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PRESIDENT'S PAGE 
I want all members of the ASO to know that I am looking forward 

to serving as your president for the next two years. As most of you 

know, serving on the board of the ASO has been a very difficult 

and trying experience for the past two years. With the new slate of 

officers and trustees on the board, we present a united front. I and 

the other officers and trustees will do our best to make decisions 

that benefit the ASO and uphold its by-laws and constitution. I will 

certainly endeavor to do all I can to make our meetings more fun 

and relaxed, so we can all enjoy archaeology and Indian relic 

collecting. Realizing it takes a lot of work to bring displays to the 

meetings, I will make a special effort to see that the displays are 

judged and awards and recognition are given. 

I especially want to thank and recognize Carmel "Bud" Tackett 

for his devotion and extensive amount of time he has given to 

the ASO. Also I want to welcome all the new officers and 

trustees. We will do our best to move the society forward and in 

positive directions. 

Happy hunting. 

Walt Sperry 

President, Archaeological Society of Ohio 

Front Cover: The spring issue of the Ohio Archaeologist features artifacts from the collection of Ron Helman, Sidney, Ohio. Upper left is an expanded 
notch point of Flint Ridge jewel flint from Ross County: The Glacial Kame birdstone of banded slate was found by George Kiefer in 
1924 on the John Raxnerfarm west of Piqua. Below it is a 7V> inch long dovetail found by H.F. Caven on his farm near Spring Creek 
Twp., Miami County in the 1950s. The bust type birdstone is made of gneiss and was found by Mr. Phelph, Carlisle Twp., Lorain County 
in 1910. The fluted point is of gray Coshocton flint and is from Ohio. The effigy stone upper right is of banded slate from Marion County. 
The unfractured base point is of Flint Ridge flint and is from Marion County. The Ohio boatstone is of banded slate and the quadri-
concave Adena gorget below it was found in Marion County. Lower right is an Intrusive Mound hardstone pendant which was found 
in Shelby County, Indiana. 
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NEWARK OCTAGON STATE MEMORIAL 
THREATENED BY CONSTRUCTION 

by 
William F. Romain 

26933 Greenbrooke Drive 
Olmsted Township, Ohio 44138 

email>romainwf@aol.com 

"Everywhere we seem to be walking 
upon the dust of the departed" (Dragoo 
and Wray 1964:197, quoting from an 
1881 Newark newspaper). 

It is a black mark on a sacred place. 
Yet even now, plans are being made to 
further encroach upon the land. The loca
tion in question - one of the few 
remaining wonders of the ancient world -
the Newark Octagon State Memorial; the 
party in question - the Moundbuilders 
Country Club. The problem is that the 
Moundbuilders Country Club is using the 
Octagon State Memorial as a golf course; 
and now, they want to expand their facili
ties and nearly double the size of their 
clubhouse. This will most likely cause fur
ther injury to an area that has been des
ignated a National Historic Landmark. 

My plea to you the reader, is to voice 
your opposition to the proposed con
struction. Tell the Ohio Historical Society 
and your state representatives that fur
ther injury to this historic landmark is not 
acceptable. Remind them that the 
Octagon State Memorial belongs to the 
people and that our national heritage 
needs to be protected. Tell them to not 
approve the proposed construction. A list 
of who to contact is provided at the end 
of this article. 

A Brief History of the 
Newark Earthworks 

The Newark Earthworks are located in 
Licking County, Ohio, just a few miles 
east of Columbus. Incredibly, the Newark 
site represents the largest and most intri
cate, geometrical earthwork complex in 
the world (Lepper 1988-89:118). Built 
between 100 B.C. and 400 A.D., by 
Native Americans who we now call the 
Hopewell, the earthworks once covered 
an area of about four square miles. The 
area featured tremendous circles, 
squares, and an octagon-shaped enclo
sure, connected by walled passageways. 
From what archaeologists can tell, the 
site was used for ceremonial and reli
gious purposes including burial of the 
dead. Figure 1 shows an early map of the 
area, while Figure 2 provides an aerial 
view of the Newark Octagon and Obser
vatory Circle. Sadly, along with the Fair
ground Circle, the Newark Octagon and 
Observatory Circle are all that remain of 
the site. 

The Newark Earthworks first came to 
the attention of the world in about 1805. 

In spite of scientific interest, however, 
urban development quickly obliterated 
most of the complex. By the late 1800s, 
the only remaining large-scale earth
works were the Fairground Circle and the 
Newark Octagon and Observatory Circle. 

In a farsighted gesture, the City of 
Newark purchased the Octagon and 
Observatory Circle from local land owners 
in 1891. The City then deeded the property 
to the State of Ohio - for use as an 
encampment ground by the Ohio National 
Guard. Much to their credit, the National 
Guard carefully and diligently restored 
damaged sections of the earthwork. 

The National Guard periodically trained 
at the Newark Octagon until about 1908. 
Then, pursuant to terms of the original 
deed, upon abandonment of the grounds 
by the Guard, the State re-conveyed the 
Octagon and Observatory Circle property 
back to the City of Newark. 

On April 6, 1910, the Newark Board of 
Trade (later known as the Newark 
Chamber of Commerce) voted to lease 
the Newark Octagon and Observatory 
Circle to the Licking Country Club for use 
as a golf course. Several members of the 
Board of Trade objected to this use of the 
earthwork, but after lengthy debate, most 
of these dissenting members were satis
fied when an amendment was added to 
the lease specifying that the Board of 
Trade could terminate the lease at any 
time upon giving one year's notice. The 
lease further called for the Country Club 
to preserve and beautify the grounds and 
earthworks while also specifying that the 
"same are also to be used as a public 
park thrown open to the use of the entire 
public under such reasonable regulations 
as the Board of Trade and the club shall 
prescribe" (Newark Advocate newspaper 
April 7, 1910, page 1). (Over the years, 
the terms of the lease have changed to 
where now, the Country Club has the 
option of renewing the lease until the 
year 2078 and no longer is there an 
amendment stating that the lease can be 
terminated by the Lessor.) 

Subsequent to signing the lease, the 
Country Club began operations. A club
house was built. Members dined in the 
up-scale clubhouse restaurant, enter
tained in the private bar, and played golf 
at their leisure across the ancient earth
works. As to the earthwork grounds 
themselves, the original 9-hole course 
was expanded to 18-holes, walkways 
were cut into the earth and covered with 

asphalt to make pathways for golf carts, 
the interior earthwork grounds were dug 
into to build sand traps, water and sewer 
lines were dug for the clubhouse, a large 
sheet-metal maintenance shed was built 
within the perimeter of the Octagon 
enclosure, large areas were paved over 
for a parking lot and circular entrance-
way, the earth was deeply excavated in 
order to build an in-ground swimming 
pool, other areas were paved to make 
tennis courts, chainlink fences were 
erected, "No Trespassing" and "Restricted" 
signs were posted around the perimeter 
and finally, a 98-foot long, original section 
of the Observatory Circle perimeter wall 
was completely destroyed and cut 
through in order to make a passageway 
for golf carts, when the clubhouse was 
rebuilt in 1963. 

At one point, public interest in seeing 
the earthworks preserved resulted in a 
lawsuit between the City of Newark and 
the Newark Board of Trade. And eventu
ally, the Licking County Court of 
Common Pleas ordered that the Obser
vatory Circle and Octagon be deeded to 
the Ohio Historical Society. So it was on 
March 9, 1933, that the Ohio Historical 
Society took possession of the 125 acres 
comprising the Newark Octagon and 
Observatory Circle. In return, the Ohio 
Historical Society agreed to: "hold and 
preserve said premises described for all 
time as an archaeological and historical 
site for the use, benefit, and enjoyment of 
the public. . ." (Volume 304, page 498, 
Deed Records of Licking County, Ohio). 
Nevertheless, the Country Club con
tinued to occupy the earthworks - appar
ently based on the judge's further ruling 
that the golf course had not endangered 
the earthwork. 

Most recently, in 1964, the Octagon 
State Memorial as it is now known, was 
designated a National Historic Landmark 
in recognition of its unique and important 
place in our history. 

The Moundbuilders Country Club 
The Moundbuilders Country Club is cur

rently made-up of about 220 members. 
Members include some of the most promi
nent and influential citizens in the area, 
including at least one state congressman. 

According to a recent newspaper report 
(Newark Advocate, November 23, 1999, 
page 1a-2a), Country Club members want 
to demolish the existing clubhouse and 
build a bigger one because they have 
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"need for larger and more comfortable 
locker rooms," as well as an exercise 
facility, better kitchen and dining facilities, 
and would like a "better view of the golf 
course from the conference and banquet 
rooms." In order to accomplish this, plans 
call for demolition of the existing club
house between September 10 and Sep
tember 24, 2000; with construction of the 
new building to begin on September 26, 
2000 and completed by May 1, 2001. The 
new clubhouse will be 29,926 square feet. 
The first floor level of the new clubhouse 
will be 17,715 square feet, as compared to 
the existing building which has 10,535 
square feet. The project will cost an esti
mated 4.3 million dollars. 

The Ohio Historical Society 
Most people are surprised to learn that 

the Ohio Historical Society is not an 
agency of, or part of state government. 
Rather, the Society is a private, non-profit 
corporation - chartered in 1885, to "pro
mote a knowledge of archaeology and 
history, especially in Ohio." Currently, the 
Society has about 11,500 members. Its 
annual budget is approximately 15 million 
dollars - most of which is provided to 
the Society by the state for site opera
tions. Overall management is the respon
sibility of the director, who is elected and 
reports to an 18-member board of 
trustees. Half of the trustees are 
appointed by the governor, the other half 
are elected by the Society's general 
members. Although it is not a state 
agency, the Society is authorized by state 
law (Ohio Revised Code, Section 
149.30[Aj) to carry out a variety of public 
functions including: "operating, pro
tecting, maintaining and promoting for 
public use a system of state memorials, 
titles to which may reside wholly or in 
part with this state or wholly or in part 
with the society...." It is by this authority 
that the Society has oversight with regard 
to what the Moundbuilders Country Club 
does at the Octagon State Memorial. 

The Lease 
I have in my possession, a copy of the 

lease between the Moundbuilders 
County Club and the Ohio Historical 
Society. It was provided to me by the 
Society and its terms are quite clear. It 
reads, in part: 

"It is covenanted by and between 
the parties that: FIRST: Said prem
ises are to be occupied and used by 
said Lessee for Country Club pur
poses only; and said Lessee may, 
subject to written approval of Lessor 
as to the plans, specifications and 
construction erect and/or maintain 
buildings, structures, lay out golf 
links, and other such features as it 
deems necessary for such pur
poses....providing, however, that 
said Lessee is not to do, or permit to 

be done, anything that will mar the 
beauty of said grounds or that will 
injure or impair, in any way, the 
mounds and earthworks thereon. 
SECOND: Plans for all permanent 
improvements shall be approved by 
the Lessor and Lessee before such 
improvements are made." (Signed to 
by officers of the OHS and Mound
builders County Club, March 1957, 
emphasis added.) 
Operationally, what is important here is 

that according to the terms of the lease, all 
construction such as the new building 
planned by the Club, must be approved in 
writing by the Society, before construction 
begins. Given that the Society represents 
the public interest, the Society should not 
approve the proposed construction. 

Simply stated, it is not in the public 
interest to see the existing clubhouse 
made bigger. As it is now, the clubhouse 
that occupies the site (see Figure 3) is 
severely out of character with the 
intended use of the site - both as a 
sacred area, and as a historic monument 
and public park. 

Why the Construction 
Should Not Be Approved 
1) It seems to me that a construction 
project of the magnitude planned by the 
Country Club will inevitably cause further 
damage to the earthwork - contrary to 
the terms of the lease. The Country Club 
may argue that the new facility will not 
increase the size of the current building 
"footprint" - but the fact is that a larger 
building will loom even more ominously 
over the earthworks. And, although I do 
not know this for a fact, it seems likely 
that at least some new excavations will 
be needed to re-route and up-date 
sewer, water, gas, electric, and telephone 
lines. Who knows too, what changes will 
have to be made to the parking lot, patio, 
and driveway areas and the underlying 
earthwork grounds. Unfortunately, well-
meaning oversight by the Ohio Historical 
Society is no guarantee that significant 
damage will not occur. As mentioned ear
lier, a 98-foot section of the Observatory 
Circle perimeter wall was completely 
obliterated in 1963, when the Club last 
renovated their building - even with 
Society oversight. 

2) Ultimately though, the whole concept 
of a golf course occupying a State 
Memorial is wrong and approving the 
new construction sends the wrong mes
sage. The Newark Octagon State Memo
rial was intended as a public park - a 
place where we could all walk, and con
template, and reflect on the beauty 
around us. As it is now, however, visitors 
are not free to walk across and explore 
the interior of the earthworks. Rather, 
golfers have the right of way. Indeed, visi
tors who venture into the earthwork risk 
physical arrest on charges of trespassing, 

as well as physical injury from flying golf 
balls. Not exactly a situation you want to 
expose your family to. And certainly not 
the kind of place where you would want 
to go for a picnic lunch. 

Even more importantly though, the 
Newark Octagon is not just an architec
tural wonder from another time. Nor is it 
simply an ancient curiosity that deserves 
to be reduced to a public park. Rather, it 
is a sacred place. Indeed for many, the 
Newark Earthworks are a spiritual place. 
Visiting these magnificent earthworks one 
can almost feel the presence of the 
Ancient Ones. In a way, they are still here. 
This is their place - not ours. 

We may not understand completely the 
ways of the Native Americans who buried 
their dead and celebrated their religious 
ceremonies here, but if we are to occupy 
this land then at the very least, we have a 
duty to respect and honor their sacred 
places. Indeed, how would we feel if a 
fast-food hamburger restaurant was built 
smack in the middle of the Arlington 
National Cemetery? Don't get me wrong, 
I like a good hamburger. But just as a 
national cemetery or national monument 
is not the appropriate setting for a fast 
food restaurant, so too, the Newark 
Octagon State Memorial is not the 
appropriate setting for a country club and 
golf course. The picture is all wrong.... 

What You Can Do 
If you are of the same opinion, here is 

what you can do. 
1) Write to Gary Ness, Director of the 
Ohio Historical Society and voice your 
objections. 
2) Write to each of the trustees for the 
Ohio Historical Society and voice your 
objections. Urge them to not approve the 
proposed construct ion. The current 
trustees are: Charles C. Alexander, Ann 
M. Antenen, Margaret Black, Grant L. 
Douglass, Shirley T Duncan, Patricia S. 
Eldredge, Elaine H. Hairston, Alan S. 
Katchen, George P. Kulchytsky, John J. 
Kulewicz, Charles F. Kurfess, John D. 
Lee, Ann Kiser Lowder, Charles B. Nuck
olls, Jr., John D. Ong, Kathy Palasics 
Kapossy, Lucy McKewen Porter, Ralph 
Ramey, Richard Sisson, Marian J. Vance, 
and Marilyn Van Voorhis Wendler. 

Both Gary Ness and the trustees can 
be reached through the Director's Office 
at: The Ohio Historical Society, 1982 
Velma Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43211. If 
you prefer not to write a letter, then 
simply send a copy of this article. 
3) Write a letter or send a copy of this 
article to your local state representative. 
The name and address of your state rep
resentative can be found in your local 
telephone directory. 
4) Contact web page masters and post 
this article to every web site you can. Tell 
people around the world about what is 
happening here in Ohio. 

5 



5) Contact and send this article by e-mail 
or regular mail to professional and avoca-
tional archaeological societies and Native 
American groups who have an interest in 
seeing our cultural resources protected. 

The Newark Octagon State Memorial 
be longs to all of us. A n d wh i le the 
Hopewell people can no longer make their 
voices heard and protect their sacred 
places, maybe we can help. Maybe, we 
can make a difference.... 

This ar t ic le can also be v iewed at: 
http://greatserpentmound.org/features/fe 
atures html Thank you.) 
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Figure 1 (Romain) Map of the Newark Earthworks. From 
Squier and Davis 1848:Plate 25. 

Figure 2 (Romain) Aerial view of the 
Newark Octagon and Observatory 
Circle. 
Photo by the author. 
Copyright 2000 William F. Romain. 

AFigure 3 (Romain) Moundbuilders Country Club. 
Photo by the author. 
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THE HILLIARD PIPE TOMAHAWK 
by 

Jeff Dearth 
3413 Reed Point Dr. 

Hilliard, Ohio 

Hilliard was founded in 1853. A once 
small rural community in central Ohio, it 
has grown into a suburban area located 
west of Columbus. 

In 1874 a brick farm house was built in 
the community and became the residence 
of Dr. James Monroe Merryman, a local 
physician. Dr. Merryman was a Civil War 
veteran, had been incarcerated in the 
Confederate prison at Andersonville after 
capture during the war, and later served a 
two year term as a state of Ohio legislator. 
The farm house still remains today as an 
attractive residence in Hilliard. 

The pictured tomahawk (figures 1 & 2) 
was found in the late 1800s in a field 
behind Dr. Merryman's house. The finder is 
identified as "A man named Britton". That 

and additional information is located on an 
old tag which was attached to the toma
hawk (figure 3) by the doctor's son, James 
H. Merryman, in order to preserve the his
tory of the relic. At the time of discovery 
the tomahawk was sold to Dr. Merryman. 

This type of tomahawk is made of cast 
brass. These were manufactured from 
1780-1820 in Great Britain and exported 
to America for the Indian trade. Normally 
a steel, dove-tai led blade insert is 
present with this style of tomahawk. 
Brass will not maintain a sharp edge, 
thus the need to include the steel bit. 
This tomahawk apparently lost its steel 
insert and though the remaining brass 
edge is presently blunted, it appears at 
one time to have been re-sharpened. 

The blade of the tomahawk is 
engraved with a seven leafed vine motif. 
The exterior sides of the eye show faint 
remnants of a design and the bowl is 
engraved in a banding of willow leaves. 
These markings are typical for this type 
of tomahawk. A number "3" is stamped 
on the top of the blade where it meets 
the eye. 

