


II. J. De Soto Falls (Alabama)

Two stone walls have been recognized for more than a century at
De Soto Falls, on the Little River in northeast Alabama at the end of
Lookout Mountain. They are described at some length by a missionary
from the Brainerd Mission at Chattanooga in 1823 (Walker, 1941, pp. 31­
32), and, curiously enough, a volume dealing with archaeological explo­
rations in Yucatan (Norman, 1849, pp. 169-'0) also gives a rather full
description.

The walls have been looted in recent years for building stones by
residents of the district, and about all that remain today are to low
windrows of stones mixed with earth. They enclose a steep promontory
which extends out towards the Little River, as shown in the figure. The
outer w~ll is approximately 600 feet long, and the inner one is in the
neighborhood of 500 feet. A ditch had been built in front of the inner
wall averaging several feet in width and one to two feet in depth
(Roberts, 1949). At present the width of the walls varies from 4 to 8
feet, but originally it is estimated that the height may have been about
4 feet. It is built up of flat sandstone slabs from the vicinity.

The bluff or promontory which the walls enclose has a vertical
drop of about 50 feet to the river bed below. Immediately below the
edge of the bluff are a series of caves or shelters formed by connecting
chambers in the rock. They can te reached by a path from above. There
is no record of any archaeological material having been recovered from
these caves or from the area inside or around the walls. There would
appear to be more basis here for describing these constructions as a
fortification than at most of the sites heretofore examined, and the
possibility that the caves were refuge places should be kept in mind.
In any event, the absence of artifacts or other cultural remains neither
encourages nor excludes the entertainment of other interpretations.
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EDITORS NOTES

The author, Philip E. Smith, had not seen Ralph B. Roberts' description
of the De Soto Falls site, as reported by Roberts in Tennessee Archeologist,
Volume V, No.2. He had independently studied Robert S. Walker's Lookout,
The Story of a Mountain, (1941), which recounted the description of a
Brainerd Mission visitor in 1823. Smith also quotes a source not mentioned
by Roberts, i.e., (Norman 1849, pp. 169-70), His account closely parallels
Roberts' description based on the 1948 visit of the Chattanooga chapter of
the Tennessee Archeological Society, to the site. Both writers are cautious,
replying that the stone features are aboriginal rather than early settler's
hasty construction, but offer no hypothesis as to the purpose of the rock
walls.



II. K. Walls in Madison Co., Kentucky

Several extensive stone walls, usually described as "forts" have
been reported from the vicinity of Berea, in Madison County, Kentucky.
The present writer has not examined them and the bulk of the followlng
description is derived from the accounts and maps in Burroughs' Geographv
of the Kentucky Knobs (1926) and from personal correspondence with
Professor Burroughs. Brief descriptions are also given in Young (1910)
and Webb & Funkhouser (1932).

(1) Indian Fort Mountain

The series of walls on this mountain can easily be imagined to be
fortifications, and indeed they m?y well be. A total of 17 walls, varying
in length from 20 or 30 feet to ov:r 1200 feet, encloses an area of 200
acres at the top. of these 17 walls, 8 are perpendicular while the rest
are merely described as "stone barricades." In geheral the walls are
curving or crescent-shaped. The heights also vary, from low lines of
stones up to 12 feet. The ends of the walls are tied in to cliffs and
rock outcrops.

In most of the cases the walls are built at the heads of gullies
or breaks in the perpendicular cliffs which are from 50 to 200 ieet hlgh.
For this reason it must be admitted that a fortification thesis hold more
water here than ~t most of the wall sites described heretofore. On the
other hand, the series of long walls at the southwest corner (Nos. 2 anc
5) do not appear defensive structures, and it is possible that these
were the original, non-defensive constructions while the lesser walls in
the breaks of the cliffs were built later for strictly military purposes.

A number of rock-houses or caves are located in the cliffs near the
walls, and several burials were uncovered by Burroughs. Unfortunately,
the information is vague and although pottery was found it was not
described or illustrated.

