
PLATE 12. Ceramic Platform Pipe--Feature 3--Mound 92

PLATE 13. Bannerstone--Mound 92
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Platform length (n1m) 70
Platform width (ron) 20
Platform thickness (nun) 9
Bowl height (nun) 17
Bowl diameter (nun) 18
Bowl wall thickness (nun) 4
Diameter of smoke !hole (nun) 4

The second pipe is represented biy two pieces from one end of the
platform. The overall size of the p~pe is unknown. Part of the pipe
was uncovered during the 1974 excavat!ions, while the second part was
found 1.5 meters to the west in 1977. Metric attributes of the pipe
fragment are:

.

Platform thickness! (nun) 22
Platform length (rom) 70
Diameter of smoke !hole (nun) 4

I

Platform pipes are usually considered to be a hallmark of
Hopewell. They have been found at n~erous sites throughout the East
and are represented by a wide range o~ stylistic forms and raw mater­
ials. Six platform pipes were found iin the stone mounds at the
Tunacunnhee site in Georgia. One of ~he small undecorated platform
pipes from Mound D at Tunacunnhee clo~ely resembles the pipe from
Feature 3 (Jefferies 1976:63). Examp~es resembling the pipe stern
from Feature 13 were found in a Woodl~nd cultural context at the
Deptford site on the Georgia coast.

An unidentified burned clay obje~t was recovered from the north
end of the mound (Feature 29). The opject measured 66 millimeters
long, 42 millimeters wide and 29 mill~meters thick. A 12 millimeters
diameter hole which extended 17 milli~eters in toward the center was
present on one surface. The function, of this artifact is unknown.

Groundstone

Two occurrences of ground stone ~rtifacts were found during the
excavation of Site 153. A metasandstone atlatl weight or bannerstone
was found during the excavation of Te~t Trench 2 in 1976 (Figure 8).
The atlatl weights (Plate l3)were apparently placed in the mound in an
unfinished state since the central pe~foration had been drilled only
in one end. The bannerstone is appro~imate1y 6 millimeters thick at
the edge, gradually increasing in thickness to 25 millimeters at the
center. Metric attributes are as follows:

Length (nun)
•

68
Width (nun) 50
Thickness at center! (nun) 25
Diameter of hole (~) 10
Weight (gm) 132.4
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Atlatl weights sharing similar attributes have been found in
association with material dating from the Mid-Archaic to the Early
Woodland periods in the Southeast. Lewis and Lewis report that atlatl
weights were present in the Three Mile (3500 - 1200 B. C.) and Big Sandy
(1000 - 300 B.C.) components at the Ev~ site in Tennessee (Lewis and
Lewis 1961:66). Atlatl weights have aiso been found at Lauderdale phase
sites in Alabama and Stallings Island phase sites in Georgia which date
to the Mid to Late Archaic (Willey 196p:255-57). Atlatl weights were
found in a Woodland context at the Camp Creek site in Tennessee (Lewis
and Kneberg 1957:27) and at many Adena sites.

The second occurrence of ground s~one found at the site included
three fragments of red siltstone which, were designated as Features 24
and 41. Two of the three fragments had been ground flat on one surface,
while one of the fragments showed indications of a cylindrical drilled
hole. It is possible that these fragments are part of a siltstone pipe
or bannerstone.

Mica

The distribution of mica was larg~ly restricted to artifact
Concentration I on the east side of the mound in the vicinity of Burial
1. Feature 3 contained the largest sihgle piece of mica weighing 126.6
grams and measuring 94 millimeters long, 90 millimeters wide and 40
millimeters thick. The mica, found in! close proximity to the platform
pipe in Feature 3, does not appear to have been modified in any way
prior to its placement in the mound. One large and many small pieces
of mica were scattered around Burial 1~ One of these fragments appears
to have been cut along one edge.

Mica is usually considered to be a Woodland cultural attribute.
Adena mounds in the Midwest contained ~ica, which often occurs as
cutout designs (Webb and Snow 1974:101). Mica is also one of the
commonly shared items of the Hopewe1li~n expression, occurring widely
throughout the eastern United States. Mica was found in both modified
and unmodified forms in the Tunacunnhe~ stone mounds (Jefferies 1976:
26).

Hematite

A small nodule of unmodified hematite (ochre) was recovered from
Feature 28 at the center of the mound. The hematite object weighed
30.4 grams.



ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

Diagnostic artifacts recovered from Mound 92 at 9Mol53 can be
assigned to the Woodland Period (1000 B.C. to A.D. 1000). Items such
as platform pipes, mica and simple-stamped tetrapoda1 vessels are
commonly found in a Woodland cultural context throughout the eastern
United States. Contents of the structure indicate that Mound 92
served as a crematory platform. Although the surface of the outcrop
platform may have been used on a number of occasions and the remains
transported to another location, cultural materials recovered from
Mound 92 seem to attest to a single event.

Burned bone was dispersed over a large portion of the surface of
the outcrop. The distribution of artifacts also suggests post­
depositional disturbance of material on the surface of the cremation
platform. Evidence for this assumption is based on the recovery of
scattered fragments of reconstructab1e artifacts from various locations
in the mound. It is likely that these artifacts were shattered by heat
from the crematory fire and scattered during the construction of the
quartz mantle. Artifacts located in the mound appear to have been
associated with that individual identified as Burial 1. Once the
cremation had taken place, the entire surface of the outcrop was
covered by the mantle of quartz stone and was not further utilized as
a mortuary structure. There is no evidence of skeletal or artifactua1
material being intrusively placed in the mound at a later time.

The nature of the large mounds at 9Mo152 is less clear. There
is little to indicate the cultural affiliation or function of these
mounds. Negative data suggest that they were not utilized as crematory
or burial structures for humans. It is possible that the faunal material
recovered from the mounds reflects another aspect of a local Woodland
ceremonial system and involves an unspecified relationship with the
activities occurring at 9Mo153.

The two sites share similar locations with respect to physiographic
setting, both being situated on hilltops above Berry Creek, a tributary
to the Ocmu1gee River. An examination of the location of other stone
mounds at Plant Scherer reveals that they are found in a wide variety
of physiographic locations and that there is no apparent patterning in
the selection of site location. Other mound groups are located on hill­
tops, slopes and floodplains at Plant Scherer.

Excavations at 9Mo152 and 9Mo153 have not disclosed any evidence of
an associated habitation area. The closest Woodland habitation area is
located approximately 400 meters north of the two stone mound sites on
the north side of Berry Creek. The majority of Woodland habitation
areas at Plant Scherer are concentrated along Berry Creek near 9Mo152
and 9Mo153.

Archaeological sites in the Plant Scherer area have been classified
on the basis of their relative artifact diversity. Sites which have
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lower levels of artifact diversity were considered to be "special activity
sites," while those sites with intermediate levels of artifact diversity
were identified as "camps" and sites with the highest levels of artifact
diversity termed "base camps." Base q.amps would be expected to have
evidence for the longest term of occupation and/or the largest population
of any class of sites in the settlement system (Fish, Fish and Jefferies
1978:45). Seven of the nine Woodland base camps present at Plant Scherer
were located on ridges overlooking Berry Creek. This suggests that the
Berry Creek area was the location of most of the large, permanent Woodland
sites in the research area. The cent~al location of 9Mo152 and 9Mo153 is
indicated by the fact that eight of a total 12 Woodland period sites are
located within a one mile radius.

The actual construction of the f~ur large mounds at the two sites
required considerable effort. Stone tised in the construction of the
mounds was collected near the sites, however, the weight of many of the
rocks required more than one individual to move them. A minimum estimate
of the time required for the construct:ion of the large mound at 9Mo153 can
be roughly projected from the amount of time needed to dismantle the mound.
Removal of the stone mantle from Mound, 92 required approximately 85 man/days.
Time needed to collect the stones and the greater expenditure of energy to
lift the stone onto the mound would greatly add to this estimate. The
period of time required for mound construction would depend on the number
of individuals involved. The three mounds at 9Mo152 were not completely
excavated, but a projection of 70 man/days was made based on the percent­
age of the mounds which was removed. The central location of 9Mo153
coupled with the time and effort required in construction of the large
mound suggest the burial of an individual of social significance to
several nearby habitation sites. If this is the case, the labor force
needed for construction probably represents an organized effort on the
part of these groups.

The excavation of small stone mounds at the two sites did not disclose
data useful in suggesting their functibn or cultural affiliation. It
would be expected, however, because of their proximity to the large mounds
at their respective sites, that construction of these small mounds dates
to the same general time period. While no artifacts have been recovered
from the small mounds, the spatial distribution of the mounds offers
potentially significant information.