I purchased the pipe tomahawk from 
Ms. Joyce Merryman, a granddaughter of 
Dr. James Merryman, the original owner. 
After years of collecting pipe tomahawks, 
I find it unique to have within my collec
tion such an interesting relic which was 
found less than a mile from my home. 

Figure 2 (Dearth) Hilliard Tomahawk with restored handle. 

Figure 1 (Dearth) Pipe Tomahawk from Hilliard, Ohio. Figure 3 (Dearth) Old tag attached to tomahawk. 



THE FLORENCE MOUND IN PICKAWAY COUNTY OHIO 
by 

D.R. Gehlbach 
3435 Sciotangy 
Columbus, Ohio 

The Florence Mound was excavated in 
September and October 1938, by The 
Ohio Historical Society under the direc
tion of Dr. Richard G. Morgan, former 
Curator of Archaeology. He was assisted 
by staff member Robert Goslin. The 
mound was staked and excavated in 5 
foot squares.When examined it was 
found to be 60 feet in diameter and about 
4.5 feet high. Like many farm properties 
its dimensions had been reduced by 
extensive plowing. The tumulus was situ
ated on the George and Anna Florence 
farm, in Jackson Township, Pickaway 
County, Ohio. More accurately the site 
was elevated above the Big Darby Creek 
Valley, 1/4 mile east of the creek, on the 
south side of Florence Chapel Road. It 
was 3A of a mile from the small village of 
Fox. It had never been disturbed except 
for several small auger probe holes made 
by George Florence and his friend, avo-
cational archaeologist A.C. Spetnagel of 
Chillicothe. Nearby was another small 
mound also on the south side of Florence 
Chapel Road, explored by Warren K. 
Moorehead in the early 1890's. 

The Florence Mound was one of many 
Adena tumuli in close proximity to the 
Scioto River running from Columbus to 
Chillicothe. This region may have pro
duced the greatest single concentrations 
of Adena mounds in the state. 

Several interesting features were 
exposed through the two month Florence 
excavation project. The first as quoted in a 
Columbus Dispatch article, dated 
December 4,1938, was "a pretentious cer
emonial fireplace, an important adjunct to 
the funeral rites accorded those buried in 
the structure. Interspersed among the 
ashes and charcoal forming this fireplace 
were fire-cracked stones, animal bones 
(turkey and deer), hickory-nut and walnut 
shells, pumpkin rinds, and fragments of 
pottery vessels, suggesting ceremonial 
feasting". The pottery (Figure 1) was 
orange to buff colored Fayette Thick grit 
tempered ware. The grit consisted of 
broken and crushed grains of feldspar, 
quartz, granite and other unidentifiable 
darker materials. Several collared exam
ples of the smooth surface pottery were 
also recovered. At the center of the fire

place and on the original ground level a 
ceremonial offering was found, comprising 
polished stone tablets of various sizes and 
shapes (Figure 2), bone awls, whetstones 
and charred remains of wooden tools. 
Some of the tablets had abrading scars on 
one side. Above this deposit rested a 
broken flatbottom pottery vessel, (Figure 3) 
which may have served as a container for 
food during a burial feast, or for suste
nance to the "souls" or "spirit" of the dead. 

Other features were connected with the 
five burials, four adults and one infant 
encased in the cone-shaped mound. The 
infant burial tomb (Feature 2) was particu
larly interesting. First a rectangular burial 
pit was dug to a depth of 6.2 feet below 
the base (original mound floor) line. Pre
served molds indicate log cribbing was 
placed on all four sides of the sepulcher 
anchored by upright posts at the corners. 
Next a layer of bark was placed on the pre
pared pit bottom. The child was placed on 
this surface in an extended position on its 
back, head to the southwest. It was cov
ered with red ocher and another unknown 
substance causing eventual greenish-
yellow bone discoloration. The deceased 
was covered with a layer of bark and then 
humus laden soil. Associated artifacts 
included several diagnostic Adena pot
sherds and stemmed points. (Figure 4) 
Beneath the infant's feet was found an oval 
bone ornament made from a human occip
ital (skull) bone. It was saucer shaped and 
incised on its convex surface was the 
depiction of the head and talons of an 
eagle. (Figure 5) Perforations at one end 
suggest it was attached to a garment or 
suspended from the neck. 

Feature 3 was another sub-floor burial 
pit with rounded corners intruded into 
subsurface gravel. It was 3.5 feet deep 
and approximately 1 foot below the orig
inal ground surface. The bottom of the 
chamber was lined with bark. An 
extended adult burial was placed on its 
back with a covering of some type of 
matted fabric which in turn was covered 
by bark. Two poles were placed across 
the pit, at the level of the burial sug
gesting they may have been used as a 
support for the burial or perhaps a re-
burial. Art i factual accompaniments 

included mussel shells beneath the right 
knee, a crinoid fossil, bone awl and a rec
tangular flattened polished slate tablet 
with a pointed end. (Figure 6) 

Feature 6 was another burial pit cov
ered faced with bark mold. Side by side 
inhumations were placed in an extended 
position on their backs, again covered 
with bark. With the bodies were abrading 
stones, sandstone tablets, hammer-
stones and flint implements. 

The final burial chamber sloped down 
from its south border. It consisted of bark 
and wood molds and corner post impres
sions surrounding a single extended 
adult corpse. The body was covered with 
fabric/matting which appeared to be 
looped or braided along its edges. A 
clear photograph could not be obtained 
of this largely depleted residue. The earth 
covering over the burial included slabs of 
unidentified charred material in a yellow 
or light buff-colored gray clay/soil matrix. 
The top part of the crypt covering was 
comprised of charcoal-saturated earth 
burned to a dark red color 4 to 8 inches 
deep. Artifacts found in association 
included fragments of several broken 
banded slate pendants, a hammerstone 
and several Adena points. 

An interesting aspect of the mound 
preparation, particularly for the burials, 
was the use of soil and other subsurface 
materials. At a depth of 4 feet the builders 
apparently encountered the heavy under
lying gravel strata of the region. Desiring 
to dig stil l deeper, presumably for 
drainage, they threw out the gravel to 
either side of the individual pits, upon the 
original surface of the ground. When the 
pits were refilled with the burial materials, 
the discarded gravel was not included 
with soil gathered as fill for the pits. 

Although the age of the Florence 
Mound was not determined at the time of 
its investigation (it was excavated prior to 
radiocarbon dating) it is similar to a 
number of sites of the middle Adena 
period (400BC to 1AD) in the Central 
Ohio area. 

The writer would like to thank Martha 
Otto and The Ohio Historical Society for 
access to research materials while 
preparing this article. 
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Figure 1 (Gehlbach) Orange to buff-colored Fayette thick Adena pottery Figure 2 (Gehlbach) Limestone Adena tablets/abrading stones of various 
sherds. shapes. 

Figure 4 (Gehlbach) Grouping of partial and whole Adena stemmed points. 

Figure 3 (Gehlbach) Portion of flat bottom Adena bowl. 

Figure 5 (Gehlbach) Engraving and photo of saucer-shaped eagle effigy carved 
from human bone. 

Figure 6 (Gehlbach) Mussel shells, crinoid fossil, bone awl and 
pointed slate tablet. 



BIRDSTONES & BANNERSTONES 
by 

Jim Stephan 
Bradford, Ohio 

Shown in the color plate are some birdstones and banner-
stones from my collection. All are made from banded slate 
except for the Chlorite pick (second row right sidej.Top row left 
to right: Warren County, Ohio - Hardin County, Indiana - Vinton 
County, Ohio - Richland County, Ohio - Wyandot County, Ohio. 

Second row: Greene County, Ohio - Spencer County, Indiana -
Moore County, North Carolina. 

Third row: Ross County, Ohio - Hancock County, Ohio -
Pickaway County, Ohio - Mercer County, Ohio. 

Fourth row: Delaware County, Indiana - Delaware County, Ohio • 
Lorain County, Ohio - Dekalk County, Indiana. 

Fifth row: Crawford County, Ohio - Marion County, Ohio -
Williams County, Ohio - Lucas County, Ohio. 
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HEMATITE SOURCE DISCOVERED 
Monroe and Washington Counties 

by 
John M. Mocic 

Box 170, Rt. 1 Valley Drive 
Dilles Bottom, OH 43947 

A few years ago, while traveling south 
along the Ohio River on State Route 7, I 
saw a plowed field in the distance, 
approximately 500 yards from the 
highway. The field was barely visible 
because of the tree line and dense foliage. 
After doing some inquiring at neighboring 
properties, I found that the owner lived 
about 15 miles away. Once I located him, 
he was very compliant with request to 
survey the four acres for artifacts. 

A small fresh water tributary, that made 
its way to the Ohio River and had a slight 
terrace to it, bordered the four acres. As I 
started searching the area and encoun
tering worked pieces of local chert, I 
began to find rough forms of hematite. 
The closer I got to the fresh water source, 
the more hematite could be seen lying on 
the surface. The raw material was every
where. I mentioned the find to Editor 
Robert Converse, and he suggested I do 
a further survey of the area. 

The following spring, I asked Mr. Harry 
Heckman, the Site Director for the 
Dividing Ridges Archaeological Club of 
Ohio, Chapter #40 ASO to assist me. We 
walked the banks of the stream's bed to 
find more hematite in various forms, 
some ovate, and some in slabs, as did 
earlier Americans, who used it for the 
manufacturing of tools, weapons, pen
dants and for its pigment content. The 
material was very predominant among 
the other sedimentary stones because of 
its color. 

I wish to thank the Grimes and Valen
tine Families for allowing Mr. Heckman 
and me to enter their property. They were 
very helpful. 

Hematite: The mineral hematite, ferric 
oxide, Fe203, occurs as thick or thin tab
ular rhombohedral forms, sometimes in 
pyramids but rarely in hexagonal prisms. 
It also assumes botryoidal, columnar and 
lamellar shapes, and may be granular or 
compact. Its hardness is 5.6; specific 
gravity, 5.26; luster, metallic to earthy or 
dull; color, dark gray to black; earthy 
forms may be different shades of red; 
streak, red to red-brown; translucent (in 
very thin flakes) to opaque. Hematite with 
a metallic luster is called specular iron. 
Hematite is derived from the Greek word 
meaning blood. 

Figure 1 (Mocic) Harry Heckman reviewing raw materials. 
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200 ACRE FARM REVEALS MULTI-COMPONENT HISTORY 
IN PREBLE COUNTY OHIO 

by 
Jim Breitenstein and Scott Sholiton 

P.O. Box 488 
Dayton, Ohio 45401 

This farm is located in Preble County, 
Ohio and is part of the Great Miami River 
drainage basin. This farm has been inhab
ited from early Archaic times through pre
historic times, as evidenced by the artifact 
assemblage. The farm, today, produces 
many artifacts and spring and fall plowing 
continues to reveal new finds. 

Chronologically, artifacts range from 
early Archaic through the Fort Ancient 
cultures. The early Archaic is represented 
by four Kirk corner notch points; two are 
Coshocton Upper Mercer materials, one 
Flint Ridge and one local cobble flint 
(Figure 1). There were eight bifurcates. All 
are of Four Mile Chert (Figure 2). 

The later Archaic is the largest compo
nent of the site. Twelve Big Sandy style 
points were discovered; four Flint Ridge, 
one Coshocton, five Four Mile Chert and 
two others (Figure 3). Seventeen total 
Brewerton and other later Archaic points 
were found; six Flint Ridge, one Upper 
Mercer, four Four Mile, one Indiana Green, 
and the rest miscellaneous (Figure 4). 

Adena is represented by five Adena 
points, all Four Mile Chert. Nine 
McWhinney style points were also found; 
one Flint Ridge and the remaining eight 
Four Mile material (Figure 5). Hopewell is 
represented by four affinis Snyders; two 
of Four Mile material, one Flint Ridge and 
one Harrison County material piece 
(Figure 6). Fort Ancient is represented by 
six Madison triangles; four are from Four 

Mile Chert, one Flint Ridge, and one Har
rison County material (Figure 7). 
Numerous choppers, bifaces, scrapers, 
knives, cores and utilized flakes were 
also found and are made of various 
materials. Six drills were recovered 
(Figure 9). 

Of the stone tools found, one pestle 
was rose quartz and one was a three-
quarter grooved hammerstone, quartz 
(Figure 9). 

Also found were: one slate celt, one 
Archaic celt made of green banded slate 
and six celt pieces all green and red 
slate, five slate discs, one winged slate 
pre-form, two broken bannerstones, one 
broken rectangular red slate gorget 
(Figure 10), and one elongated tubular 
bannerstone made of banded slate 
(Figure 11). 

Debitage Analysis: Number of flakes; 
74 Four Mile/red-white, 80 Four Mile/tan-
gray, 14 Upper Mercer, 10 Indiana Horn 
stone and 1 Flint Ridge. 

REFERENCES 
Converse, Robert N. 
1973 Ohio Flint Types, The Archaeological 

Society of Ohio, Columbus, Ohio 
DeRegnacourt, Tony 
1991 A Field Guide to The Prehistoric Point 

Types of Indiana and Ohio. Occasional 
Monographs Number 1, Upper Miami 
Valley Archaeological Research 
Museum, Arcanum, Ohio. 

Justice, Noel D. 
1987 Stone Age Spear and Arrowheads of 

the Mid Continental and Eastern United 
States. Indiana University Press, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

Figure 2 
(Breitenstein 
/Sholiton) 
Bifurcates. 

Figure 1 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Kirk corner notch points. Figure 3 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Big Sandy. 
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Figure 4 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Brewerton 

Figure 6 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Affinis Snyders. 

Figure 8 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Drills and assorted. 

Figure 10 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Assorted slate 

M«M» 
Figure 5 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Adena. 

Figure 7 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Madison. 

Figure 9 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Pestle, hammerstone. 

Figure 11 (Breitenstein/Sholiton) Tube Banner, celt. 
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CHERT WORKSHOP IN INDIANA 
by 

Elaine Holzapfel 
415 Memorial Drive 

Greenville, OH 45331 

The Council for the Conservation of Indiana Archaeology (CCIA), 
held its annual workshop at the University of Indianapolis on 
March 25, 2000. The workshop focused on Indiana cherts as well 
as other cherts utilized in the state during prehistory. 

Numerous individuals displayed a variety of examples of chert. 
Samples were accompanied by information such as geology, 
source, and basic characteristics. Six participants gave papers 
and slide presentations. 

The workshop was organized by archaeologist Curtis Tomak, 
who has studied Indiana cherts for 30 years and is a foremost 
authority on the subject. Tomak can be contacted at this 
address: Indiana Department of Transportation, Indiana Govt. 
Center North, Room N848, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indi
anapolis, Indiana 46204. 

Figure 1 (Holzapfel) Curtis Tomak, archaeologist for the Indiana 
Department of Transportation, organized the CCIA chert work
shop in Indianapolis. He also provided an extensive display of 
Indiana cherts. 

SPECKLED FOSSILIFEROUS CHERT 
HARRODSBUR6 CHERT/ ALLENS CREEK CH! 

MISSISSIPP1AN 

RAMP CREEK FORMATION 
AND 

FLOYDS KNOB LIMESTONE 

LAWRENCE COUNTY CHERT LOCALITIES 
6 8, 12, IS , & 18 

*L—30TT 
Figure 2 (Holzapfel) Dr. B.K. Swartz, Jr. of Ball State University, Muncie, and Editor 
Bob Converse. Dr. Swartz brought samples of various Indiana and Ohio cherts. 
Converse displayed Flint Ridge flint and gave a slide presentation on the subject. Figure 3 (Holzapfel) Display of Harrodsburg-Allens Creek chert pre

pared by Curtis Tomak. 

14 



Figure 4 (Holzapfel) A sample of Holland chert from southwestern Indiana. It 
appears macroscopically identical to Upper Mercer flint found in central Ohio. 

Figure 5 (Holzapfel) Cathy Carson and Tony DeRegnaucourt. Carson, a 
geo-archaeologist, was instrumental in identifying Kenneth chert, a type 
from central Indiana. Archaeologist DeRegnaucourt displayed chert sam
ples and gave a talk and slide presentation on chert types. 

Geographic Provenance of Indiana Chert Types 

AC-Mana Creak 
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Oa-Darey 
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U-Uaton Creak 

IR-Loat Rivat 
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S-Stanton) 

USL-UpparSt Loua 

W—Wyandotte 
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o 
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Figure 6 (Holzapfel) This map of sources of Indiana cherts was dis
played at the workshop. 

Figure 7 (Holzapfel) The dis
play included these Paleo 
artifacts from a site in Illinois. 
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SANDY HILL (18D030) 
An Adena Site in Maryland 

by 
Gary L. Fogelman 
245 Fairview Rd. 

Turbotville, PA 17772 

On January 12, 2000 Kurt Carr and I 
took a trip to Easton, Maryland to see a 
great selection of Adena artifacts from 
the Sandy Hill Site. I had been invited 
down by Mr. Charles Clough, owner of 
the artifacts. Kurt is head of the State 
Historic and Preservation Office here in 
Pennsylvania, a long-time friend and has 
shown interest in such visitations before. 
I figured he might enjoy seeing this mate
rial and the experience of actually han
dling it as well. 

I had already seen the material, for 
Charles had sent me photographs of the 
collection, some of which I used in the 
Creme de la Creme section of Vol. 18-3 
of Indian Artifact Magazine. My introduc
tion to Adena material of that area had 
occurred many years earlier. Back in the 
1980s I had attended an artifact show in 
Easton, and met the late Judge Wm. 
Yates. He wouldn't let me get out of town 
that day without paying him a visit, and 
glad I was later that he was so persistent. 
I made a return visit to see the Judge and 
see and photograph much of his collec
tion which contained many nice Adena 
artifacts, some from Sandy Hill and some 
from similar sites of that area. One of the 
items I distinctly remember was an 
Adena Paint Cup of green banded slate. 
He had several, the first I'd seen or han
dled and one was badly repaired with 
wood putty. I offered to do a better job, 
and he let me! 