(2) Basin Mountain

The main walls on Basin Mountain are about a half mile northeast
of the north end of the walls on Indian Fort Mountain. This main section
is V-shaped. 465 feet long and located at a break in the steep cliffs
which girdle the mountain summit. It certainly does have a defensive
flavour. At some places the wall is 5 feet high and 7 feet across.

About a thousand feet west of this V-shaped wall is a shorter 3ecticn,
quite straight and :20 feet long extending along a sloping rldge. Its
height varies from 2 to 4 feet, and no function. military or otherwise,
is ascribed to it by Burroughs.
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The cliffs around Basin Mountain have a number of caves
not been extensively investigated. An earth burial mound is
near one of the caves, but there is no further description.

which have
described
In any event



it would be difficult to tie in the habitation sites or burial sites with
the walls themselves. The same thing goes for a mound several miles away
from these two mountains, near Berea, where a burial containing copper
"breastplates" was excavated; it is tempting but imprudent at this time
to jump to any quick conclusions about the relationships between the
walls and the burials.
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II. L. Mount Carbon (West Virginia)

Near the summit of Mount Carbon, just east of Montgomery in Fayette
County, West Virginia, is the so-called "wall site," designated as 46­
Fa-l by its describers. It is located on the top of a mountain on the
southwest side of the Kanawha River, in country which is thickly covered
with Adena deposits. The writer has not visited the site, and the
following description is a summary of information given in a talk by Mr.
Joseph Inghram to the West Virginia Archaeological Society in 1953. The
accompanying map was prepared by Mr. Sigfus Olafson, President of the
West Virginia Archaeolcgical Society.

The principal features of this site are a series of stone structures
locally called Ifwall s ," a number of stone mounds or cairns, flint quarries,
workshops, probable camp sites and graves. The walls are in reality low
windrows of stone, generally about 25 feet wide and 2 to 3 feet high, com­
posed of sandstone obtained from numerous outcrops or gathered from the
surface of the ground, and occasional blocks of Kanawha Black Flint. Mr.
Inghram believes that "there is nothing about their appearance to indicate
they were ever walls as we commonly understand the term."

There appear to be 4 main walls, jUdging by the description, although
only 2 of these are shown on the map. Number 1, on the north end and slope
of the hill, is now about three-quarters of a mile long but may once have
been two miles in length before erosion and demolition took place. It is
not indicated on the map.

Wall Number 2 is roughly U-shaped with a clear and distinct outline.
It is situated across a narrow place on the ridge about a half mile south
of Number 1. A stone cairn is located nearby.

Wall Number 3 is on the same ridge but 3035 feet south, and is the
largest and best defined of all the windrows. It is fully 22 feet wide
and 3 or 4 feet high on the ridge, which it also crosses at a narrow point.
Like Number 2 it is roughly U- or rather V-shaped, but much longer. About
21 stone cairns, some disturbed, are located just south of here.

Wall Number 4 is about a mile south of Number 3, and is not shown on
the map~It has not been well investigated, and may not even belong to the
same gro~ as the other three. Apparently it is almost as large as Number
3.

It is difficult to draw conclusions from the various artifacts re­
covered from Mount Carbon, whether from the surface or the cairns. No
pottery whatsoever has been found. The artifacts, all crude, include a
few projectile points, flint blades and many granite hammerstones. Mr.
Inghram suggests that the projectile points are definitely not Adena but
rather resemble the Archaic Guilford material from South Carolina. They
also imply that the construction of the walls and cairns may have been in
some way related to the nearby deposits of Kanawha Black Flint. It might
also be kept in mind that the Kanawha River (via the New River) is the only
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one which cuts entirely through the Alleghanies and thus was an important
prehistoric communication route.