The small mounds at 9Mo153 appear to be distributed in a grid-like
pattern over the slope of the hill he16w Mound 92. One line of the grid
was oriented northwest to southeast, roughly parallel to the lines of
contour, while a second set of lines was oriented northeast to southwest,
perpendicular to the first set (Figure 7). Measurements of the distances
between a mound and its nearest neighbors were calculated and used to
examine the regularity of spacing among the mounds. The inner-mound
distance had a range of 4.0 to 25.0 meters, a mean of 10.1 meters and a
standard deviation of 3.9 meters. Eighty-seven percent of the measure­
ments of inter-mound distance fell in the range of 5.0 to 15.0 meters.
While the distance between the mounds varied to some extent within the
site, the distances between mounds in various subareas of the site were
more regular. The regular spacing of the mounds would seem to support
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a hypothesis of prior design in their placement.

The size of the small mounds is also rather consistent at 9Mol53.
The east-west dimension of each mound was recorded and used to calculate
the mean size of the mounds. These mounds ranged in diameter from 0.8
to 2.8 meters, with a mean of 1.6 meters and a standard deviation of
0.3 meter. Eighty-seven percent of the mounds fell into the 1.0 to 2.0
meter category (Table 4).

TABLE 4: SMALL STONE MOUND METRIC DATA

9Mo152

Mound Diameter Number of Mounds Percent of Total

0.0 - 0.5 0 .00

0.5 - 1.0 0 .00

1.0 - 1.5 9 .18

1.5 - 2.0 16 .33

2.0 - 2.5 10 .20

2.5 - 3.0 6 .12

3.0 - 3.5 4 .08

3.5 - 4.0 3 .06

4.0 - 4.5 0 .00

4.5 - 5.0 0 .00

5.0 - 5.5 1 .02

TOTALS 49 .99

9Mo153

Mound Diameter Number of Mounds Percent of Total

0.0 - 0.5 0 .00

0.5 - 1.0 1 .01

1.0 - 1.5 30 .34

1.5 - 2.0 47 .53

2.0 - 2.5 8 .09

2.5 - 3.0 2 .02

TOTALS 88 .99
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The mounds at 9Mo152 were not di$tributed in any discernible
pattern or grid as were the 9Mo153 mounts. The irregular spacing of
the mounds is reflected by a great ra~ge in distance between mounds
(4.0 to 83.0 meters), a mean of 20.7 meters and a standard deviation
of 13.7 meters. The mounds are slightly larger than those at 9Mo153
ranging in diameter from 1.0 to 5.0 meters, having a mean diameter of
2.0 meters and a standard deviation of 0.8 meter. Generally, the mounds
at 9Mo152 are larger and more randomly spaced than those at 9Mo153.

Stone mounds in the Southeast have been found to contain a wide
variety of artifacts. The artifact diversity of the four large stone
mounds of the two sites was calculated and compared with other stone
mounds in the region in an attempt to identify patterns of similarity
or differences among the assemblages. A total of 19 mounds from 9 sites
in Georgia, Alabama and Tennessee was used in the analysis. Artifacts
from these mounds were divided into three classes. Ceremonial artifacts
were generally considered to be associated with status differentiation
and include copper items, mica, smokiIlg pipes, bear canines, ochre, etc.
Utilitarian artifacts were associated with subsistence activities and
included such items as ceramic vessel~, flakes stone tools, celts, etc.
The third category was composed of miscellaneous items such as floral
and faunal remains.

The percentage each of the three classes of artifacts contributed to
the total assemblages was calculated ~nd plotted on triangular coordinate
graph paper to obtain a visual display of the relative relationships
of the analysis disclosed that no clear trends of patterns were present.
Most of the 19 mounds, based on analysis of reported materials, contained
largely ceremonial or utilitarian items. Mound 92 at 9Mo153 fell into
this category. Mounds A, Band C at 9Mo152 were anomalous in that they
contained only artifacts interpreted as being food remains and were
located in an isolated cluster on the graph.

While the two sites have been considered separate entities in this
analysis, it is possible that they were not considered such by their
prehistoric builders. The proximity of the two sites, especially in the
light of their relative position to other Woodland sites at Plant Scherer~

suggests that the mounds served an important role in the ceremonial system
of the society. The presence of mutually exclusive sets of cultural
remains suggests that it is unlikely that the sites served the same
function, but the possibility exists that they represent interrelated
components of the same subsystem.
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APPENDIX A

Dimensions of Small Stone Mounds--Site 152

Mound North-South East-West Elevation
Number (Meters) (Meters) (Centimeters)