The Sandy Hill Site has been written 
about and hundreds of the artifacts have 
been pictured in Archaeology of Eastern 
North America, Vol. 4, Winter 1976. Many 
of M. Clough's artifacts are depicted 
there and also in The Birdstones of North 
American Indians by Earl Townsend. The 

reader is urged to see these publications 
for a more detailed account of the site, 
recovery of the artifacts and the individ
uals involved. Additional Adena sites of 
that area and artifacts from them are also 
shown in the AENA volume. It may well 
be that some of these have previously 
been published in the Ohio Archaeolo
gist. If so I'm unaware of it. 

In the case of Charles Clough, he was 
not one of the original collectors. The 
material he has was obtained many years 
ago by Mr. Earl Townsend. Charles made 
contact with Mr. Townsend as to bringing 
the Sandy Hill material back to its area of 
origin, and Mr. Townsend was amenable 
to the idea. This brief article is intended 
to acquaint the reader with the various 
artifact forms involved, but a brief history 
of the site seems appropriate. This infor
mation is taken from the sources noted. 

Located on a sandy bluff on the Chop-
tank River near Cambridge, Maryland the 
first recovery of artifacts occurred in 1927 
by R. Travers, when some of the high sand 
hill eroded into the river. Those involved at 
the time went to the site and dug for what 
they could find. In the late 1940s, commer
cial sand removal yielded still more. During 
the first recovery only the perfect speci
mens were kept so it's not known what 
was thrown away or not picked up to 
begin with. The second time around even 
the broken items were recovered. 

Effigy Pipe 
There was one, a Copena style Great Pipe 
with reptile effigy. 

Birdstones, Boatstones 
One birdstone was found at the site, a bar 
type with missing head. It is shown in the 

Birdstone Book on page 185. Likewise 
one boatstone, of slate with conical 
drilled holes, was also found at the site. 

Pyramidal Forms and Cones 
These are all highly polished. Materials 
include hematite, greenish black shale, 
and siderite. All have flat bottoms. Use is 
uncertain although these may be paint 
materials. 

Atlatl Weights 
Three bannerstones were found, generally 
rectangular or winged. Materials were 
green steatite and red slate. 

Ground Stones 
Of unknown use, shapes range from 
spherical to crescent. Materials not noted. 

Copper 
Copper beads of barrel and donut 
shapes were found. One of the paint 
cups and one of the gorgets were also 
rendered in copper. 

Miscellaneous 
A paint cup of clay, hammerstones; lumps 
of red ocher. 

There is somewhat of an inventory of 
the various items recovered. Though so 
far from the Adena homeland, many of 
the items recovered are made of materials 
common to the Ohio River Valley area. Mr. 
Clough has produced a beautiful poster 
of Adena artifacts from Maryland. It truly 
is stunning. You can contact Charles 
Clough via email at adean@goeaston.net 
for more information on the poster, or at 
PO Box 1602, Easton, MD 21601-1602 or 
call 410-822-3918. 

•4 Figure 1 (Fogelman) 
Paint Cups Some beautifully made paint cups, many 
with little slate pestles, were found. Most are highly 
polished of steatite or hematite, colors of green, black, 
and tan. In size these things are about the size of half 
a lemon. 
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A Figures 2, 3 & 4 (Fogelman) 
Knives/Blades/Projectiles All the classic Adena forms are present. The 
classic stemmed Adena points and blades are numerous and were sep
arated into 8 types for the AENA article. Webb Complex pentagonal 
blades, Cresap style points and blades, and several variations of the 
stemmed type. Several are very well made, while some of the larger ones 
are on the thick side. The largest specimen is a Robins Stemmed type 
and measures 103/*" long. Curiously, when Charles got the material from 
Mr. Townsend, he was informed that there were 4 quartz Clovis points 
included, measuring up to 5'A" in length! If one were to find some of 
these as isolated finds one could reach that conclusion, but I don't think 
there's any doubt that these are an Adena manifestation in that area. 
Some of the points and blades are pristine, while many show episodes 
of use and resharpening. Most are made of Indiana Hornstone, some are 
Flint Ridge, some possible Kanawha or Warsaw chert and some 
Pennsylvania Jasper, plus the quartz previously noted. Most are in the 6-8" 
range in length. 

Figure 5 (Fogelman) Tube Pipes The common blocked end tube pipe is 
well represented. A few do not have the blocked end but are straight 
through. Several were found with a pebble inside. One has incised line 
designs. Most are straight, although a few are tapered, and there was one 
with flattened, flared end to it. All of Charles' examples, 10, are of Ohio 
Pipestone in colors of red, gray, cream and black, but many others were 
made of Indiana Limestone and two were of steatite. The flared specimen 
was of schist or serpentine. 

Figures 6 & 7 (Fogelman) 
Gorgets and Pendants There is a wide array of sizes and shapes and many 
pristine examples among the 1-hole, 2-hole, 3-hole and even a few 4-hole 
specimens. Some, apparently broken and salvaged in ancient times, have 
up to 8 holes. There are many undrilled blanks, one of which is 9'A" by 37A" 
with matching tally marks on each side. Materials are various varieties of 

gray, green, black, reddish and banded slates so common for the type. 
Some have tallies and incised designs. Most holes are drilled form one 
side only, some are bi-conical and a few are straight through. Many show 
wear in the holes. Many forms are present: trapezoidal, rectangular, bi
concave, quadraconcave, elliptical, and bar. 
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A FINE STEMMED LANCEOLATE 
by 

Steve Wentzel 
16-840 Rd. S 

Napoleon, OH 43545 

The photos show both sides of the arti
fact at actual size - 5M> inches. The arti
fact won the "Best of Show" prize at the 
November, 1999 meeting in Columbus 
and the prize for "Best Field Find of 1999" 
at the January show. I found the piece on 
July 7, 1999 in Henry County, Ohio. The 
piece is an exceptional find in perfect 
condition. It is 5V8 inches long, very thin, 
and made from high quality flint. The 
piece has a uniform patina. It has pres
sure flaking around all of the edges 
exhibiting fine workmanship. The base 
has just a little bit of grinding. The edges 
have none. The artifact does not fit neatly 
into one of the standard cultural time 
periods. I have looked through the various 
books on identification but have not 
found a description or picture that exactly 
fits this piece. Perhaps it is a transitional 
piece or perhaps it just looks different 
because it hasn't been re-sharpened. I 
have shown the artifact to quite a few 
knowledgeable collectors and profes
sionals and it has been identified as a 
Stemmed Lanceolate, and Archaic in 
origin. The material has been identified as 
Upper Mercer although Plum Run has 
also been mentioned. 

Figure 1 (Wentzel) 
A stemmed 
lanceolate from 
Henry county. 

A HARDSTONE BIRD 
by 

Ken Simper 
Hamilton, Indiana 

When viewing the subject of this article, 
it may appear to be an average looking 
birdstone. The overall profile more or less 
suggests just that. 

But when taken outside on a nice 
sunny day, the material becomes a very 
beautiful green color with black and white 
colored speckles or inclusions. This 
igneous rock with its color and fine finish 
is why I've retained the bird in my collec
tion for thirteen years and hopefully many 
more. 

The length is 3% long by 1r/8 inches tall. 
Its tail is triangular in cross section. The 
drilling of holes is both complete and 
intact. 

The bird was found many years ago in 
Hillsdale County, Michigan and the first 
collector who owned it I am aware of was 
Judge Claude U. Stone of Peoria, Illinois. 
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AN OHIO SPIKE TOMAHAWK 
by 

Jeff Dearth 
3413 Reed Point Drive 

Hilliard, OH 

The spike tomahawk must have been a 
favorite of the Iroquois Indians based on 
the large number found in the state of 
New York. Though most were imported 
from England for the Indian trade, the 
spike axe was also forged in the colonies. 
An example is remnants of spike axes 
archaeologically found at forge sites on 
Sir William Johnston's estate. They were 
manufactured for trade with the intent of 
arming the Indians as British allies. 

The spike tomahawk was a formidable 
weapon with a sharp blade and a pointed 
spike extending from the poll, light in 
weight and easy to carry making it a 
favorite accoutrement. 

Spike tomahawks have appeared at 
numerous sites other than the New Eng
land states and New York. Prevalent loca
tions were along the western trade routes, 
the shores and tributaries of Lake Erie, 
and occasionaly the interior Ohio frontier. 
One example is the spike axe found west 
of Dresden, Ohio on the Herb Riley farm. 
The site was located along an old Indian 
trail known as the "Trader's Road". This 
axe is unique in that the maker included 
engravings and scrollwork which is not 
often seen on spike axes (see "A Belly-
Ripper Tomahawk from Frazeyberg, Ohio" 
written by Jeff Carskadden in The Ohio 
Archaeologist, volume 47, No. 3, Summer 
1997, page 22). 

The spike tomahawk in figure 1 was 
found by Turner Calvert north of Dar-
byville, Ohio on the east bank of Darby 
Creek. It is forged from two strips of iron 
with a steel insert for the bit. Of interest is 
the "step" located posterior to the poll 
and under the spike. It appears this addi
tion served the function of providing bal
ance to the tomahawk. See figure 2 for 
reference of a similarly constructed belt 
axe. Except for a hammer poll in lieu of a 
spike, this tomahawk is of the same 
design and construction as the one found 
at Darbyville and has been dated by 
Peterson as mid-18th Century. 

References 
1965 The American Indian Tomahawks by 

Harold Peterson. Museum of the 
American Indian 

A Figure 1 (Dearth) Spiked 
tomahawk found near 
Darbyville, Ohio. 

A Figure 2 (Dearth) Illustration and 
description by Peterson 

90. Tomahawk with hammer poll, mid-18th 
century, probably from New York or 
New England. Tomahawks with hammers 
are relatively scarce, but this is the size and 
shape most often encountered during the 
early period when they were often an object 
of real use. It is forged in three pieces in the 
manner most commonly used for spiked 
tomahawks. Two pieces of wrought iron 
were welded together above and below the 
eye, and a steel edge was sandwiched in. 
The eye is a pointed ellipse. The hammer 
is rectangular in section with the edges 
chamfered, giving almost an octagonal 
section. H: 63A" W: VA" 
William O. Sweet collection 
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I have labored in the vineyards of Ohio 
prehistory since 1959. Two persons vitally 
influenced my career in this field: the late 
Dr. James B. Griffin of the University of 
Michigan and Alva McGraw of Chillicothe, 
Ohio. The former, one of the most impor
tant figures in American Archaeology, 
taught me critical professional thinking, 
whereas the latter made possible most of 
my fieldwork in the Ohio heartland of 
Woodland and Late Prehistoric phe
nomena at a time when this classic area 
had been fallow for many years. 

I first met Alva McGraw in 1962 through 
my friendship with the late Dr. Frank 
Soday, who was well known as the inves
tigator of the Palaeo-lndian Quad site in 
Alabama and numerous mounds in 
southern Ohio. At the time, having just 
obtained my Ph.D. degree from Harvard 
with a theoretical dissertation on Ohio 
Hopewell, I was seeking data to reopen 
the dormant issues of Ohio Woodland-
Mississippian continuities. Alva McGraw 
made this possible. 

He was a powerfully built, influential 
farmer in Ross County, who also could look 
back on a varied and colorful earlier career 
which included deep involvements in local 
politics, in the best sense of the word. His 
solid, almost encyclopedic, knowledge of 
Ohio archaeology was legendary, as was 
his network of acquaintances in the field, 
although mostly on a local level. All of 
these virtues were coupled with a high 
degree of skeptical modesty. 

Upon meeting him with Soday, who, in a 
manner of speaking, guaranteed my 
integrity, McGraw steered me to a number 
of potential Hopewell habitation sites, 
arranging for the landowners' permission 
to survey and excavate during the coming 
summer of 1963. At the time, Hopewell 
settlements were virtually unknown. This 
led to fairly extensive operations on the 
Russell Brown farm. The major locality, the 
Brown's Bottom Site (Blank 1965), proved 
to be the real thing but the site, rich in 
Hopewell bladelets, had been badly 
decapitated by plowing. Nevertheless, this 
and other sites on the adjacent Harness 
and Kellenberger farms demonstrated the 
point: the elusive Hopewell settlements did 
exist, but there still was no undisturbed 
habitation site. At this very time, McGraw 
pointed to a location on his own farm, just 
south of Chillicothe and, with a twinkle in 
his eyes, said: "dig here." I did. The spot 
seemed unlikely, but he was right. Thus 
came the discovery of the McGraw site 
(Prufer 1965). The rest is history, often 
debated. 

IN MEMORIAM 
Alva McGraw 1909 - 2000 

by 
Olaf H. Prufer 

Kent State University 

During the same year McGraw intro
duced me to many local farmers and 
other folk in order to prepare me for oper
ations in years to come. Among these 
were the late Robert Riddle, of London
derry, a most knowledgeable person with 
a huge collection mostly from the Salt 
Creek Valley (Prufer 1997); the late 
Eugene Morrison, the late Donald Mac-
Beth, and Clarence Blain, all of Chilli
cothe; Ross Goodwin, of Vinton County; 
and many others who all generously and 
unselfishly gave me and my associates 
access to numerous important sites that 
ultimately made it into the literature. 
Some of these sites were named after 
their owners or informants: Chesser Cave 
(Prufer 1967), Morrison Village (Prufer and 
Andors 1967), Peters Cave (Prufer and 
McKenzie 1966), Blain Village (Prufer and 
Shane 1970), Stanhope Cave (Grunwald 
1980), Wise Cave (Oplinger 1981), and 
many others. 

The point of this litany is to emphasize 
that Alva McGraw made possible, in the 
1960s, the reopening of professional 
archaeological investigations in the 
classic area of south central Ohio after a 
long period of sometimes politically 
tainted and professionally incompetent 
dormancy. A subsequent generation, Dr. 
Mark Seeman of Kent State University, Dr. 
William Dancey of Ohio State University, 
and Dr. N'omi Greber of the Cleveland 
Museum of Natural History, to mention 
only a few of the more reputable people, 
greatly profited from McGraw's willing
ness to allow me and my associates to 
add new chapters to the long saga of 
Ohio archaeology. 

I shall miss McGraw as much as I miss 
James B. Griffin; both shaped much of 
my life. With Alva McGraw, a good friend 
is gone. 
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THE GIANT GROUND SLOTH FROM DARKE COUNTY 
by 

Elaine Holzapfel 
415 Memorial Drive 

Greenville, Ohio 45331 

When Lowell Carter of Ansonia, Ohio, 
dredged the margin of a bog in 1966 to 
obtain marl to lime his fields, huge bones 
lodged in his equipment. Thinking that such 
massive bones may be important, Carter 
contacted the Dayton Museum of Natural 
History. With the help of volunteers, 
museum personnel excavated the site. 

The excavators recovered the skeleton 
of the largest and most complete Giant 
Ground Sloth (Megalonyx jeffersonii) ever 
found (figures 1-5). It lay preserved in marl 
intermingled with bits of spruce. A con
temporary of other Ice-Age animals exca
vated from the bog, such as mammoths, 
mastodons, and an Elk-moose, the giant 
sloth had been extinct for 10,000 years. 
The pronounced sagittal crest on its skull 
indicated that it was old at the time of 
death, which probably accounts for its 
large size (Mills 1972). 

The bog on the Carter farm, where the 
sloth perished, originated 14,800 years 
ago in the Woodington Till Plains when 
blocks of ice left by the receding Wis
consin glacier melted. (In this way many 
other bogs in western Ohio were formed). 
This pond-like depression gradually filled 
with decaying organic material such as 
woody fibers, grasses, sedges, and 
reeds, which compacted as they accumu

lated. The resulting sinkhole composed of 
deep, wet Carlisle muck (Lehman and 
Bottrell 1991) became so dense that little 
air could penetrate it. Organic matter was 
preserved in the bog due to anaerobic 
conditions combined with the alkalinity of 
the muck. 

The Giant Sloth must have died some
time between 14,800 B.R, the date of bog 
formation, and 10,000 B.P, the date of 
mass extinctions. Radiocarbon dates 
obtained by palynologist Linda Shane 
(1987) place the death of the sloth 
between 11,720 and 14,810 years ago. 

Despite its formidable appearance, the 
ground sloth was a vegetarian, feeding on 
leaves, twigs, and nuts. One can imagine 
the sloth reaching to nibble tender 
grasses at the edge of the swamp when it 
became unable to extricate itself because 
of its advanced age and big, bulky body. 

Giant Ground Sloths and humans were 
found in association in 1930 in Gypsum 
Cave, Nevada. Protection provided by the 
cave preserved painted dart shafts mixed 
with sloth hair. Cut or scraped sloth 
bones supplied further evidence of inter
action between humans and extinct 
ground sloths (Wormington 1957). 

In the American West, fluted points 
have been discovered beside and even 

embedded in bones of extinct animals. 
East of the Mississippi River, however, no 
proof of human predation of Pleistocene 
animals (so far) exists. Perhaps the first 
evidence in the East will be found in a 
bog with a ground sloth or other giant of 
the Pleistocene age. 
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Figure 1 (Holzapfel) Artist's conception of Giant Ground Sloth in Dayton Museum. 
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Figure 2 (Holzapfel) Claw of ice-age Giant Ground Sloth from Darke County, shown full size, 9 inches long. This is a photograph of the actual claw it is 
not a cast. 
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A Figure 3 (Holzapfel) Cast of the Phalanges and carpals of left fore-
paw of the Giant Ground Sloth. 

Figure 4 (Holzapfel) Cast of the skull of the Darke County Giant Ground Sloth. 

A Figure 5 (Holzapfel) Cast of reconstructed 
skeleton of the Giant Ground Sloth from 
Darke County. It can be seen in Dayton 
Museum of Natural History, now known as the 
Boonshaft Museum of Discovery. 
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IN REMEMBRANCE OF ALVA McGRAW 
by 

Robert N. Converse 
199 Converse Drive 

Plain City, Ohio 43064 

I first met Alva McGraw in the late 
1950s. It was at an ASO meeting in the 
War Room of the old Ohio Historical 
Society Museum in Columbus. We imme
diately hit it off - we both soon realized 
that we shared an intense interest in 
archaeology - we were both amateurs. 
His knowledge of archaeology and Ross 
County in particular was impressive. Alva 
invited me to visit him and I stopped 
briefly to see him several times when in 
Ross Co. We talked at every meeting and 
I regret to say that I did not spend as 
much time with him as I would have liked. 