To attempt to sum up the Mount Carbon situation is not easy, especially
when the site has not been inspected in person. Apparently neither the
location nor the construction of the "walls" give much support to a theory
of defense. Quite probably the walls were linked to the stone cairns and
occupation sites found nearby, and if this is so certainly Mount Carbon
would be a very promising locale for future archaeological investigation.
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Ill. Summary ~ Conclusion

The foregoing corpus of descriptive data represents the raw materia13
from which conclusions must be drawn. The following section is a perhaps
abortive attempt at interpretation of these data in the light of the sket:hy
and limited facts on hand at the present time. It is needless to point out
that this "interpretation" is highly tentative and speculative, and per­
haps need not be taken too seriously. Almost certainly it will be modified
a~ more information is obtained, but it seems worthwhile to make some
a1tempt at interpretation, however tenuous, at this time if only to provide
a' jumping-off point for future investigation.

It will be obvious by now that one serious flaw in the line of reasoning
presented here lies in the assumptions, wholly unfounded at the present, that
the various stone constructions described represent a related complex of
prehistoric cultural behavior' on a contemporary time horizon, or that they
indicate a symbolic concept which maintained a cultural tradition over a long
period of time and thoughout a large spatial area. Neither of these assumpt,ons
would, of course, disallow the possibility that a single definite group of
prehistoric people were responsible for the structures; conversely, it also
allows for the possibility that they may be the artifacts of groups of people
totally unrelated in time and space but sharing certain elements of tradition
of which these structures are visible manifestations. But these assumptions,
it must be emphasized strongly again, are still in the "not proven" stage,
and nothing concrete in the investigations thus far has been able to tie the
various phenomena together more closely. We are still operating on little
better than hunches. But, even if we gloss over this barrier and work on
the assumption that the phenomena are related, we are still almost as much
in the dark as ever as far as getting at the inherent meaning of the structures
is concerned. Even if we knew for certain that a certain group of people in
a certain period built them, there are still some difficult handicaps in
determining just what were the attitudes or concepts or beliefs in the minds
of these people which compe~led such behavior.,

It is difficult, for one thing, to isolate common factors or common
peculiarities in the physical forms or locations of the constructions. Some
are quite or nearly linear in shape (e.g., those at Rome, Kensington, Rocky
Face Mountain), others are curviliniar or zigzagging (Fort Mountain, Sand
Mountain, Lookout Mountain), and still others form enclosures as at Ladd
Mountain, Alec Mountain, Mount Carbon, Brown's Mount. Some are well and
skillfully built of material which is evidently carefully selected, while
others are merely alignments of loosely piled stones which hardly deserve the
designation of walls. At one site (Lookout Mountain) it is not even possible
to say definitely that separate configurational forms (in this case the walls
and the stone rings) are related to each other.

Apparently the one major feature common to all the constructions de­
scribed is their location in "high places," on or near the crests of hills
and mountain. Here, however, it might be worth noting that at one site briefly



visited by the writer in 1955 (Devil's Half Acre 1n Put ham County, Ga.',
a long, well-built linear wall is constructed on comparatively levEl terrain
in a lowland region. Unfortunately it has not yet been possible to survEy
and describe this 1nteresting site in detail.

It has become something of a standing joke among archaeologists to
maintain that when a phenomenon :annot be explalned in any other way it
can always be labelled "ceremonial" and allowed to go at that. This 1S

taking the easy way out, of course, and in many cases ~t does repres€~t

sloppy or unimaginative thinking. Therefore,we realize that we are leavlng
ourselves quite vulnerable to attack and criticism on this score whEn we
suggest that, in our opinion', the structures under discussion are ceremcnial
in nature, or at the very least represent some form of symbolic-rather than
strictly utilitarian behavior.
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It must be admitted that our grounds for harbouring this feeling are
mostly negative. None of the phenomena appears to have any "useful" function,
whether in terms of defense, boundary markers, game corrals, etc. Here, of
course, we may be guilty of the rankest ethnocentricism in judging them in
our own terms and failing to allow for customs or idiosynceasies, wholly
divorced from the religious or ceremonial, of the makers. But we can always
plead that this is the best we can do.

The failure to recover artifacts in or near these remains (unless thE
artifacts found near the Mount Carbon, Madison County and Brown's (Mount
walls are pertient to the constructions) has been a disappointing stumbling­
block in our attempts to define them, but at least this failure has to date
been consistent. This may in itself be significant, however. It may not
be too unreasonable to entertain the belief that conscious efforts were
made to prevent the intrusion of the profane ObjEcts of everyday life lnt,·,
these places.

