in the
laboratory 1o sort artifacts. The choices were entircly
pragmatic. They were based on the methods that saved
the greatest amount of information and al the same
time embraced adequate scientific criteria for wrning
these data into knowledge.
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These same archcologists did pay aucntion 1o the
combinations of statements and concepts woven into
arguments and narratives about the past and judged
them to be "true” or "(alse” in the scientilic scnse. In
sum, both the liberal and the uselul arts were valucd
and employed, cach in its proper place. If today some
archeologists sec poticry typology as cither a mundanc
1ol or an established set ol more-or-less useful
categories o be learned by rote, it does not mean that
in the 1930s the construction of such categories werc
scen as devoid of historical and theoretical content.
Conversely, because James Ford adopled a pragmatic
approach (o the sorting of sherds into similar pifes, and
thereby created categories (types) on the basis of sharcd
similarities among the sherds in cach pile, does not
mean that the conlemporary, set-theorctic approaches
of Rouse, Dunnell, and Krause are devoid ol practical
application and pragmatic utility.

The separation of theory and practice in the recent
history of southcastern archeology, is mirrored by a
devaluation (or overvaluation) of the scicnces or of
engineering in the prolession as a whole. Among some
Americanist archeologists it is argued strongly tha il a
technique is not rooted (irmly in theory it is uscless;
others say that schemes for maximizing sile prescrva-
tion in the absence of clear theoretical reason for doing
so is stupid and foolish,  Yei others say that the
preoceupation with  theory is  ridiculous, because
theories do not dig sites. Thus, there has been a radical
separation not only between pragmatic amd scientific
judgment but between  applied  (enginecring) and
theorctical (scientific) archeology. o the Southecast,
when all else fails, and there is necd W vanguish
verbally an opponent in a discussion, there is always
"carpetbagger” versus “native archeology.” Despite the
differences among archeologists, the avowed goals of
the profession are to conserve the evidence of the past
Collingwood’s "past encapsulated in the present.” To
the extent that theories deline what constitutes evidence
for the past, and 10 the extent that they provide methods
to assay this evidence, they arc important. To the
extent that management praclices preserve these data,
they too arc tmportant.  The entirc cycle then s a
recursion among theorics, data, and management of
rescarch and preservation activities,  Without the
presence of all three lactors, any combination ol two or
any one alone is impotent.

Like Lhe generation gap, the rift between applied and
scienlific approaches o archeology is mending. Both
the liberal and the practical arts arc important in the
practice of prehistory. As the gap between theory and
practice narrows, and as there is rapprochement among
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the severat lincages that comprise the clan, South-
castern archeologists can gel about the business (with
the aid ol a lew Federal dollars) of extending our
knowiedge of the region. Lest, however, it is forgoiten
that pragmatic judgments are as complex and more
slippery than scieniific judgments, | want to end by
relurning {0 Dublin in the ecarly 20th century: to
Stephen Dedalus and the Jesuit,

This lirc before us, said the dcan, will he
plcasing to the eye. Will it therefore be
beautiful?

Stcphen replics:

In so far as it is apprehended by the sight,
which 1 supposc mcans herc  esthetic
intellection, i will be beautiful. But
Aquinas also says Bonum est in quod tendit
appetitus. In so far as it satisfics the animal
craving for warmth fire is good. In hell
however, it is an cvil, (Joyce 1964:186)
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