In the early 1960s I was pitching for 
Columbus in the Ohio Fastball League 
and Chillicothe had a team in the league. 
One Saturday, when Columbus was 
playing at Chillicothe, I went down early 
and spent the day with Alva. It was a day 
to remember. 

We drove and looked at the High Bank, 
Harness, Kramer, Mound City sites as 
well as several places on his own prop
erty where there were habitation sites. I 
learned more about Ross County that day 
than I had learned in several years. For 
his contributions to Ohio Archaeology he 
was presented with the Annual Converse 
Award by the Archaeological Society of 
Ohio. 

As the years went by I spent many 
interesting hours in Alva's kitchen talking 

archaeology and we spoke many times 
on the telephone. Alva later became a 
Trustee of our Society and he was inti
mately involved in Society affairs. He 
never wanted it known, and I guess he 
would forgive me now for telling it, but 
Alva McGraw donated considerable 
amounts of money to our Society. He was 
especially interested in using it for radio
carbon dating. His health did not permit 
him to continue as a Trustee and we 
missed him at our meetings. We spent 
quite a long time talking at the last 
meeting he attended. I last saw him in the 
fall of 1999 when I went down to see him. 

Alva McGraw was a large square-shoul
dered man. He had spent an adventurous 
life some of which he spoke of humor
ously and some of which seemed incon
gruous considering his gentle nature - but 
suffice it to say he was a man's man. 

Alva McGraw was an individual of great 
respect and influence in Ross County and 
southern Ohio. The archaeologists who 
were wise enough to seek his advice 
found that they profited enormously from 
his friendship for he could open Ross 
County doors which would otherwise 
have been closed. He counted among 
friends such prominent archaeologists as 
Mark Seeman, N'omi Greber, Dr. James 
Griffin, Frank Soday and many others. 
Olaf Prufer, who excavated the McGraw 

site on Alva's farm and invigorated 
Hopewell studies in Ross County, was a 
very close friend of many years and 
named both the site and a pottery type 
after him. 

We will all miss Alva McGraw - both 
professionals and amateurs alike. He will 
be remembered for his many kindnesses, 
his contributions and his dedication to 
archaeology. His name, made famous in 
Hopewell archaeology, will be commemo
rated in the years to come whenever 
Hopewell, the McGraw site or McGraw 
pottery is mentioned. 

Figure 1 (Converse) Alva McGraw 1965. 

A HARDIN COUNTY BIRDSTONE FIND 

I found this birdstone in Hardin County, 
Ohio, in the spring of 2000. It is made of 
banded slate and except for slight plow 
marks, is relatively undamaged. 

It is of interest to note that during 
aboriginal times the rear bridge broke - a 
common happening on birdstones. To 
repair this damage, the owner drilled a 
hole through the broken portion which 
emerged where the tail and back meet. 

by 
Lance Blevins 
P.O. Box 256 

LaRue, Ohio 43332 

Figure 1 (Blevins) Birdstone found in 2000 in Hardin County. 
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AN HISTORIC AXE FROM CLERMONT COUNTY 
by 

Russell Strunk 
Batavia, Ohio 

In the spring of 1991, my father Ovelee 
Strunk was surveying his nursery stock 
on Clough Pike just outside Batavia, 
Ohio, when he found this piece of early 
history. I was with him at the time, and 
being an artifact hunter myself, was 
somewhat jealous of his find but at least 
it was in the family. 

This is referred to as a squaw axe and 
was made about 1780 to 1820. It is 6% 
inches long and 2 inches wide and 
heavily patinated. There are no touch 
marks which can be seen. It is interesting 
to note that the house near where it was 
discovered was built around 1867. 

My appreciation to Jon Anspaugh for 
his expertise and information on this axe. 

Figure 1 (Strunk) 
Early historic iron 
squaw axe from 
Clermont County. 

DR. MEUSER FLINT? 
by 

Russell Strunk 
Batavia, Ohio 

Dr. Gordon Meuser of Columbus, Ohio, 
had one of the largest and most complete 
collections of slate and stone in the 
eastern United States. Although many 
people do not realize it, he also had pass 
through his hands a great deal of flint 
which he extensively traded for slate or 
stone artifacts. But Dr. Meuser was a 
meticulous collector and marked every 
piece he acquired with the most complete 
provenience possible - even flint. Often 
he even marked the finder's name, but 
since he didn't retain them, he did not put 
a catalogue number on them. 

Dr. Meuser's handwriting is distinct and 
I believe that the three pieces shown in 
Fig. 1 have at one time belonged to 
Dr. Meuser. They are now in my personal 
collection. 

Figure 1 (Strunk) Three blades which may have been collected by Dr. Meuser. 
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PESTLES 
by 

Rick Waibel 
3874 Snyder-Domer Rd. 

Springfield, Ohio 

Shown in Fig. 1 are 28 pestles in my 
collection. It is unusual to see a pestle 
with no major breaks or cultivation scars. 
Included in the collection are a variety of 
sizes and materials. Most of them were 
found in Ohio with a few from Indiana. 

A few years ago pestles were consid
ered on the low end of the collecting 
scale. A great many of them were dam
aged and only mild interest was shown in 
them since they were perceived simply as 
utilitarian tools. This has slowly changed 
and now pestles are appreciated more as 
a true art form than in the past. It is my 
opinion that a finely-made pestle is rarer 
than nearly any stone tool. 

It is evident that pestles were often 
used very hard by their makers, although 
we really don't know all of the purposes 
they were used for. Many of them suffered 
heavy prehistoric damage and, of course, 
cultivation scarring and breakage has also 
taken its toll. 

Some of the hardest and toughest 
stone from the glacial drift was used in 
their manufacture including diorite, 
granite, quartzite and basalt. Due to the 
knobbed top and flaring bell varieties it is 
obvious that a significant amount of 
material had to be removed by pecking 
and grinding from the original stone to 
produce the final shape. Many examples 
also show a high degree of polish. Other 
stone tools, such as axes and celts, could 
have been made from natural stone pre
forms which more closely resembled the 
finished tool. But by the same token, I 
have never seen many naturally occurring 

stones that resembled a bell pestle. It is 
apparent from some of the highly devel
oped types that a lot of time and effort 
was needed to achieve the final product. 

Let's all look again at the once lowly 
pestle and give it the high art form appre

ciation it deserves. However, I must give a 
word of caution - in the last year or so, a 
few highly developed pestles of recent 
manufacture have appeared. As always, 
when popularity in collecting increases, 
so do the fakes. 

Figure 1 (Waibel) Twenty-eight pestles from Ohio and Indiana. 
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In the accompanying color plate is a 
large three-quarter grooved axe from my 
collection. It was found in Adams County, 

A LARGE ILLINOIS AXE 
by 

Richard Sisson 
Dublin, Ohio 

Illinois and was originally collected by Dr. 
Charles Parker, Gallipolis, Ohio. It is made 
of black diorite with tan and pink quartz 

inclusions, a stone which obviously 
caught the eye of its maker. It is shown in 
full size. 
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THE STUBBS EARTHWORK: 
SERPENT EFFIGY OR SIMPLE EMBANKMENT 

Reprinted with permission from 
North American Archaeologist, 
Vol. 17(3)203-237, 1996 

ABSTRACT 
The once monumental Stubbs earth

work in southwestern Ohio was 
destroyed by sand and gravel mining 
operations in the early 1970s. Before its 
demise, the Stubbs earthwork, or effigy, 
as it was more commonly called, was the 
subject of more than a century of often 
acrimonious debate concerning its orig
inal configuration. No one disagreed that 
the embankment was of prehistoric cre
ation, but there was a sharp division 
between those arguing that it was a ser
pent effigy and those claiming it to be a 
simpler and non-representational earth
work. The various viewpoints are herein 
presented and examined and heretofore 
unpublished fieldnotes on the site's orig
inal excavation by young archaeologist, 
Harlan Smith, brought to light. 

INTRODUCTION 
There was, at one time, considerable 

controversy surrounding a site located in 

by 
John Robert White 

Youngstown State University, Ohio 

southwestern Ohio. The Stubbs Effigy 
(called variously, the Stubbs Earthwork, 
Warren County Serpent Mound, Warren 
County Earthwork, Warren County 
Ancient Work, and Warren County 
Snake) has gone through more than a 
century of debate which at times has 
been—like so many other so-called "sci
entific differences of opinion"—some
thing less than polite or, more plainly, 
downright acrimonious. 

Experts (and others not so expert) often 
disagree about the circumstances and 
substance of a new discovery. That, of 
course, is what science is all about. Well-
reasoned debate and skepticism are the 
parents of accurate conclusions. "Facts" 
often become such only after having run 
the gauntlet of fair, clearly delivered, 
rational, seasoned, and ad hominem-iree 
debate. Sometimes, unfortunately, it 
doesn't progress this way. Sometimes the 
"experts" involved in the debate become 
so advocative that they put aside scien
tific objectivity. Politics and polemics 
replace the reason and intellectual 
integrity and a debate ensues which is 
less objective than objectionable. 

The major difficulty of all this is that the 
subject of the controversy often ends up 
getting lost in this free-for-all laboring 
under the guise of scientific exchange. 
The words, volatility, personalities, and 
tenor of the times cause us to lose track 
of what and why we are debating. In 
effect, we lose sight of the site and all that 
remains is the leftover verbiage which 
somehow assumes an unwarranted 
importance of its own. The Stubbs earth
work—this term is chosen over the others 
because its neutrality, to wit, whether or 
not it's a serpent, it is an earthwork—has, 
unfortunately, fallen prey to this distorted 
argumentation and it is with the hope that 
we can substitute some light for heat that 
this archaeological post-mortem is under
taken. Actually there are two distinct rea
sons for this essay. One, as just stated, is 
to "autopsy" the available remains of the 
Warren County site and to offer what is 
hoped is an objective opinion as to its orig
inal status. In a sense to act as judge of 
the century-old debate. Second, and this 
may be even more important, to bring into 
the modern anthropological literature—and 
thereby into modern consideration—a site 

Figure 1 (White) Section of USGS topographic sheet (South Lebanon quadrangle) showing the Stubbs location. 
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which would otherwise be entirely lost 
except to the few who occasion into old 
and arcane sources. We cannot bring the 
Stubbs back but we can, perhaps, under
stand it better. 

THE STUBBS EARTHWORK 
The Stubbs earthwork is, or more accu

rately was, located in Warren County, 
Ohio in the northeast corner formed by 
the intersection of S.R. 22 and Stubbs 
Mill Road. It sat immediately adjacent to 
small meandering Baker's Creek, approxi
mately 150 meters from its conflux with 
the Little Miami River. Figure 1 is a section 
of topographic map showing its more 
precise siting. 

It is impossible to say who was the first 
person in the "modern" era to discover the 
Warren County works. One of Ohio's ear
liest archaeologists, Caleb Atwater, clearly 
did not know of it though he demonstrated 
an interest in other of Ohio's earthworks 
through a report published in 1820 
(Atwater, 1820). We can safely assume that 
the earthwork did not get any general 
notice until after Charles Whittlesey's map
ping of it in 1839 and his subsequent pub
lication of the survey results in 1850. 

As more people moved into Warren 
County, knowledge of the earthwork 
spread. It was well known enough outside 
the immediate vicinity to attract the atten
tion of Professor Frederick Ward Putnam 
of the Peabody Museum at Harvard Uni
versity. Putnam selected Dr. Charles 
Metz, a physician/avocational archaeolo
gist from Madisonville, Ohio to undertake 
the excavation at this and other south
western Ohio sites. Metz chose a young 
graduate student archaeologist, Harlan I. 
Smith to carry out the actual fieldwork at 
the Warren County works. 

Smith carried out his fieldwork for sev
eral weeks in August and September of 
1892. His field notes (Smith, 1892a) are 
on file at the Ohio Historical Center in 
Columbus and negatives, specimens, and 
original maps are in the Field Museum of 
Natural History in Chicago. While his field 
notes are relatively detailed and informa
tive, only two very brief (one page each) 
published statements, with no useful 
details, ever came of it. 

The Ohio State Archaeological and His
torical Society recognized the potential 
importance of the site as early as 1909 
and began working towards acquisition of 
the site as public property. Constant ener
gies were expended to this end between 
1914 and 1927. Between 1927 and 1956 
the matter was permitted to lie dormant 
as many of the more vocal proponents 
had died. 

In the late 1930s the property owner, 
Lawrence Schucter, expended a great 

deal of effort in preserving the earthwork 
and maintaining the tract surrounding it 
as a picnicking area. State Senator, John 
Holden, a close friend of Schucter, was 
instrumental in gett ing the Works 
Progress Administration (W.P.A.) to 
include the restoration of the Stubbs 
earthwork among its various Ohio restora
tion projects. In 1938, the W.P.A. cleared 
and improved the park area and graded 
and "rebuilt" portions of the "serpent" 
that had been earlier obliterated. They 
also built a new diamond-shaped head. It 
was the extreme liberties taken with the 
W.P.A. "reconstruction" that led later 
archaeological observers, including State 
Archaeologist Raymond Baby to question 
its authenticity as a serpent effigy. 

In 1950, a group of interested and vocal 
avocational archaeologists, a sub-group 
of the Ohio Indian Relic Collectors 
Society designating themselves the 
Warren County Serpent Mound Com
mittee, revived interest in the site and 
since that time have pushed for its recog
nition and protection as an important 
Ohio site. The early 1950s saw an abun
dance of newspaper articles about the 
earthwork and the efforts of the advoca-
tive Committee. Interest reached its 
height in 1954 with the publication in Ohio 
Archaeologist of the special report "The 
Warren County Serpent Mound." This 
description, a synopsis of a lengthier, 
three-volume, 448-page report, essen
tially served as the until now final word on 
the site's authenticity with respect to its 
original shape. 

Schucter eventually granted a sand and 
gravel company the rights to mine the 
gravel deposits located under the area on 
which the earthwork was located—with 
the stipulation that they avoid touching 
the earthwork itself for thirteen years or 
until 1970. The mining company waited a 
little longer but by 1971 began digging 
away at the problematic site. By 1975, the 
entire earthwork was mined away and a 
large strip mine lake stood in its place. 

THE DEBATE ISSUE 
No one argues that the Stubbs earth

work is not human made—it clearly is. 
Nor is there any serious debate con
cerning its prehistoricity. The debate cen
ters on what the earthwork represents. 
One group sees the artifact as a non-rep
resentational prehistoric earthwork or 
embankment similar to so many other, 
often unexplainable, sites such as those 
described by Squier and Davis (1848) and 
others. The opposition is more specific. 
They see the Stubbs earthwork as a ser
pent effigy similar to, yet dissimilar from, 
the more famous Great Serpent Mound in 
Adams County, Ohio. 

THE PLAYERS 
What might under ordinary circum

stances be seen as a relatively straight
forward issue to evaluate—"Is it a 
serpent or isn't it?"—is made more diffi
cult by the differences in the levels of 
expertise and self-interest of the con
stituents involved; and is compounded 
by the wide span of years separating 
them and their arguments. 

It is one thing to have reasoned argu
ment between individuals or groups 
sharing the same degree of expertise and 
on-site experience, quite another to have 
them range through an entire gamut of 
occupations from professional archaeolo
gist to farmer. There also has to be a 
means of balancing the opinion of indi
viduals who have spent considerable 
time at the site and those who merely 
visited the site or read about it elsewhere. 
Finally, all things being equal (which they 
seldom are) there is a big difference 
between the opinions of individuals 
whose observation of a phenomenon is 
separated by a century or, at least, by 
many decades. Mutability assures that 
they may not be looking at the same 
thing. In short, not all opinions are of 
equal scientific weight or usefulness. 

The players in this debate can, of 
course, be separated by their positions, 
i.e., pro or con. They can be further distin
guished as major or minor players—i.e., 
individuals whose arguments have, over 
time, framed the direction and tenor of 
the debate and those whose opinions 
have been more supportive than additive. 
On the pro-side we have the Warren 
County Serpent Mound Committee, 
Charles Metz, George Frederick Wright, 
and Alexander Wilson. The cons include 
Charles Whittlesey, Harlan Smith, Thomas 
Gordon King, and Raymond Baby. The 
major players would be the Committee as 
a whole (who more than anyone else has 
kept the debate alive), Wright (who actu
ally brings Metz' views to light), Whit
tlesey (the formal discoverer), and Smith 
(the site's principal excavator). 

THE PLAYERS' ARGUMENTS 
WITH COMMENTS 

When one examines an archeological 
phenomenon now gone, one is forced to 
give careful due to the words of those 
who were able to experience it first-hand. 
After all, in most cases, this, along with 
the drawings and photographs, may be 
all we have. In this section each propo
nent's description/discussion with respect 
to the earthwork is carefully examined 
and annotated. The descriptions are 
examined in roughly chronological order 
beginning with Whittlesey. 
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CHARLES WHITTLESEY 
Charles Whittlesey was a very able sur

veyor who first took a critical look at the 
ancient ditches, excavations, "forts," and 
mysterious embankment lines during the 
years 1837 and 1838 while a member of 
the Geological Corps of Ohio. Whittlesey 
(1850) was in the midst of his examina
tions when the survey project was sus
pended for lack of funds. When the 
project officially ended in 1838 about one-
third of the known works had been exam
ined and surveyed. A private agreement 
was entered into between Whittlesey and 
a Joseph Sullivant of Columbus who had 
an abiding interest in the ancient earth
works and who agreed to bear the 
expenses of finishing the survey and pub
lishing the results (Whittlesey, 1850). The 
field survey was all but completed, but for 
reasons we may never know the results 
were never published. 