As mentioned before, there is no common theme or characteristic running
through the physical form of all these structures except for the fa~ts that
they are all made of stone and with one possible exception are located on
elevated ground, which may be merely incidental factors explicable in tErms
of the raw materials available and the lecal terrain. We also have to r~~n­

sider the possibility that in more senses than one we may be biting off mere
than we can chew; in other words, perhaps we are lumping too much together
under a single catEgory, and if some of the sites described above WEre dE1EtEr
or ignored the results might be more consistent and common fa~tors could be
isolated and defined. But just haw to pick and choose our phenomena is
another problem, arid at this early stage of the game it is probably better
(not to mention eas1er) to lump than to split.

But there seems to be a suggestion at some of the sites that one
common idea may have been present and in some degree perhaps responsible for
the structures. At a number of the sites, particularly Fort Mountain, Sand
Mountain, Lookout Mountain, Rocky Face Mountain, and possibly Kensington,
Brown's Mount and Ladd Mountain, one of the most striking features is the
apparently deliberate purposefulness by which large boulders and outcrops
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were tied in with the walls. In some cases the walls seem to make deliberate
detours to link themselves with the larger rocks. Also striking at some of
the sites is the suggestion that conscious effort was made to link widely­
scattered area of steep bluffs together by means of the walls. One is thus
led to consider the possiblility that this may have been the real raison d'etre
of the walls - to link certain impressive natural phenomena such as boulders
or bluffs which may have held some religious, symbolic or animistic signi·­
ficance to the people concerned. Whether the gross configurations of the
structures - e. g., the serpentine forms of the Fort Mountain and Sand Mo~ntain

wall, the straight lines of some others, the enclosure forms of still others ­
have meaning or significance is a question which can be raised now but un­
fortunately cannot be answered. The same goes for speculations concerned
with the significance of possible astronomical alignments and bearings; to
date we do not have a sufficiently large reservoir of data to apply to the
corijectures.

The situation when it comes to dating these constructions is quite as
unsatisfying. The only ray of light here comes if we take the perilous
course of assuming that the walls, enclosures, etc., are related to the
stone effigies and stone mounds found scattered throughout much the same
area of the Southeast. For example, Putnam County in Georgia contains two
well-known bird effigies of stone which might have some relationship to
stone walls in the area (Jones,18~7). The large "eagle" near Eatonton was
partially excavated in 1954, and a human cremation and some quartz implements
resembling those of the Old Quartz Industry were found (Petrullo, n.d.).
During the destruction of a large stone mound at nearby Presley Mill, a
human skeleton was discovered in association with a finely ground and laterally
perforated stone or pendant of roughly football shape. A stone mound from
Lumpkin County, in north Georgia, yielded a projectile point very like
those found elsewhere in north and northeast Georgia and attributed by
Caldwell to Old Quartz (Kelly and Beam, n.d.). The discoveries made at
the Shaw Mound near Cartersville, Georgia (Waring, 1945) have already been
mentioned, and apparently the artifacts found here show Adena-Hopewell
affiliations. Fairbanks (1949, 1952) has pointed out that the scanty
evidence recovered from certain of these stone effigies and mounds in Georgia
belong to the Mossy Oak complex of simple stamped pottery, which in turn
seems to be contemporary and possibly related to the Copena complex of
Tennessee and the more widespread Adena. Jennings (1946) has described a
stone mound near Nashville, Tennessee, as showing Copena affiliations. This,
if accepted, would seem to place the mounds and effigies well back in the
Late Archaic - Early Woodland period, as understood at present. Interestingly
enough, there is some corroboration or this Southeastern estimate in
Pennsylvania and Indiana where a number of excavated stone mounds have re­
vealed Adena affinities (Dragoo, 1955).