1 2.0 2.0 50

2 2.8 2.3 80

3 1.2 2.2 35
4 1.8 1.9 55
5 3.2 3.3 100

6 1.4 1.7 55
7 1.3 1.2 45
8 2.7 3.3 80

9 3.3 2.6 70
10 1.4 1.5 70
11 2.3 2.8 90
12 Disturbed

13 1.2 1.3 55
14 1.5 1.6 40
15 1.0 1.0 35
16 2.2 1.7 70
17 2.5 3.4 100
18 1.6 1.6 70
19 1.1 1.7 50
20 1.5 1.3 70
21 2.6 2.8 90
22 2.1 2.2 95
23 1.4 1.5 75
24 1.7 3.6 70
25 2.2 2.1 75
26 1.6 1.9 65
27 3.4 3.3 100
28 1.3 1.6 35
29 2.4 2.5 75

61



62

Hound North-South East-West Elevation
Number (Meters) (Meters) (Centimeters)

30 1.1 1.6 70

31 2.1 3.6 100

32 1.6 3.6 70

33 Disturbed

34 2.0 2.1 80

35 Disturbed

36 1.5 1.5 40

37 1.8 1.4 60

38 0.8 1.2 35

39 1.6 1.4 65

40 1.8 1.8 90

41 2.1 2.2 50

42 4.7 5.0 80

43 2.4 2.9 100

44 1.8 2.0 70

45 1.7 1.7 40

46 1.2 1.2 55

47 2.0 2.2 100

48 2.3 2.8 90

49 1.8 1.8 70

50 1.2 1.2 70

51 1.6 1.6 70

52 1.4 2.0 60



APPENDIX B

Dimensions of Small Stone Mounds--Site 153

Mound North-South East-West Elevation
Number (Meters) (Meters) (Centimeters)

1 1.7 2.8 40

2 1.8 2.0 45

3 1.8 1.8 52

4 2.0 2.1 65

5 2.0 2.0 61

6 1.5 1.5 40

7 1.9 1.5 46

8 1.8 1.6 41

9 1.5 1.5 25

10 2.0 2.0 30

11 1.8 1.7 28

12 2.0 1.8 31

13 1.4 1.2 17

14 1.4 1.6 ?

15 1.7 1.6 39

16 1.8 1.6 33

17 1.8 1.6 24

18 1.8 2.0 29

19 1.7 1.5 40

20 1.7 1.5 40

21 2.0 1.6 47

22 1.6 1.4 30

23 1.0 1.2 27

24 1.5 1.3 30

25 1.6 1.2 26

26 2.0 1.5 42

27 1.5 1.5 30

28 1.8 1.6 40

29 2.4 1.9 36
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Mound North-South East-West Elevation
Number (Meters) (Meters) (Centimeters)

30 Excavated (1976)

31 1.7 1.7 36

32 1.8 1.4 28

33 1.4 1.5 27

34 1.4 1.4 30

35 1.7 1.6 33

36 1.7 1.7 32

37 1.5 1.3 20

38 1.2 1.8 23

39 1.3 1.1 23

40 1.4 1.1 24

41 1.3 1.2 35
42 1.9 1.5 29

43 1.8 1.5 43

44 1.5 1.2 30
45 1.2 1.2 23

46 1.8 1.8 52

47 2.2 1.3 19

48 2.0 1.7 32

49 1.3 1.4 48

50 1.3 1.1 31

51 1.7 1.4 34

52 1.7 1.5 61

53 1.5 1.5 47

54 1.9 1.1 34

55 1.7 1.6 33
56 2.0 1.4 50

57 1.7 1.5 44

58 Disturbed

59 2.3 1.6 43

60 1.8 1.4 28

61 1.8 1.6 50
62 2.1 1.3 40
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Mound North-South East-West Elevation
Number (Meters) (Meters) (Centimeters)

63 2.0 1.2 36

64 1.0 1.0 24

65 1.3 1.3 51

66 1.5 1.6 53

67 1.8 1.5 38

68 Disturbed

69 1.9 1.4 48

70 2.0 1.4 38

71 2.0 1.8 66

72 1.8 1.5 44

73 1.7 1.7 61

74 1.7 1.3 23

75 1.4 1.6 37

76 1.8 1.4 35

77 1.7 1.8 48

78 1.7 1.6 60

79 1.9 1.7 63

80 1.9 1.4 40

81 1.7 2.1 40

82 1.7 1.7 30

83 1.9 1.9 ?

84 1.8 2.2 80

85 2.3 2.4 50

86 1.8 1.6 60

87 1.7 1.8 44

88 2.6 2.5 42

89 1.7 0.8 16

90 1.7 1.4 25

91 1.9 1.6 57