In 1845-1846, Squier and Davis (1848) 
commenced their now masterwork explo
ration of the ancient monuments of the 
Mississippi Valley. At their request, Whit
tlesey furnished them with data he had 
gathered. Those surveys which were 
repeated by the Chilicothe surveyors were 
shown on later comparison to agree 

almost exactly with Whittlesey's. Several 
earthworks were not reported on by the 
Chilicothe duo and it was these— 
including the Warren County works—that 
was the subject of Whittlesey's 1850 
Smithsonian contribution. 

The "Ancient work, near Todd's Fork, 
Warren County, Ohio" as Whittlesey des
ignated it is a much larger earthworks 
than the effigy or earthwork under 
debate. As Figure 2 shows, the section in 
question represents only the extreme 
western portion of a far larger earthworks 
complex. The more impressive and sub-
rectangular portion which Whittlesey 
describes as lying some distance east of 
the "effigy" was totally obliterated early 
on and never became a subject of 
interest or argument. 

It is interesting to note that Whittlesey 
never had any doubt that the two "por
tions" were one. In his description of 
Plate II (Figure 2) he uses an alphabetical 
system which allows him to describe the 
entire complex as an integrated whole. 
His verbal description of the "effigy" (his 
"A") is quite specific: "The embankments 
at A are low and narrow, but distinct." 
Similarly his description of the borrow 
pits at the western terminus of the earth

works (his "a") leave very little doubt that 
he was describing what he clearly saw: 

The pits a, a, a, are evidently artifi
cial; but are not capacious enough to 
have furnished much earth for the 
walls, and there are no excavations 
in the vicinity from which the material 
of these appear to have been taken 
(p. 8). 

Whittlesey does admit that minute 
measurements were not made of all parts 
of the work and that its image might have 
been blurred by an occasional snowstorm 
(he did the work in December) but this 
does not appear to detract from the 
almost off-hand observation that: 

The resemblance to an animal or 
even a monster was not very striking. 
If the semblance of legs had been 
seen on the eastern side, it would be 
easy to imagine it intended for a 
living creature, or a caricature of one; 
but even then, what animal the con
structors wished to exhibit, would be 
very doubtful. 

From this description it appears that he 
doesn't even consider the "A" embank
ments as serpentine but more likely the 
beak or maw of some unnamed or unrec
ognizable, but legged, beast. 

ANCIENT WORK 
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Figure 2 (White) Whittlesey's map of the Stubbs earthwork drawn in 1839. 
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HARLAN SMITH 
Harlan Smith's (1892b) emergence into 

the literature of the Stubbs mound came 
with the publication of a brief note in 
American Antiquarian. The single para
graph statement was written as a reply to 
letters—likely among them the one pur
portedly written by a certain Dr. Seldon 
Scoville of Lebanon, Ohio to a Cincinnati 
paper—exaggerating the ophidian com
parisons with the Adams County serpent. 

After dismissing the morphological 
comparisons as not being consistent with 
the evidence, Smith goes on to explain 
that the stated length of 1900' is at best 
minimal since "both ends of the embank
ment are in fields which have been culti
vated for upward of eighty years, and for 
this reason it has not yet been satisfacto
rily traced" (1892b:299). Explaining that 
his own excavations on the earthwork 
were at a midpoint—he had completed 
surveying the better-defined section which 
lay within the protection of a maple 
grove—and work was to begin on sec
tioning the surveyed portion and in tracing 
out its poorly delineated extremities. 

In 1908, Smith was again prompted by 
what he saw as grossly inaccurate state
ments to briefly rebut the article written by 
George Wright in Records of the Past. 
Appearing in the "Anthropologic Miscel
lanea" section of American Anthropologist, 
Smith's (1908:703) terse statement was 
meant to correct the record as, according 
to him, "there are so many mistakes in this 
article, and it is so generally misleading, 
that it seems a duty to place on record the 
facts in the case for the benefit of future 
students who may not be familiar with the 
relative value of the testimony relating to 
this site, especially since the earthworks in 
question may eventually become even 
more reduced, if not entirely obliterated." 

He reminded the readers that he had 
published a brief note some years before 
(the 1892 American Antiquarian article) in 
response to similar exaggerated news
paper remarks and went on to explain 
how his photo negatives, specimens, 
maps, etc. went on to ultimate deposition 
in the files of the Field Museum of Natural 
History in Chicago. 

His article is more an attempt to keep 
the record straight—that is to prevent the 
earthwork qua serpent effigy proponents 
from manipulating the facts—than a sub
stantive contribution to the literature. 
Smith does make one interesting obser
vation in his closing paragraph, however, 
when in discussing the vaguer areas of 
the embankment he tells us that "the 
people of the vicinity seemed not to have 
been aware of their existence, although 
they had been under cultivation for more 
than a half century." It seems from this 
that, if Smith is correct, any modifications 
made to the embankment after 1892 in 
an effort to "serpentize" it were whole 
cloth fictions. 

THE SMITH FIELD NOTES 
Smith's longhand notes represent the 

only extant record of the Stubbs excava
tion. They are written in a concise, clear, 
and quite specific manner. They demon
strate the work of a thoughtful and precise 
young scholar—not the inexperienced and 
tentative amateur portrayed by later critics. 
More importantly, they also represent the 
only complete set of field notes concerning 
the earthwork. 

Smith (1892a) begins by telling us that 
only that portion of the embankment 
located within the maple grove is well 
preserved, while the portion lying to the 
east, in the cultivated cornfield, can be 
"traced with certainty but for a short dis
tance." As such, Smith concentrated his 
survey efforts on the plainly discernible 
maple grove segment. His maps (Figures 
3-5) show a rail fence separating the 
maple grove from the cornfield, i.e. the 
well-defined embankment from the 
degraded, indefinite segment. 

Smith's handwritten field notes, a copy 
of which is presently housed in the files of 
the Ohio Historical Society in Columbus, 
are remarkably detailed considering the 
times. The bulk of his notes are concerned 
with the plotting of the earthwork itself. 
Herein he gives the reader directions, dis
tances, and measurements between his 
various set mapping stakes, and even 
shoots in nearby maples which he uses in 
the manner of witness trees. Figures 3-5 
are three of Smith's field maps, each 
slightly different from the other in some 
small way, and with Figure 3 being the 
most detailed. On Figure 3 the three sets 
of decimals, two of which are parenthe
sized or bracketed, adjacent to each stake 
represents the elevations in feet above 
Baker's Creek—the uppermost, center, 
and lowermost number in each triad are 
the elevations of the northernmost 
perimeter, apex, and southernmost 
perimeter of the earthwork respectively— 
and are evident of Smith's concern for 
detail and accuracy. Tables 1 and 2 are, 
respectively, a transposition into tabular 
form of the widths of the Stubbs embank
ment at the various stakes and the bearing 
and distances between them. Smith tells 
us that the width measurements are to the 
"extreme limit" and that the original width 
of the embankment was actually about 
one-third of that, "or ten feet." Interestingly, 
he never tells us why this is so. 

Because Harlan Smith was the only 
qualified person to excavate the Stubbs 
embankment and certainly the only one to 
do so in a manner designed to test the 
effigy hypothesis, it seems appropriate to 
include the lengthy (and unedited) 
description of his findings (with com
ments added where deemed necessary): 

The top or middle of the embank
ment is 2 ft. S of 23. By excavating 
E of 25 and 21 we could find the 
stone slabs which are common to 
the right side of the embankment. 

They made a graceful curve from 21 
on around to 24. Probably pulled 
there by the plow. Stake 22 was 66 
ft. from 25 and 21 ft. from 21. This 
stake marks the middle of the 
embankment, as located by our 
excavations, at its most eastern 
point between 21-24. From these 
results we see that the embankment 
extended along from 21 curving 
southward by 22 and finally turning 
until it almost doubles on itself and 
passes on, as marked by 24-25, 
etc. The part of the embankment E 
of the (handwritten notes unclear) is 
much reduced by plowing. 

Two things are worthy of comment. 
First the unclear words in the field notes 
might be "rail fence." Such a supposition 
is entirely consistent with one of Smith's 
maps (Figure 4) where the words 
"Embankment much reduced and indefi
nite" appear in precisely the location dis
cussed, i.e., where stake 22 would be. 
Second, despite the fact that the para
graph is clear enough with respect to the 
placement of Stake 22; it is not clear why 
Smith's three maps have no plotting of it; 
Figure 4 has Stake 23, another of the 
problematic reference points, placed 
where we might expect Stake 22 to be. 
Smith gives us no hint as to why. 

We took levels of the parts of the 
earthwork that were distinct in the 
grove; taking the level at each stake 
on the embankment and also on the 
level each side of the stake at right 
angles to the embankment at that 
point. The table of these levels has 
been sent in previous to this, but 
they are also upon the map. 

The table hereinabove referred to by 
Smith is not the one we include as Table 2 
although it must be very much the same 
as the figures were derived from the same 
source, i.e., Smith's field notes. 

We made trenches through that 
part of the ridge which was thought 
to be the head of the Serpent (?) 
Mound, and is marked by Stakes 1, 
2 and 3 as follows: We put one 
through at right angles to the base 
line at Stake II. Here we found no 
indications which would show that it 
had any connections with the earth
work proper. We found in this 
trench, which went down to 
hardpan, surface soil and clay. We 
found no limestone slabs in it at all. 
Six ft. 4 in. N of Stake 3 we put 
another cross trench and found the 
same results except there was 
some gravel mixed with clay. We 
then decided that the embankment 
extended on a line with 12-4 into 
the cornfield east of the grove 
instead of making the sharp turn 
towards 1, 2 and 3. We next went 
into the cornfield about 200 ft. NE of 
4; but at a point in line with 13-4, 
and dug a trench such as would 
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intersect the wall were it continued 
to that point. In these few sections 
which were put in at intervals of 
about 20 ft. we found the stone 
slabs such as were found in sec
tions put through at Stake 9, etc. 
about which I will soon tell you. 
About 300 ft. beyond 4 and about in 
line with 13-4 and 1 ft. below the 
surface we found some sheets of 
mica. I thought that this was in the 
embankment, but we could find no 
slabs of limestone. The field had 
been long under cultivation and the 
farmers had carried off the stone 
slabs which had come to their 
notice, so that it is not strange that 
we could not trace the embankment 
further. In this field we found a con
siderable number of arrow points, 
chips, hammerstones and other 
indications of the existence there of 
a primitive people. 

Here is a clear description of Smith's 
methodologically sound fieldwork which 
is critical to the argument that the Stubbs 
earthwork is not an effigy. His investiga
tions show clearly that the subsurface 
contents of the "head" area differed dra
matically from those of the remainder of 
the earthwork and that the "trunk," rather 
than bending north to connect with this 
"head," extended in an easterly direction 
into the adjacent cornfield where it was 
"much reduced and indefinite." Again 
Smith gives no explanation as to why the 
"head" area (Stakes 1, 2 and 3) are not 
included on his maps. Perhaps it was 
because he did not consider it a genuine 
prehistoric artifact. 

West of Stations 14 and 15 is a 
peculiar hole or depression about 
which we heard much talk, but we 
could give no explanation of it nor 
could we find anything about it or 
from the farmers relative to the 
origin. We noted an old roadway 
parallel to 1, 2 and 3 and passing 
just east of 4. This had started a 
wash which had filled in below near 
the creek to a depth of over two 
feet as shown by buried tree trunks. 
This roadway and wash not only 
help to obliterated the embankment 
beyond 4, but also gave some 
prominence to the ground at 1, 2 
and 3 causing it to assume the 
shape which resembled a serpent 
mound. We probed all over the 
neck of the serpent as it was 
thought to be and found no stone 
pavement or wall such as charac
terized the rest of the embankment 
and such as we found in line with 
13-4 in the cornfield about 200 ft. 
NE of 4. 

It cannot be said more clearly—the 
"head" is not similar in construction to 
the rest of the embankment. Smith 
claims that the aggradational dynamics 
naturally involved with an old roadway 

immediately adjacent to the area of 
Stakes 1, 2 and 3 were responsible for 
the creation of the head-like contours. 
The old roadway, incidentally, is men
tioned in Whittlesey's notes and is drawn 
on his site map (1850: Plate II). 

At Stake 9 we cut a section (Sec
tion I) about 2 ft. wide clear through 
the wall and finding on the right 
(North of 9) side of the embankment 
a sort of ballast or pavement of lime
stone slabs some of which were 
weatherworn and some waterworn. 
We uncovered a strip about 6 ft. long 
extending W from this section and 
photographed the mass of rock. This 
stone mass seemed to me to have 
once been a low stone wall that had 
weathered down and been displaced 
by nature's forces. In several places 
we found the wall intact 3 and 4 
stones. The Section of the embank
ment showed the height of the 
embankment at 9 to average about 
3 ft and 4 in. There was a gravel 
stratum 2 ft. 9 in. in width and 9 in. 
deep about 10 in. below the surface 
of the middle of the embankment; 
this did not extend far along the 
embankment and we did not find it in 
any of the other sections. 
The following is a rude pen sketch 
of a cross section at stake 9, 
loosing W., showing gravel stratum 
and stone wall. (Sketch omitted). 

Section II. Between Stakes 19 
and 20 we cut a similar section and 
again found the stones on the right 
side of the embankment (south side 
at Section II). We uncovered about 6 
ft. of the wall to the right of the cut. 
The embankment at this section is 

Table 1. Distances between Survey Stakes Placed Atop the 
Stubbs Embankment and Taken from the 

1B92 Field Notes of Harlan Smith 

Stake No 

1 * 

2 
3 
4 * 

5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 
14 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

24 ''• 

25 

20 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 
32 

Location 

Bluff edge above Baker's Run 
28 ' .4" s of 1 

2 2 M " s o f 2 
7 2 ' 9 " s o f 3 
43 ' wsw of 4 

35 ' .9" wsw of 5 

36 ' .2 " wsw of 6 

36 ' .8" wsw of 7 

36' wsw of 8 

35 ' .9" wsw of 9 

36' wsw of 10 

35'.5" wsw of 11 
39' .9" wsw of 12 

I T S Of 13 

3 6 M 0 " 6 
36 ' e 

3 5 ' 1 1 " e 
42 ' .6" a 

34 ' .7" e 

37 ' .6" e 

4 2 M 0 " e 

25 ' .7" e 

38 ' .4" s 

29 ' .6" w 

30' . 1 " w 

16'.3" w 
35' .5" w 

36' w 

36 ' .4" w 

27 ' .8" S 

on A 

of 15 
o M 6 

Of 17 
of 18 
of 19 

of 20 

of 25 

of 20 

of 25 

Of 26 

of 27 

of 28 

of 29 

0(30 

of 31 

Comments 

21 'above creek 

Rail fence crosses at B0° angle 
Rail fence crosses north to south 

Base line turns south 

Base line turns eastward 

Rail fence crosses line at 45" 
angle NE to SW 

Rail fence crosses at 9° angle 

east-to-west 

'Stakes 1-3 are no! plotted on Smith's site maps (Figures 3. 4.5), but positions are given 
in his field notes. He gives no reason for their exclusion from the map, but it may be because 
he felt they were not part of the artificial earthworks, but, in fact, were natural. 

"Stake 4 is the first plotted stake. The base line along the top of the embankment runs 
wsw between stakes 4 and 13. 

eStakes 22 and 23 are not mentioned in Smith's field notes, Stake 23 is plotted on one of 
Smith's three field maps: Stake 22 is absent from all maps. 
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not as high as it is on the first part 
of its course, i.e., from 4-13. This is 
perhaps because it is on the level 
while from 4-13 it crowns the brow 
of the hill. Otherwise Section II 
resembled Section I. 

Section III. Just west of Stake 30 
we cut another section with exactly 
the same results as Section II. 
Found the stone wall or pavement 
on the right of the embankment 
North side at Section three (III), 
about 6 ft. of it on the right of the 
trench. Near Stake 5 an older sugar 
road had been made over the 
embankment and this had reduced 
it some in that place. The photos 
show all the important features of 
the embankment including some of 
the large trees upon it which give evi
dence of some little antiquity at least. 

Such cross-sectioning is a standard 
methodological procedure on such fea
tures. In this case it demonstrates a sub
surface profile consistent throughout the 
length of the earthwork—and absent from 
the so-called "head" zone. 

From 32 the embankment goes 
South about 15 ft. and then turns 
Eastward and runs nearly parallel to 
that part of the embankment 
between 24-31, bearing but slightly 
away from it. We could trace the 
raise [sic] back eastwardly to a 
point South of 24 beyond this. I 
was not convinced as to where or 
how far it extended. 

There is absolutely no clue as to why 
Smith does not include this part of the 
embankment on his maps or in his meas
urement tables. It may have been some
what less definable, but obviously it was 

Stake No. 

IVb 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

X 

XI 

XII 

XIII 

xrv 
XIVa c 

XV 

XVI 

XVII 

XVIII 

XIX 

XX 

XXI 

xxvd 

XXVI 

XXVII 

XXVIII 

XXIX 

XXX 

XXXI 

XXXI 

XXXII 

Table 2. Widths of the Stubbs Embankment at 
Vanous Stakes" 

North Edge 

i r . 7 " 
19-

19-

16' 

17* 

19' 

19-

19' 

2 1 ' 

19' 

23" 

(NE) 13" 

14' 

14' .6" 

14'.6" 

14'.6" 

14' .6" 

14' 

14" 

14' 

14 ' 

14' 

14' .6" 

14' .6" 

1 3 \ 8 " 

(NW) 13' 

Taken from the 1892 Field Notes 
of Harlan Smith 

South Edge West Edge East Edge 

\T 

15' 

14' 

15' 

13' .2" 

1 1 M 0 " 

13" 

13" 

13'.3" 

12* 

(SE) 121 (inner angle of elbow) 

20e 12-
12* 

MX 

\? 

\Z 

12-

1 1 ' 
8 ' 

17* 

14' 

14' 

14' 

14' 

13" 

\Z 

(SE) \T 

14' 14' 

'According to Smith, measurements are the extreme limit. The original width was 
something less than these given. 