It might be worthwhile to mention here that Waring, in conversation
with the writer, has pointed out the rather striking parallel between the
stone circle (described above) in Habersham County, Georp{a, and the large
shell rings up to 300 feet in diameter on the Georgia ccast, particularly
on Sapelo Island. Like the Habersham stone circle, the shell circle on
Sapelo was quite devoid of artifacts apart from very recent intrusive ob­
jects, but stray sherds found in the shell walls are of plain fiber-tempered



pottery indicative of a Late Archaic position. Perhaps the parallel is a
specious one, but it might be well to keep in mind the possiblility that
the two occurrences are regional variants or manifestations of equivalent
concepts.

If, then, the stone walls and enclosures do go back to the antiquit}
suggested by the material from the mounds and effigies, some interesting
implications are involved. Certainly the factors inherent in the dynamics
of these stone constructions - for some of these structures are truly
megalithic undertakings, whose erection must have demanded a good deal of
intensive and thus presumably organized labor, with all this implies in
terms of the usual concomitants of group cooperation, social leadership and
class differentiation, etc. - would provide some extremly intriguing side­
lights on the socio-cultural life of this early period.

But, as repeatedly emphasized here before, the reasoning employed in
postulating a link between the stone walls and enclosures on the one hand,
and the stone mounds and effigies on the other, is rather fragile and as
yet will hardly in itself support the weight of any elaborate hypotheses
strung upon it. For the time being the theoretical side of this problem
should be preserved as flexible as possible until more field data, buttressed
by excavation where feasible, are available. One swallow, or even several,
do not make a summer, but, to switch metaphors, there seem to be straws in
the archaeological wind which possibly point in the right direction.
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IV, APPENDIX: Miscellaneous Constructions

In addition to the sites described in the main body of this paper,
there are a number of references in the archaeological literature to stone
walls, enclosures, "forts", and the like which may possibly be pertinent
to the problem we have in mind. Some of these references are given in
the following section, together with the documentary sources. They have
not been examined by the writer, and very possibly many of them are no
longer in existence; nevertheless it is felt that collecting them in the
present paper may be of some assistance to future investigators in this
fields, since undoubtedly certain of them sound as if they deserve further
attention.

Besides the examples culled from documentary sources, several cccar­
rences which have been briefly examined by the writer but which there
was no opportunity to investigate properly are included in this Appendix.

r. ,



GEORGIA

Bartow Co.

A mound (earth?), encircled by a stone wall at Adairsville. Reference:
Thomas, 1891, p. 45.

Dade Co.

(1) "On the farm of Col. Perkins there is a stone fort, enclosing
three or four acres, of which the Indians were unable to give any
account."
Reference: White, 1849, p. 213.

(2) During 1956 the present writer briefly noted a short but heavy
section of stone wall at the foot of Lookout Mountain in Setton's
Gulch, between Trenton and the Mountain. It is located on sloping
terrain near a cave well known to local speleologists. Circumstances
made an accurate survey impossible, but the wall does not seem to
comply with any modern need and possibly it merits closer study.

De Kalb Co.
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Jones (1873, pp. 207-208) mentions
way up the side of Stone Mountain.
according to Dr. A. R. Kelly.

Douglas Co.

the remains of a stone wall half
However, no trace of this remains,

White (1855) refers to "ancient fortifications" on the western bank
of the Chattahoochee River opposite the village of Campbellton. This
may be the same as that mentioned by Smith (1952) where she states
that "there are unconfirmed reports of an ancient stone fort close by,
which would bear investigation."
References\ White, 1855, p. 293.

Smith, 1952, p. 392.

Flovd Co.

(1) Two concentric stone circles enclosing an area of about two acres
with walls 2 feet high on a branch of Silver Creek, about 7 miles south
of Rome.

(2) A stone enclosure with walls about 3-1/2 feet high, and an area
of 1/4 acre, formerly on the west side of Silver Creek 7-1/2 miles south
of Rome.
Reference: Thomas, 1891, p. 49.

Habersham Co.

(1) Stone structure, horseshoe shaped, 2 to 4 feet high, at Soquee
Post office.