"Stakes Mil were not on the embankmenl. 
Stake XlVa was midpoint stake placed between XIV and XV subsequent to 

establishment of XV. 
"Stakes XXIII and XXIV are plotted on a map but not noted; Stake XXII is neither noted in 

his measurements or on the site map, although It is discussed at some length in his field 
notes. Smith gives no clue as to why, but they are located in the highly disturbed cornfield 
zone and perhaps were Indeterminable. 



discernible. We might also ask why he did 
not section this segment as he did the 
previous three. In all likelihood, it was 
because it lay outside the rail fence, i.e., 
in the disturbed cornfield. It is question
able whether this was sufficient reason, 
as testing at the eastern terminus of this 
segment would have demonstrated 
whether or not there was a turnback to a 
"tail." This would seem a major method
ological failing. 

A few hundred feet W. of 31 was 
a peculiar hole surrounded by 
curving embankments; this was 
thought by Dr. Metz and others to 
be the tail of the Serpent Mound 
and that the mound could be traced 
from this point on into the cornfield 
to connect with the part south of 
24. The head of the Serpent was 
supposed to be at Stake I.... 

We cut some trenches West of 
the Stubbs earthwork in search of 
burial places and village sites, but 
found none. We also cut a few 
trenches between coils of earth 
which was thought to be the tail and 
the embankment to see if we could 
find any trace of a connecting 
embankment but found none. 

We could have hoped that Smith would 
have given us more details on the "tail" 
findings than a mere cavalier dismissal, 
but such was archaeology in 1892. 

The end of Smith's field notes give us 
some clue as to the young archaeologist's 
professional integrity. Smith did not 
believe that the embankment was a snake 
but he conceded that his supervisor, Dr. 
Metz, disagreed with him on this point— 
even after seeing Smith's findings and he 
suggested that Metz write an appendix to 
his report stating his case. 

In his final paragraph he almost apolo
gizes for leaving the answers to the 
Stubbs question in something less than a 
satisfactorily conclusive state. In his own 
words, "Had the work been for scientific 
facts alone and not principally for exhibits 
for Chicago, I should not have given up 
the work at the place until all was done as 
far as was in our power." 
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Figure 3 (White) Harlan Smith's most detailed field note map showing elevations (in brackets) above 
Baker's Creek and evincing his concern for detail. 
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Figure 4 (White) Smith's map showing relationship of earthwork to adjacent cultivated field and rail 
fence. 
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Figure 5 (White) Smith's third field drawing with maple "witness trees" mapped in. 
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THOMAS GORDON KING 
King wrote his brief Science (1892) 

article in response to a series of news
paper accounts supporting the Warren 
County embankment as an effigy compa
rable to the famous Adams County serpent 
mound. He based his conclusions—that 
the feature was not intended to represent a 
serpent on his understanding of the field 
findings and conclusions of the site's sole 
professional excavator, Harlan Smith. At 
the time of its writing, the only other 
"professional" description in p r i n t -
excluding, of course, Whittlesey's—was a 
brief one-paragraph statement written 
earlier that same year by Smith (1892b) in 
American Antiquarian. It is clear, however, 
that King must have been privy to infor
mation about the site not generally avail
able in the literature. 

The hand-drawn map which accompa
nies King's article (Figure 6) seems to 
have come from Smith's own field notes 
(Figure 4) but is different enough in signifi
cant ways, not the least of which is its 
upside-down orientation. Whereas Smith 
represents only three legs of the W-
shaped embankment—the west-to-east 
southernmost leg was not clearly visible 
to Smith in 1892, King clearly has four. 
Where King got his "fourth leg" we may 
never know for sure; if he did not visit the 
site and observe it for himself he might 
well have interpolated it onto his drawing 

based on Whittlesey's earlier four-legged 
representation or taken it wholesale from 
one of the accounts in the local daily. 

Similarly, his knowledge that the part of 
the embankment "in the woods which at 
present is some two feet in height" (King, 
1892) does not come from Smith's 
abstract, nor does it appear from Smith's 
personal notes. If we rule out a personal 
site visit by King, then we might again 
conclude that the figure of 2 ft. for the 
embankment's height came from the 
same newspaper accounts that King was 
criticizing. 

King's big argument against a serpen
tine interpretation for the Stubbs site was 
that the Stubbs earthwork in no way 
resembled the Adams County effigy. He 
made the readily apparent distinction 
between the graceful, sinuous curves of 
the Adams County Great Serpent Mound 
and the blunt, adumbrated shape of the 
Stubbs embankment. He likened the 
Stubbs embankment to those at Fort 
Ancient (1892) less than five miles north. 
Scholars acquainted with Fort Ancient's 
earthworks would be polite in labeling this 
comparison something of an exaggera
tion. As King (1892) himself puts it, "I write 
under the impression that aborigines imi
tate living and not dead animals." To him, 

prehistoric Amerinds evinced a sameness 
in technique and design which argued 
indisputably against such an effigal aber
rancy as the Stubbs, "The native [sic] 
Americans were sufficiently competent to 
execute a figure with such distinctness 
and closeness of resemblance as would 
allow no dispute." Most archaeologists 
would not make such a dogmatic state
ment with respect to prehistoric aes
thetics. To make a point (though the 
author couldn't know it when he penned 
his comment), the Kern Effigy #1 (33 WA 
372), located along the same Little Miami 
River and merely five miles north of 
Stubbs, is a straight-backed rattlesnake 
(White, 1987). Why? Because this appar
ently suited its needs as a groundmarker 
for lining up with a shadow cast by the 
rising sun on the summer solstice (White, 
1986). A more accurate assumption would 
have been that Ohio's prehistoric artisans, 
while quite capable of rendering nature in 
a realistic manner, could also be as con
ventional as they wished. In all likelihood, 
it would depend on the use to which the 
"art" was being put. 

In short, King may well be correct in his 
assertion that the Stubbs embankment is 
not a snake but he is probably right for the 
wrong reason. 

Figure 6 (White) King's site map with its odd upside-down orientation and showing a fourth "lea" to 
the earthwork. 

34 



GEORGE FREDERICK WRIGHT 
Wright was, as his biographical sketch 

(1908b) tells us, "a distinguished traveller, 
scholar and author, professor of harmony 
of sciences and religion, Oberlin College, 
Ohio." At the time that he wrote the arti
cles discussed, Wright was President of 
the Ohio State Archaeological and Histor
ical Society. It is clear also, though it is 
not relevant to our discussion here, that 
he was a devoted and classic diffusionist 
in the Graebnerian mold. 

Wright enters the Stubbs controversy 
through two full-length articles—actually 
one article published under two slightly 
different titles in two different journals, a 
short "answer" published in response to a 
negative comment published by Harlan 
Smith in 1908 (Wright, 1908a, 1908b, 
1909), and an introduction to a diffusionist 
article on serpents and sexual symbolism 
written by Alexander S. Wilson (1921). 

It is clear that Wright's enthusiastic 
support for the Stubbs site as a serpent 
effigy is colored more by his interest in 
religion and mythology than it is in 
archaeology per se. If the Stubbs earth
works is anything but a snake, then 
Wright's diffusionist (or as he calls it 
"derivative") theory of serpent worship is 
irrelevant and Wright's interest must turn 
elsewhere. This, of course, doesn't make 
him the most unbiased of observers. 

Wright's principal "archaeological" 
authority in his claim of a serpentine origin 
for the Stubbs site is Dr. M. C. Metz [sic], a 
local Madisonville physician whose avoca
tion was archaeology and who, sixteen 
years earlier, had visited the site in com
pany with Harlan Smith, the individual who 
was to perform, in that year, the only pro
fessional archaeology done at the Stubbs 
works. Interestingly, Wright refers to Dr. 
Metz, his reliable source, as "M.C." when, 
in fact he was Dr. Charles L. Metz. In itself 
a relatively harmless error but one which, 
in light of almost a century of often bitter 
cross claims about descriptive accuracy, 
does give one pause. Wright (1908a, 
1908b) does include Metz' brief field notes 
in his two articles and those same field 
notes are reproduced here as much to 
bring them into the modern, less arcane, 
literature as anything else. 

Beginning on the south bank of 
the Big Run Creek, at a point about 
35 feet above its bed, is the embank
ment forming what still remains of 
the head, the greater part of the 
head, however, has been destroyed 
by the encroachment of the stream. 
From the head the embankment 
extends about direct south 65 feet, 
thence south 52 degrees W. 300 
feet, thence curving in S.W. to S.E.E. 
75 feet, thence S. 88 degrees E. 186 
feet, thence curving in a south
western direction the curve being 85 
feet in length; thence S. 82 degrees 
W. 208 feet; thence curving S. 82 
degrees E. 123 feet; then S. 82 

degrees E. 226 feet; thence curving 
to west 150 feet, at which point the 
ground slopes rapidly to the creek 
bottom lands and the embankment 
could not be further traced on 
account of the grounds being over
grown with dense weeds and grass. 
These measurements were made 
with a tape line and pocket compass 
along the crest of the embankment, 
which was traced out the length of 
1,369 feet. In the fall of the year 
1892,1 visited this earthwork in com
pany with Mr. Harlan I. Smith, now of 
the American Museum of Natural 
History, New York, and a cross sec
tion of the embankment was made. 
This revealed a layer of large lime 
and flat river stones, 20 feet wide, 
placed on the level surface, and the 
earth embankment was built over it. 
The embankment was about 4 feet in 
height at this point. The greater part 
of this earthwork was in the wood
land, well preserved large trees 
growing on the top and slopes of the 
embankment (1908a: 223-224). 

Wright did visit the site and so we can 
assume that his account represents a fair 
description of the earth works in 1908. 
However, he does beg the question of the 
serpent's "head" in one major and, as it 
happens, erroneous way. He says, "The 
serpent is upon one of the highest portions 
of this elevated terrace with its head facing 
the river which is here flowing past it on the 
northeast," but in the next sentence tells us 
that "owing to the encroachments of the 
river on the gravel terrace, the head itself 
has been washed away and we have there
fore only the neck and body of the serpent 
remaining for direct examinations" (Wright, 
1908a). Almost in the same breath he 
describes the problematic "head" as 
"facing the river" and then tells us he never 
saw the head because it "has been washed 
away" leaving only the body. Wright credits 
the Little Miami River with eroding away the 
serpent's head when, in fact, if ever there 
were a complete snake, it was an adjacent 
stream, Baker's Run, that decapitated it 
and not the more distantly removed river. 
Later in the article he reproduces a sketch 
(Figure 7) of the Warren County effigy which 
he claims is based on measurements given 
earlier in Dr. Metz' description of the site 
and, on the map, labels the adjacent 
stream as Big Run Creek (this creek name 
was also purportedly taken from Metz' 
notes). Apart from Wright's sketch and his 
referent Metz' field notes, all other sources 
and maps designate this small water
course as Baker's Run. 

In a brief, somewhat bitter commentary 
(Wright, 1909) appearing in his own journal 
Records of the Past, he responded to 
Harlan Smith's terse critique of his 1908 
essay which appeared in American 
Anthropologist (Smith, 1908). No new 
Stubbs data are given, the author taking 
a purely defensive posture. Wright 

attacks Smith's reliance on the accuracy 
of Whittlesey's map saying that any map 
made under the unfavorable conditions 
faced by the surveyor, i.e., obstruction by 
a snowstorm, is bound to be inaccurate 
and, hence, scarcely a reliable source. 
Secondly, he understates the value of 
Smith's fieldwork making it secondary to 
the far more limited surface survey work 
done under Metz' supervisor earlier in 
1892. He concludes with a bitter state
ment, that, contrary to Smith's opinion 
that Wright's account is rife with error, it 
is Smith who is error-ridden. Further says 
Wright (1909) "Mr. Smith's publication in 
American Antiquarian of September, 
1892, of his positive opinion based upon 
an examination of only half of the phe
nomena has still further misguided the 
public. Such misrepresentations should 
not be allowed to go without correction." 

Wright was to enter the Stubbs contro
versy one final time in 1921. Again, in a 
brief introduction to an article written about 
the diffusion of the Hindu cobra or Naga 
motif to Ohio, Wright offers no new data 
but instead simply assumes the serpentine 
nature of Stubbs. He does, however, in 
one sentence manage to raise the ques
tion of his own reliability. At the very close 
of his introduction, almost in the manner of 
a throwaway line, he says, "The Ohio ser
pent mounds represent a class of serpents 
that did not exist in America but are super
abundant in India and worshipped by the 
inhabitants in great detail." Apparently not 
only has Wright accepted their serpentine 
status but has them neatly classified as to 
their precise species—cobra. Even the 
most ardent ophiolatrist might have diffi
culty going this far. 

Figure 7 (White) Wright's site drawing based as 
he says on dimensions provided earlier by 
Metz. This is the crudest and least informative 
of existing maps. 
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Figure 8 (White) Map from Wright's article purportedly drawn earlier by Dr. Metz. Note coiled "tail" 
and "head." 

ALEXANDER WILSON 
Dr. Wilson was a physician posted to 

Kodai-kanal in the Madura District of India 
whose interest lay in religious symbolism 
and who was a classic diffusionist. 
Wilson's (1921) work is mentioned here 
almost as an afterthought. But since a 
major function of this essay is to bring to 
the fore extant articles relevant to the 
Stubbs effigy it is here presented—at 
least briefly. 

It is clear that Wilson's article which 
essentially deals with the discussion of 
the snake (specifically, the cobra, or in 
Hindu religion, the Naga) and lingam, or 
phallus motifs, and their universal dis
persal through diffusion, was to a great 
extent influenced by the earlier arguments 
of George Wright. Both the Adams 
County serpent and the problematic 
Warren County embankment are men
tioned to the extent that they demonstrate 
how the cobra motif spread early to the 
New World. 

Whereas other proponents of the 
Stubbs-as-serpent argument argued from 
the evidence that the serpent's head—a 
most definitive feature—has been eradi
cated by erosive stream action, Wilson 
glibly adds that an accompanying phallus 
or lingam may have been washed away 
also. If nothing else, this article shows us 
just how elaborate an archaeological 
house-of-cards it is possible to build. 

Using the highly "adjusted" Metz-Wright 
sketch map of the Stubbs mound (Figure 8), 
Wilson explains to the reader that the pre-

THE WARREN COUNTY SERPENT 
MOUND COMMITTEE 

In 1954, the Ohio Indian Relic Collec
tors Society published, in a special issue 
of Ohio Archaeologist, a twenty-one page 
report of limited circulation entitled The 
Warren County Serpent Mound. This 
typescript report was co-written by a 
group of interested individuals headed by 
a Leon Kramer and calling themselves the 
Warren County Serpent Mound Com
mittee (hereafter simply Committee). It is 
an encapsulation of a 448-page, three-
volume work which was put together in 
an effort to convince various historical 
and archaeological societies of the 
necessity of preserving the large Warren 
County feature. While it would be most 
helpful to view the original 448-page 
report such is not possible, and even in 
an earlier day, it was made available to 
interested parties only "if used as further
ance to the goal" (Kramer, Kelley et al., 
1954:1). A suggestion made at the close 
of the report's introduction that, "should 
the public interest warrant" the complete 
data might be published in book form 
never did come to fruition. 

The Warren County Serpent Mound 
(hereafter referred to as WCSM) contains 
essentially four parts: a statement of pur-

historic ground artists were trying to repre
sent the cobra with its hood in profile. 

In short, we have a diffusionist basing 
his argument on the spread of a Hindu 
symbol to prehistoric America on a 
mound of far-from-agreed-upon shape. 
Further, our diffusionist scholar begs the 
existence of an appurtenant phallus. It is 

pose, a description of the field work car
ried out by the Committee, a review of the 
counter arguments, and a summary. The 
principle purpose, as stated by the 
authors, was to bring before the general 
public a site "more than worthy of preser
vation for future generations" (1954:2). In 
arguing for the site's significance, the 
Committee compares it to the Adams 
County Great Serpent Mound some sixty 
miles to the southeast and to Fort Ancient 
just a few miles to the north. Whether or 
not these comparisons are valid remains 
to be seen; however, in 1993, the year of 
this writing, the WCSM does serve two 
valuable ends. First, it describes one of 
only two actual archaeological excava
tions carried out at the site since its dis
covery by Whittlesey. The excavation 
methodology and findings are described 
in a relatively cavalier manner to be sure 
but they were carried out and they do 
give us some data which might otherwise 
have been lost. Second, it gives us 
insights into how subtle (and sometimes 
not so subtle) acrimonious academic 
debates can be. Blind adherence to a 
point of view often amounts to a kind of 
religious fervor, and, as is so often true of 
such fervency, objectivity takes a distant 
backseat to advocacy. 

an example of a device too often used by 
"scientists" and others—proof by asser
tion—wherein the reader is asked to 
accept as axiomatic those details which 
are far from apodictic. It is a credit to later 
Stubbs serpent adherents that Wilson is 
not listed in the credit column—or, in fact, 
mentioned at all. 

The actual field excavations were car
ried out on April 7, 1951. A one-day 
exploration by three informed, intelligent, 
interested, well-meaning, but essentially 
archaeologically-inexperienced, ama
teurs. The goal of the group was to cross-
trench the site in such a manner as to 
verify (or not) the easternward extensions 
described by Whittlesey in 1839 and sup
ported by the excavations carried out by 
Harlan Smith in 1892. Figure 9 is a clari
fied tracing of the site map included with 
the report and showing the earlier 
restored "serpent" and the Committee's 
trench locations along axes "X" and "Z." 

Trench A was a seventy-foot long, one-
foot wide trench dug along axis "Z" to the 
sterile yellow-brown clayey subsoil found 
at depths varying between minus twelve 
and minus eighteen inches. Their findings 
are given in a single, short, and self-con
tradictory paragraph containing the enig
matic statement, "At no time, during the 
course of working Trench A, was there 
noted the slightest evidence of previous 
disturbance of the earth below the plow 
line, with the exception of one somewhat 
circular prehistoric fireplace, about 30 
inches in diameter. . . (italics added)" 
(1954:6). It strikes one as odd that the 
Committee would perceive the finding of 
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Figure 9 (White) Map drawn by the WCSM Committee showing the earlier restored "serpent" and 
the Committee's test trenches along axes X and Z. 

a prehistoric firepit in conjunction with a 
prehistoric earthwork as not the slightest 
evidence of disturbance. What then does 
constitute a disturbance? 

A second, shorter trench, B, was dug 
some fifty feet east of A and designed to 
intersect any eastern extension of the 
Stubbs embankment. In addition, the dig 
crew "prodded" the entire area between 
and around Trenches A and B in order "to 
locate stone slabs such as Harlan I. Smith 
noted in the earthwork at points where he 
cross-sectioned it " The Committee 
notes that "not one stone slab or subsur
face abnormality was found during the 
prodding" (1954:6). At first blush this 
seems to be a contradiction of Smith's 
findings but it isn't really. Smith reports 
finding the stone slabs at a point some 
200 feet northeast of stake 4 in a line with 
what would be an extension of stake line 
12-4. Smith's "stake line 12-4" is the 
Committee's "X" axis; the Committee, in 
fact, dug and probed for stone slabs 
along their "Z" axis. Smith never claimed 
to have found anything there. 

Trenches C, D, and E were dug parallel 
to one another at distances of 75, 100, 
and 150 feet respectively from the east
ernmost end of, and at right angles to, 
embankment 1-2 along Axis "X" (Figure 
9). These three trenches are the most 
telling from the Committee's perspective 
as they directly gainsay the findings and 
conclusions of Smith made in 1892. What 
accounts for the difference? Unfortunately 
the total destruction of the embankment 
leaves us no alternative but speculation— 
not the soundest scientific methodology. 
However, the Committee did not feel so 
methodologically constrained. 

After a terse, but essentially fair, state

ment that "we were unable to find any 
evidence which would cause us to come 
into agreement with Harlan I. Smith's find
ings of 1892," they end their paragraph 
with the more scientifically arrogant "It 
was unanimously agreed among this 
group that the earthwork had never (italics 
added) extended as far as Trench C" 
(1954:7). Rather than attempt to come to 
grips with the discrepancy between 
Smith's findings and their own, they 
"democratically" dismiss the former's 
conclusions. 

Then, in a paragraph that exemplifies 
the very best in the technique of "proof by 
assertion," they cursorily dismiss the ear
lier works of both Whittlesey and Smith: 

It simply does not seem plausible, 
or even reasonable, that an earth
work which stood almost 30 inches 
high, in modem times, along seg
ment "1-2, " could terminate 
abruptly at point " 1 " and from this 
point on northeastward (where 
Whittlesey showed the extension) 
there would not be today some 
showing on or beneath the surface. 
Contrasted to this is the situation 
with respect to all four of the other 
segments of the earthwork which 
lay to the east of the original fence. 
All four had withstood the ravages 
of farm cultivation for more than a 
century (prior to 1938) and still were 
quite plainly visible in 1937—and it 
is reasonable to believe that these 
segments were never as high as 
Segment "1-2." In the light of this 
condition, it is reasonable to state 
that the earthwork northeast of 
point "1"—the extension that Whit
tlesey showed on his map—would 

have been equally visible—had it 
ever been there (1954:7). 

Two points must be made. Sentence 1: 
"It simply does not, etc...." is a classic 
example of begging the question. The 
authors' claim that it is implausible that 
there would not be some evidence left of 
the northeast extension of segment "1-2." 
Of course, Smith says there was—and he 
was closer in time to the Whittlesey orig
inal than the 1951 Committee. For the 
rest, the claims that the remainder of the 
embankment has withstood the "ravages 
of farm cult ivation" simply does not 
square with Smith who, in 1892, com
ments how the embankment, partly 
located in a field that has seen consistent 
cultivation since 1812, is "much reduced 
and indefinite" in the areas east of the rail 
fence (see Smith's notations on the Figure 
4 map). It must be kept in mind that the 
Committee is looking at an embankment 
which saw major restoration work in 
1938. It is particularly odd that they 
should make this statement after having 
acknowledged how "credit is due Mr. 
John Holden of Morrow, (now deceased) 
for the faithful restoration work (italics 
added) he performed" (1954:1). 

"After thirteen months of active investi
gation" which included a single day of 
field excavation, the Committee pre
sented its final report to the Ohio Indian 
Relic Collectors Society. They profess to 
have given particular attention to the 
effigy nay-sayers of which they claim 
there are only three (Whittlesey, Smith, 
and King) but then undertake their attack 
on a fourth—the Ohio Historical Society's 
Curator of Archaeology, Raymond Baby. 
Baby is left out of their count apparently 
because his negative views were not 
based on first-hand observations made 
by him prior to the 1938 restoration. The 
Committee is actually quite imaginative in 
its flexible use of the 1938 watershed 
date. First they reprove the work done by 
the early investigators and extol the later 
1951 investigations (done by themselves) 
then they turn around and ignore Baby's 
post-1950 opinions because of "not 
having direct personal knowledge 
regarding the earthwork prior to its 
restoration" (1954:18). The Committee's 
dismissal of the early evidence in favor of 
the more recently gathered is actually at 
variance with most modern archaeolog
ical theory, where fieldwork (correctly 
done, of course) closer in time of under
taking to the site's abandonment would 
be deemed of significant value as fewer 
disruptive agencies—natural and cul
tural—would have had time to diminish 
the site. 

In a remarkable paragraph designed to 
reduce the credibility of Whittlesey's 1839 
work, the Committee inveighs that: 

This map [Whittlesey's] has been 
found to be vastly inaccurate. 
Colonel Whittlesey depicted two 
lengthy "extensions"—one on each 
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outside end of the "double V." 
Recent aerial photographs show 
clearly that these so-called exten
sions never existed, that the earth
work was never longer than it is 
today, and reveal so many inaccura
cies in his map as to render it of 
little value insofar as determining 
the extent and type of the earth
work. Whittlesey merely depicted 
what he believed he saw under the 
circumstances at the time (1954:17) 

How can recent aerial photos clearly 
demonstrate anything but what existed 
when the photographs were taken? The 
Committee seems to be suggesting that 
the 1951 air photos can somehow reveal 
the embankment as it originally appeared. 
The air photos would, in fact, show the 
1938 restoration— nothing else. This dis
missive treatment of Whittlesey's findings 
is not only inferior science but also dis
honest argumentation. 

Harlan Smith, the one archaeologist to 
do any fieldwork of substance at the 
Stubbs earthwork is cavalierly dismissed 
because "he was inexperienced, 
untrained, and arrived at his decision after 
only a very incomplete examination of the 
work" (1954:17). Of course, no one men
tioned that there was never anyone before 
or since who was better trained or who 
spent more time examining the site. True, 
Smith was young. Newly-created archae
ologists usually are. But he was well-
trained as his educational background 
shows, and his field notes were remark
ably detailed even by modern standards. 
His need to move on to other projects 
should in no way be taken as evidence of 
a failure to do the job at hand in proper 
manner. It is the nature of archaeological 
projects—then as now—that they do end. 
Nor should Smith's disagreement with his 
supervisor, Charles L. Metz (an avoca-
tional archaeologist who was by profes
sion a medical doctor) be considered a 
flaw. As with any scientist, it was his duty 
to disagree when the evidence indicated 
it. Isn't that what good science is about? 

Thomas Gordon King's argument in 
support of Smith's conclusions published 
in Science (1892) is dismissed with a 
mere whisk of the hand and the acknowl
edgment that "he possesses no bibliog
raphy in archaeology and is completely 
unknown in that field." 

Raymond Baby always questioned the 
credibility of the effigy argument. Familiar 
only with the earthwork in its post-
restoration state, he relied heavily on the 
works of Whittlesey and Smith for his 
strongly held opinion. As a professional 
archaeologist of some reputation he 
chose to look to the evidence produced 
by Whittlesey and Smith with somewhat 
less skepticism than that of the Com
mittee. The Committee plays down the 
importance of Baby's opinion because, as 
they point out "not having direct personal 

knowledge regarding the earthwork prior 
to its restoration in 1938..., Mr. Baby must 
of necessity, and does, rely upon the 
Whittlesey map and Harlan Smith's state
ments in defending his position." Hence 
he is cavalierly put aside. They seem to 
have conveniently overlooked the fact 
that Baby was the then Curator of 
Archaeology for the State of Ohio (specifi
cally the Ohio Historical Society) and that 
he was an acknowledged expert in Ohio 
prehistory, particularly of the Adena-
Hopewell periods. We can surely assume 
that his opinion was well-reasoned and 
based not only on Whittlesey and Smith 
but also his own archaeological percep
tivity. In his own handwritten notes (on file 
in the Ohio Historic Preservation Office), 
Baby is steadfast in his refusal to accept 
the Stubbs earthwork as a serpent effigy. 
In uncommonly strong language he 
declares, "I will not be a party to perpe
trating a hoax on the citizens of the State 
of Ohio." 

The Committee ends its report with a 
"resume," the first paragraph of which 
contains the precaution that in analyzing 
the evidence we must be careful to base 
our evaluations on knowledge acquired 
prior to 1938, the year when the earth
work was restored by John Holden of 
Morrow, Ohio. Of course, by adding this 
admonitory note, they hope to reduce the 
force of Baby's opinions but in so doing 
they inadvertently disallow introduction 
and consideration of their own air photos 
as evidence. In the end, the Committee's 
scoreboard shows four anti-effigy advo
cates against twenty-f ive pro-effigy 
defenders. It's clear that they feel that sci
entific accuracy can be determined by a 
simple majority vote. Perhaps one final 
observation can serve to assess the 
effectiveness of this democratic method
ology. High on their 1951 list of effigy pro
ponents is the name Dr. Emerson 
Greenman, former Curator of Archaeology 
for the State of Ohio, and unquestionably 
a strong name to have on your side in an 
archaeological debate. Greenman's name 
appeared on the Committee's list of sup
porters in 1951. However, in a letter 
written later (in 1953) to Curator Baby, he 
admits that he had not been privy to 
Smith's material prior to giving his sup
port and, after reading the field notes and 
reviewing the Smith data, stated frankly 
that he would not have written the letter 
of support had he known about Smith's 
findings. His sole knowledge of the site 
was limited to a five-minute post-1938 
visit along with other members of the 
effigy support group. 

NEWSPAPER ACCOUNTS 
Between October 10, 1950 and January 

14, 1952 a series of brief "mound stories" 
appeared in local newspapers throughout 
Ohio. All of the stories had a certain simi
larity to them: all referred to the Stubbs 

embankment, all were pro-serpent and all, 
for purposes of authority, cited the same 
"committee of experts" namely Leon 
Kramer, B. E. Kelley, Harry McPherson, 
Virgil Schaeffer, Earl Townsend, Jr., Donald 
McBeth, and H. C. Wachtel. 

While the articles are not objective 
descriptions of the Stubbs earthwork, 
there is one longer article in the series' 
which does contain a paragraph of rele
vance to the debate. In an article pub
lished by the Washington Court House 
Herald on October 12, 1950 entitled 
"Controversy over Whether Big Earth
work is Another Serpent," there appears 
this statement: 

The owner of the serpent sought 
to restore the mound some 20 
years ago and the job was not a 
perfect one by any means. Belief is 
expressed that it was this "restora
tion" which caused the Curator of 
Archaeology of the State Society 
[sic] to decide it was not an honest-
to-goodness serpent mound. 

If Smith were correct in his observation 
made in his 1908 article that the embank
ment was so vague in areas "that people 
of the vicinity seemed not have been 
aware of their existence, although they 
had been under cultivation for more than 
half a century," then the clear, well-
defined "serpent" so readily visible to 
observers in the 1930s, 40s, and 50s 
must likewise have been the result of 
some major "restoration." The question 
one has to ask is how a "committee of 
experts" would not realize this and 
thereby approach the serpent point-of-
view with a great degree of healthy scien
tific skepticism. 

OPINION 
The debaters have made their respec

tive arguments. Placement in the time 
continuum has given some the advantage 
of rebuttal, and still others the forensically 
superior position of having the last word. 

What was it? A serpent? Or another 
prehistoric embankment whose form and 
use could only be known to the makers 
themselves? While having the original fea
ture still extant would be of inestimable 
value—and, at the same time, would 
obviate the prime necessity of this 
article—still we can, I think, come to a 
reasonably accurate conclusion based on 
what's been said. 

Regardless of what the Committee 
might think of his observational and sur
veying skills, Whittlesey still remains our 
earliest "trained" observer of the Stubbs 
phenomenon. Given his land surveyor's 
eye for detail, his presence (pre-1840) at a 
time when the site was closer to its date 
of creation and hence less sullied by 
nature's mechanics or even the more 
relentless farmer's plow, and considering 
the accuracy of his other site mappings 
as well as those of contemporaries, 
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Squier and Davis, we must give consider
able weight to his findings. 

Fifty-four years after Whittlesey's map 
was drawn and the Stubbs earthwork had 
its formal introduction to the interest 
public, Harlan Smith entered the soon-to-
be heated debate. Smith, a young grad
uate archaeologist, was appointed by 
Charles Metz to evacuate the Stubbs site. 
We can assume that if Metz was as per
spicacious as the Committee purports 
him to be, he would choose someone reli
able as his archaeological stand-in. Judg
ments about Smith's work can only be 
made by close perusal of his holographic 
field notes. While we might criticize some 
things he neglected to do—one of the 
blessings of hindsight—we've got to 
agree that his findings arrived at after 
more than two weeks of site excavation 
must be given serious consideration—all 
the more since they essentially support 
the earlier observations of Whittlesey. 
Smith's principal mistake was not in his 
field methods but in his subsequent 
failure to publish anything but two brief, 
and essentially uninformative, rebuttals. 
Doing so might well have reduced the 
intensity of the ensuing debate. 

While Thomas Gordon King rallies to 
the side of Smith in an article which is 
actually more detailed than Smith's two 
publications, his support is based on sec
ondhand data—either Smith's own notes 
or local newspaper accounts. Because of 
this, he represents a relatively minor 
player in the Stubbs drama. He is likely 
correct in his belief that the embankment 
is not a snake but the foundation on 
which he bases this belief is somewhat 
shaky, i.e., that prehistoric effigy builders 
always built representational images. 

The principal contribution made by diffu
sionist George Wright to the pro-serpent 
side of the argument comes not from his 
own data or first-hand observations but 
from his piggy-backing into the journalistic 
arena of Charles Metz' observations. 
Though Metz is regularly mentioned 
throughout the limited Stubbs literature, 
nowhere do we have a citation of an article 
written by him. Wright, apparently privy to 
Metz' unpublished field notes performs a 
valuable service by bringing them to light. 
In the end, however, he succeeds in obfus
cating the issue by creating a gigantic con
tradiction. Did he see a serpent's "head" or 
didn't he? His own words first say yes, 
then immediately, in the next sentence, say 
no. Whichever way it is, Wright has to fail 
as a reliable witness. 

The Warren County Serpent Mound 
Committee remains as the single most 
vocal and insistent supporter of the Stubbs 

As Serpent Theory. Their efforts, in the 
form of hard work, lobbying, editorializing, 
and media utilization is what, in effect, has 
created the controversy. After more than a 
year of "active investigation" which 
included but a single day of actual field 
investigations, the Committee was able to 
produce a voluminous 448-page report. 
Most of the report is made up of anecdotal 
evidence and opinions held by various 
local individuals who over the years have 
come to see the Stubbs embankment as 
serpentine; the remainder are, at best, 
unconvincing rebuttals and, at worst, cav
alier dismissals of the work done, and 
opinions held, by Whittlesey, Smith, King, 
and Raymond Baby. Baby, who was aware 
of the 1938 restoration done at Stubbs, 
relied on the work done earlier by Whit
tlesey and Smith. As an experienced 
archaeologist, Baby could only come 
down on the side of Smith. 

Afterword 
As was said at the outset, there were 

two main intentions in this essay: one, to 
"weigh" the findings of the various individ
uals, who, over the last century or more, 
have argued either for its status as a pre
historic earthwork of nonzoomorphic or, at 
least, indeterminate shape or as a well-
defined serpent mound; and two, to deliver 
from arcanity all of the available data on 
the Stubbs site. Based on what they have 
read here readers are in a better position to 
judge the merits of either the pro- or anti-
serpent arguments. The real importance, 
however, lies in exposing the data. By 
joining the pool of more commonly acces
sible information, the once recondite 
Stubbs material may well find itself a part 
of some larger, and more important, 
archaeological study or treatise. 

Finally, we mustn't lose sight of the fact 
that all of this pro and con debate is made 
moot by the circumstance that the impres
sive prehistoric structure mapped by Whit
tlesey in 1838 no longer exists except in a 
few notes and drawings. Progress in the 
form of sand and gravel operations turned 
it into an academic footnote in the early 
1970s. One sure sign of our success in his
torical preservation would be evinced if 
such expository articles as this became 
unnecessary. 
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR 
If you had the opportunity to read the 

front page of the Columbus Dispatch on 
Sunday April 9, 2000 you got a very good 
example of a public relations project in 
action. The article covers some facts on the 
Moundbui lders Country Club and the 
Octagon Earthwork in Newark, Ohio. The 
article describes the outrage some people 
are expressing over the possible demolition 
of the present clubhouse. Mr. Loveday of 
the State Histor ic Preservat ion Off ice 
(O.H.P.O.) at the Ohio Historical Society 
(O.H.S.), administrates a very large sum of 
federal and state money for the expressed 
purpose of doing excavations, studies and 
recording such activities, of proposed Fed
eral and State construction sites to prevent 
the loss of historic and archaeological data 
and artifacts. In the article Mr. Loveday 
states "he doesn't know anything about the 
club's plans." If the mounds belong to the 
Ohio Historical Society (O.H.S.) then I would 
think that any planned construction would 
need the proper archaeological easement 
studies as any other Federal or State prop
erty or where Federal funds are used. This is 
required by law before permission to pro
ceed is given by the proper authority. 

Why does the O.H.S. suddenly become 
concerned about the possible demolition of 
a clubhouse? They have done nothing to 
prevent golf cart paths, water pipes, elec
trical conduit, and concrete walkways being 
installed in the past. Action needs to be 
taken to remove these walkways or any 
other conflicting items which are not com
pat ib le wi th the natural beauty of the 
mounds. All leases should be canceled and 
the mounds returned to public visitation. 