(2) Stone circle formerly on the hill above Glade Creek, on the road
from Clarkesville, to Tallulah Falls, 5 miles from Clarkesville.

(3) Stone Wall, nearly obliterated, on the east bank of the Soquee
River about 4 miles above Clarkesville.

(Note: none of these could be located by the present writer during
1956, and possibly they have now disappeared.)

Reference: Thomas, 1891, p. 50.

Putnam Co.

The large and well-built stone wall at Devel's Half Acre, south of
Eatonton, has already been mentioned in this paper. There are indi­
cations of other smaller walls, resembling ston~ terracing, in the
immediate vicinity. Much of the wall has now been destroyed, but one
end is in excellent condition and reveals an extremly skillful arrange­
ment of dry stone masonry still standing solidly. This site is one
which deserves more attention, especially in view of the importance of
stone mounds and effigies in Putnam County. No documentary references
are known for this wall, but according to local sources it antedates
the white occupation. At any rate, although Putnam County formerly
had many plantations this wall does not appear to be connected with
agricultural operations.

Rabun Co.

A wall of large, dressed, uncemented stones is *eported at Smith's
Gold Mine, on the north side of Dick's Creek, lll/2 miles west of
Burton Post office.
Reference: Thomas, 1891, p. 52.
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KENTUCKY

Caldwell Co.

A stone wall 600 feet long placed between two led~s occurs near the
•

fork of Dondelson Creek. It resembles a barric~de and has a single
entrance of gateway. It is composed of large .tones and originally
stood 6 - 7 feet high. A supply of water is inside.
References: Young, 1910, p. 57. Map.

Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 61.

Carroll Co.

A stone and earth "fortification" on the top of a high hill 2 miles
east of Carrollton and 1/2 mile from the Ohio River. Reportedly
contains many artifacts, but no details are given.
Reference: Webb and Funkhouser, 1932, p. 72.

Hopkins Co.

A "fortification" enclosing a hilltop and enclosing an area of 11 acres
reported 5 miles northwest of Earlington. Formerly the stone walls
were breast high, but are now almost obliterated. Four mounds (earth?)
containing burials and.artifacts were inside.
Reference: Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 189.

Larue Co.

A stone "fort" enclosing 3 to 4 acres, on a bluff on Rolling Fork Creek.
Forked or Y-shaped, and apparently in good state of preservation.
Reference: Webb and Funkhouser, 1932, p. 213.

Letcher Co.

Three circular stone walls near the head of Pound River, immediatelv
south of the Virginia border. One, built at a gap in the mountains,
resembles a game trap. Many artifacts in the vicinity.
Reference: Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 232.

Madison Co.

A stone and earth "barricade," now almost obliterated, on a ridge
10 miles northwest of Richmond, at a bend in the Kentucky River.
Reference: Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 259.

Mason Co.

A "'fortification" of rough stone work is reported on Lee"s Creek.
Reference: Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 276.

Nelson Co.

Near Bardstown are several parallel L-shaped stone walls, on the Hogan
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KENTUCKY (continued)

farm. They stand 6 feet high and 16 feet wide. The N-S length is
225 feet, and the W-E distance the same. They are of well-laid
masonry, and have a stone floor between them with evidence of fires.
Now destroyed. Young states that they were definitely known to
antedate 1777, when the country was settled.
References: Young, 1910, p. 96.
Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 317.

Trimble Co.

A stone-earth "fortification," called "Indian Fort" on a ridge 1-1/2
miles south of Milton. A trench or ditch accompanies it.
Reference: Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 37~\

Warren Co.

Two stone walls, each about 200 feet long, stand at the ends of a
"fortification" in the shape of a parallelogram 750 feet on either
side. It is located on bluffs 12 miles north of Bowling Green.
References: Young, 1910, p. 57. Map.

Webb & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 385.

Woodford Co.

Stone-earth walls of "considerable size, representing a large amount
of labor in its construction" overlook the Kentucky River 6 miles
southwest of Versailles.
Reference: Web & Funkhouser, 1932, p. 414.
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TENNESSEE

The Manchester Fort

This structure is well known ~nd is apparently still in good shape,
although the present writer has not examined it. It stands at the
fork of the Kuck River and the walls are composed of loose stones,
apprently from the river bed. The gatewa~ of the enclosure opens
towards the neck of land lying between the branches of the river, and
is carefully protected by a complicated set of inner works. About
half a mile away is a large mound, faced with stone but apparently
with an earth core, which has evidently been opened. While no
accurate dimensions are available on this stone enclosure, it seems
to be of respectable size and all in all has a rather defensive
flavor. Quite possibly it is not related to the stone walls and
enclosures described in the body of this paper.

The present owner is reportedly unfavourably disposed to archaeologists,
professional or otherwise.

References: Jones, 1876, p. 37, Map.
Squier and Davis, 1848, Map.

Lookout Mountain

A short, straight section of stone wall was observed by the writer
in 1956 in the town of Lookout Mountain near Chattanooga, almost
directly on the Georgia-Tennessee boundary line. It is located on
the west side of Lookout Mountain, below the steep bluff and
adjacent to or below the old Scholze estate. It runs directly 'lp
the slope, which is littered with massive boulders and outcrop.
Its present height is about one foot, and its length about 50 feet.
It does not appear to be a modern construction, but I was unable
to obtain any local information on this point. At any rate, it
appears to fit in with the type of wall discussed in the body of
this paper.

42



INDIANA

Clark Co.

(1) On a ridge at the mouth of Fourteen Mile Creek on the Ohio
River are two stone walls. One on the north side is 150 feet long
and has a ditch inside. On the south and southwest side is another
stone wall 10 feet high, the length of which is not given. B0th
have ditches inside, and both are of mingled stone and earth in
construction.
Reference: Peet, 1891, p. 217. No Map.

(2) A stone "fort" on a long ridge 3 miles southeast of Charleston.
Earth and stone walls, often faced with stone slabs, 6 to 8 feet high.
Reference: Lilly, 1937, p. 50. No Map.

Jefferson Co.

Stone walls, described as "defensive" are reported 25 miles north of
Fourteen Mile Creek, about 1-1/2 miles south of Paris Crossing.
No other information is given. No Map.
Reference: Lilly, 1937, p. 52.
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OHIO

Butler Co.

A stone and earth wall, averaging 5 feet in height and 35 feet thick
at the base, was located 3 miles below Hamilton on the west side of
the Great Miami River. It enclosed a hilltop and had 4 complex
entrances. Four stone mounds, which ~ad been opened, were inside the
enclosure. The total length is not given.
Reference: Squier and Davis, 1848, p. 16. Map.

Highland Co.

Fort Hill, 30 miles from Chillicothe. An enclosure occupying the
summit of a hill, enclosing 48 acres. It is made of a series of short
walls of earth and stone with 33 gateways. Total length 8224 feet;
height from 6 to 15 feet.
Reference: Squier and Davis, 1848, p. 14. Map.

Jefferson Co.

Two stone walls extend across the narrow neck of a ridge near
Big Creek. One is 175 feet long, the other 425 feet. They enclose
an area of 12 acres. Three stone mounds are nearby.
Reference: Peet, 1891, p. 218. No Map.

Miami Co.

Earth and stone wall forming an enclosure of 18 acres, oval in shape,
on the left bank of the Great Miami River, 2-1/2 miles above the town
on Piqua on ~ol. Johnson's farm. It occupies a hill terrace and has
four gateways.
Reference: Squier and Davis, 1848, p. 23. Map.

Preble Co.

A straight stone wall or line of stones 700 feet long and 12 feet
wide, at the junction of Twin Creek, 6 miles southeast of Eaton on
the Great Miami River. An earth ambankment appears to extend behind
it.
Reference: Squier and Davis, 1848, p. 33. Map.

Ross Co.

Near Bournesville a low stone wall encloses a hilltop about 140 acres
in area. The length of the wall is given as 2-1/4 miles.
Reference: Squier and Davis, 1848, p. 11. Map.
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