Mr. Brad Lepper of the O.H.S. has been 
the only voice of concern I have heard 
raised about the conditions at the earth
works and their preservation. Mr. Joseph 
Renaud, President of the Moundbuilders 
Country Club, stated in the article that the 
club did not discourage people from viewing 
the site, yet I have seen "no trespassing 
signs" posted at the site and Mr. Lepper 
shows pictures of such signs in a presenta
tion of the site that he has given to several 
clubs and organizations. 

Back to my statement of a public relations 
project. In 1998 I reported my concerns to 
several State Representatives about the 
Octagon Earthworks and the destruction that 
was taking place while in the care of the 
O.H.S. Several months after making my con
cerns about the mounds known, I received a 
phone call from a reporter of the Columbus 
Dispatch. He wanted to ask me several ques
tions for an article he said he was doing on 
"Archaeology of Ohio" (which he did) and 
then after a pause, he asked me how the 
Archaeological Society of Ohio (A.S.O.'s) law
suit was going against the O.H.S. This sur
prised me since I had made no mention of 
any legal action against the O.H.S., so I won
dered, where did he hear this? I also told him 
about the destruction of the mounds at 
Newark but in his article several weeks later 
he did not print a single word about them. 
Now months later an article on the mounds is 

printed and it would appear that the O.H.S. 
knew nothing about the destruction going on. 
If you have ever read and followed the arti
cles in the Columbus Dispatch on archae
ology then I am sure you have noticed how 
negative and biased they portray anyone who 
speaks out against the O.H.S. I have started 
referring to their articles as "Damage Control" 
for the O.H.S. 

The present policy at the O.H.S. is, and I 
quote, "you are entitled to information in the 
archives if you have the need to know". This 
appears to be in direct violation of the Ohio 
Revised Code- section 149.30 which was 
passed by the 118th Ohio General 
Assembly in House Bill 669 and became 
effective 1-10-1991. 

Page 2 item (H.) of this code states (in ref
erence to the duties of the O.H.S.) "Col
lecting, preserving and making available by 
all appropriate means and under approved 
safeguards all manuscript print or near-print 
library collections and all historical objects, 
specimens and artifacts which pertain to the 
history of Ohio and its people." 

Nowhere in this law does it state the 
"need to know" applies to the citizens of the 
State of Ohio. 

Page one of H.B. 669,: The public func
tions to be performed by the Ohio Historical 
Society shall include: 

A.) Creating, supervising, operating, pro
tect ing, maintaining and promot ing for 
public use a system of state memorials, 
titles to which may reside wholly or in part 
with this state or wholly or in part with the 
society as provided in and in conformity to 
appropriate acts and resolves of the General 
Assembly and leasing for renewable periods 
of two years or less, with the advice and 
consent of the Attorney General and the 
Director of Administrative Services, lands 
and buildings owned by the State which are 
in the care, custody and control of the 
Society, all of which shall be maintained and 
kept for public use at reasonable hours. 

The newspaper article stated that the 
Moundbuilders Country Club has a lease 
through 2027, how did they bypass the Ohio 
revised code as stated above by leasing for 
more then two years? Did the Ohio Attorney 
General and the Director of Administrative 
Services OK this lease? How was the term 
"ALL" interpreted to exclude the mounds 
and by whom? 

Page one section (B) states: Making alter
ations and improvements, marking and con
structing, protecting or restoring structures, 
earthworks and monuments in its care, equip
ping such facilities with appropriate educa
tional maintenance facilities. 

How does the building of paths, walk
ways and installation of water lines over the 
mounds, and the recent construction of a 
maintenance building, protect or restore? 
Were any archaeological excavations and 
studies performed before these items were 
installed? If so, then does a record of this 
study exist and is the public allowed access 
to its contents? 

Page two section (M) states: Taking inven
tory, in cooperat ion with the Ohio Arts 

Council, the Ohio Archaeological Council 
and the Archaeological Society of Ohio, of 
significant designated and undesignated 
state and local sites and keeping an active 
registry of all designated sites within the 
state. 

Over one thousand archaeological sites 
have been reported to the O.H.S. by mem
bers of the A.S.O. (I gave them five site 
locations) and several times members who 
gave their time and labor freely in assistance 
have then been denied access to the fin
ished site reports. Is this the type of cooper
ation that was mandated by the passage of 
section 149.30 of the revised code? The 
A.S.O. did not get cooperation when repre
sentatives of the O.H.S. voted to support 
H.B. 429 which is an anti-archaeology law 
and violates the private property rights of 
the citizens of Ohio. 

I have heard several comments that State 
inst i tut ions are not complying with the 
proper archaeological easements studies as 
required by law and doing this with the 
knowledge of the O.H.P.O., I do hope these 
remarks are not true. 

They appear to give no consideration to 
the idea of a university and its Archaeological 
Department, receiving contract archaeology 
contracts, this would greatly benefit the uni
versities by allowing those students in their 
endeavor to obtain practical field experience. 

There should be records of all excavations 
and studies, furnished for libraries in each 
county where this contract archaeology is 
performed. Without publication the public 
gains no knowledge of Ohio's past and no 
facts to compare with other projects in order 
to give a fair evaluation that they are getting 
competent archaeology study and data. 

Their present policies appear not to be in 
the best interest of the citizens of Ohio or 
for historic preservation, but for their friends 
who reap the rewards of Federal and State 
taxpayers ' money by do ing cont rac t 
archaeology without competitive bidding, 
apparently, the preservation of sites is not 
as important as playing golf. 

Knowledge learned and not shared nor 
published is one of the most common com
plaints I hear concerning the policies of the 
O.H.S. Who is overseeing this organization's 
policies, conduct and compliance with state 
law? They spend millions of Federal and 
State tax dollars and must be held account
able for the mounds' demise and by making 
their archives accessible for study to the 
general public. 

The present practices of several represen
tatives of the Ohio Historic Society are not 
what they project to the public. I hope their 
Board of Directors are up to the task of 
spending the many hours it will take to 
investigate and hold accountable those 
responsible for the present conditions. They 
can do no less if they are to retain any credi
bility with the taxpayers of Ohio. Ohio's and 
the nation's past belongs to all. 

Carmel G. Tackett 
Interim and Immediate past Pr. 
of the A.S.O. 
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ARTIFACTS FROM THE BALAZS COLLECTION 
by 

Chris Balazs 
Mt. Vernon, Ohio 

Shown in Figure 1 is an expanded notch point made of Flint Ridge flint. It was a personal 
find in 1978. It is 2>Y* inches long. 

In Figure 2 are three large Ohio flints from my collection. The expanded notch is made of 
Coshocton flint and was found in Coshocton County. The Archaic side notch is from cen
tral Ohio and is 43A inches. The large Adena is from Ashland County and is 5>S inches. The 
Adena blade is made of unusual Kanawha flint from West Virginia and was found, appro
priately, in Kanawha County, West Virginia. 

Figure 1 (Balazs) Personally found expanded 
notch point. 

Figure 2 (Balazs) Four large flints from my collection. 

FIRST ANNUAL MIKE KISH AWARD 

Shown second from right is Past 
President Mike Kish holding the 
plaque emblematic of an annual 
award for the best site display at an 
ASO meeting. On the right is Trustee 
Dr. Brian Foltz who initiated the 
award and on the left are the first 
three recipients, Tim Cutlip, Dennis 
Simpson and Steve Hill. 
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FRIENDS OF AMATEUR ARCHAEOLOGY 
Nicholas C. Miller 
15241 Old Wattsburg Rd 
Union City, PA 16438 

Friends of Amateur Archaeology February 15, 2000 
c/o Yellen and Boland, Attorneys 
1640 Statler Towers 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Sirs, 

Please apply the enclosed contribution to the defense fund of Richard Michael Gramly, PhD. Please see that it is appropriately apportioned. 
I think it is time in this country for its citizens to become aware of the misguided use of their hard-earned tax dollars for the purpose of harassing 
law-abiding citizens. These attempts to criminalize scientific research for the sole purpose of appeasing some "politically correct" whim of groups 
who can do nothing but whine about how poorly and dreadfully their ancestors were treated must be identified as to what they are and stopped 
permanently! These pathetic lawsuits which attempt to place the burden of our ancestor's sins on our shoulders are merely a ruse to distract atten
tion from their own inadequacies and failures. It often appears that the only way these people feel they can gain their revenge for past grievances is 
to continually use tax dollars (to which they contribute very little, being in many ways tax-exempt) to file harassment suits of one kind or another to 
embarrass and denigrate the descendants of those whom they believe harmed their ancestors and thus themselves. The "bleeding heart" liberals 
of this country have knuckled under to these groups to get laws passed which stifle scientific effort, destroy private property rights, First Amend
ment rights and even freedom of thought. When are the federal, state and local governments going to realize that such freedom restricting laws are 
just the things that lead to the "Ruby Ridges" and "Wacos"!? What's it going to take, more innocent lives lost, more property destroyed more free
doms usurped, what? 

Mike Gramly has done nothing wrong in this ridiculous case. He had the property owner's permission to dig this site. He was conducting a scien
tific excavation, not a "pot hunt", and he was certainly NOT grave robbing! He was not looking for artifacts to sell on the black market. Every dis
covery was measured, annotated and scientifically accounted for. This "dig" was no secret, it was published as a scientific project which included 
the assistance of college archaeology students, avocational archaeologists and even American Indian school children! In fact, he had contributed 
to a previous dig at the site. Information from that excavation was published as a scientific monograph several years ago. 

It is my understanding the landowner knew these graves were on his property. This information was derived from an earlier investigation which 
resulted from the construction of private homes just across his property line. When footers were dug for a house the graves were discovered and a 
salvage archaeological project ensued. It was determined then that this ancient cemetery extended onto his property. Apparently intending to con
struct a paddock, or some other structure in this area, the landowner was concerned as to the possibility of disturbing these burials. I believe (I 
emphasize, this is MY belief) this is what prompted the landowner to contact Dr. Gramly in an effort to get the burials excavated scientifically and 
properly and not by backhoe or auger. 

A year and a half ago I asked Dr. Gramly what he intended to do with the human remains (greatly decayed bones only) after they were measured 
and reconstructed. He quickly informed me that he was going to turn them over to the Seneca Nation (or any other interested Native American 
group) for a ceremony and reburial. Hardly the intent of a "grave robber"! 

Artifacts discovered as an adjunct to the burial removal were measured, 
photographed, annotated in excavation notes and subsequently stored 
for further study. 

I do not think any item discovered in this excavation should be turned 
over to anyone who cannot offer incontrovertible proof of being 
descended from those souls who were unearthed! Do you think a cab 
driver in Cairo should be able to walk into Egypt's national museum and 
demand to have items from King Tut's Tomb returned to him just 
because King Tut MAY have been his ancestor? Of course not, that's 
ridiculous. However, the courts and lawmakers of our nation, in their 
infinite wisdom, have empowered Native Americans to do just that! 
Museums around the nation are being looted in just this fashion, mainly 
by "wannabe" Indians (those with only a tiny fraction of tribal blood) 
who are claiming ancestral rights to artifacts that were legally collected 
and donated, often many years ago, to these museums in the interest of 
science, education and posterity. In some cases these artifacts are 
resold at a profit to the "looter" and at a great loss to science and edu
cation! Others are placed in tribal ceremonial enclaves never to be seen 
by other non-Indian persons again, the interests of science and the 
advancement of knowledge notwithstanding! 

This case should be immediately thrown out of court on the basis of 
having no merit whatsoever. It is strictly an attempt at harassment of a 
citizen and scientist who was doing nothing wrong. Dr. Gramly was 
trying to advance our knowledge of the ancient Erie Indians, their rela
tionship with European settlers and explorers in the 1600's, and their 
interaction with the Iroquoian peoples who ultimately conquered and 
destroyed them. 

Let's end this nonsense NOW!! 

Very Sincerely yours, 

NICHOLAS C. MILLER 

Member: American Society for Amateur Archaeology; 
Society for Pennsylvania Archaeology, Archaeological Society of Ohio 
and Central States Archaeological Society 

Committee 

Richard Sojka 
Ntw York 

Cary Fogelman 
Pennsylvania 

Robert Converse 

Leslie Pfeiffer 
Alt other states 

FRIENDS OF AMATEUR ARCHAEOLOGY 

c/o Yellen and Boland, Attorneys • 1640 Statler Towers • Buffalo, N Y 14202 
716-855-1644 • 716-855-1646 (fax) 

ue»r mend, • 
On December 27, 1999, without any warning or no t i ce , 

both I and Canisiua College where I serve as Adjunct Prof, 
teaching archaeology, were named as co-Defendanta in a law 
s u i t brought aga ins t ua by the S ta te of New York, through 
the o f f ice of the Attorney General of the Sta te of New York, 
the Seneca Indian Nation, by I t s Washington, DC, a t torneys 
and the Tonawanda Seneca Nation through I t s a t torneys in 
Syracuse, New York) Canisius College and I have been charged 
with v io l a t i ng the Native American Grave Protec t ion and Re
p a t r i a t i o n Act of 1990 (NAGPRA). 

These P l a i n t i f f s are demanding money damages, both 
puni t ive and "compensatory" as well as o ther c o a t s , a p re
liminary injunct ion and the " r e p a t r i a t i o n " of a r t i f a c t s , 
c u l t u r a l and funera l , and human remains. 

As an amateur a rchaeo log i s t , I and my s tudents have, 
s ince 1993, been conducting archaeological research a t the 
16 20-40 Kleis s i t e located in the Town of Hamburg, Erie 
County, New York. 

The Kleis "v i l l age" s i t e and associated b u r i a l grounds 
are a t t r i b u t e d to the E r i e , Neut ra l , Kahkwa, or other 
Iroquoian-speaklng group. I t i s noteworthy tha t during the 
"fur t r ade wars" of the mid-seventeenth century , these Native 
American groups were at tacked and conquered by the Iroquois 
Indiana, which of course Included the Seneca Indiana, Indeed, 
s ince tha t p«riod, the E r i e , Neut ra l , and Kahkwa have not 
ex i s t ed as independent n a t i o n s . 

In t h i s law s u i t , the Seneca Indian Nation and the 
Tonawanda Seneca Indian Ration argue tha t somehow they now 
have the r igh t to speak on behalf of the former occupants 
of the Kleis s i t e basing t h i s "argument" on the thread of 
having a c u l t u r a l " a f f i l a t i o n " with these people — despi te 
the l ike l ihood t h a t Seneca Indians p a r t i c i p a t e d in the 
de s t ruc t i on of the Kleis s i t e occupants or t h e i r descendants. 

with the permission of the owners of the land on which 
t h i s s i t e I s located , I and my colleagues have been i n v e s t i 
ga t ing t h i s s i t e . This fieldwork i s and has been no s ec re t ; 
indeed, a monograph which I authored in 1996 has been pub
l i shed d e t a i l i n g our research a t t h i s s i t e . 

At no time did I knowingly v io l a t e any laws or regula
t i o n s , federa l or s t a t e , per ta in ing to the cu l t u r a l a r t i f a c t s 
and remains unearthed a t t h i s s i t s . In f a c t , both the land
owner and I have gone on record with our in ten t ion to r e - i n t e 
the human s k e l e t a l remains a t the Kleis s i t e i t s e l f , s u i t 
ably monumented. 

I need your help to enable me to defend myself against 
these charges of v i o l a t i o n of NAGPRA. The impl icat ions of 
t h i s Law S u i t , should the P l a i n t i f f s be successful in any 
meaningful manner, are profound and of d i r e c t concern to 
every amateur archaeologis t and s tudent of the North Amer
ican Indian p a s t . 

Please p ro tec t your r i g h t t o i nves t i ga t e the p a s t . 
Contr ibutions may be sen t to the above address . Every 

con t r ibu t ion w i l l be acknowledged. 
Thank you for your i n t e r e s t in archaeological sc ience . 

Respect fu l ly , 

~~YIAA* 7 ' l/ltlun 
Richard Michael Gramly, PhD 
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CARTER CAVE/PAOLI CHERT 
by 

Tony DeRegnaucourt 
Upper Miami Valley Archaeological Research Museum 

106 North Street 
Arcanum, Ohio 45304 

One of the most colorful exotic cherts 
of which prehistoric artifacts are made of 
that are found in Ohio is Carter Cave or 
Paoli chert (DeRegnaucourt and Geor-
giady 1998:154). This chert is from 
eastern Kentucky, but prehistoric artifacts 
made of this material show up often in 
southern Ohio, occasionally in central 
Ohio, and very rarely in northern Ohio. 
They are particularly common in the tier of 
counties along the Ohio River border in 
southern Ohio from Wheeling, West Vir
ginia area to the Cincinnati, Ohio area. 

This colorful, high quality chert often 
contains brown, tan, orange, yellow, red, 
and rarely green hues. These colors are 
most often swirled together, forming a 
beautiful combination rivaling much Flint 
Ridge chert in overall color and luster. 
This vitreous (shiny) chert is of very high 
quality and can even be semi-translucent 
occasionally (DeRegnaucourt and Geor-
giady 1998:155). This chert is very 
homogenous in composition, therefore it 
is highly knappable and it permits highly 
skilled artisans, both prehistoric and his
toric, to make beautiful artifacts from it. 

Carter Cave is actually a misnomer for 
this chert or flint. It does not outcrop 
anywhere within the actual Carter Cave 

State Park boundaries or adjacent to the 
area according to Matt Maley, an avoca-
tional archaeologist and ASO member 
from Cincinnati who has spent over 20 
years studying this chert type and where 
it outcrops. 

This chert actually occurs in the Paoli 
formation of the Upper Newman lime
stone, hence the proper name is Paoli for 
this type. The Newman is a Mississippian 
limestone (DeRegnaucourt and Georgiady 
1998:154). However, the name Carter 
Cave is now firmly imbedded in the litera
ture after many years of usage. According 
to Matt Maley, a more proper name would 
be Carter County or Carter City chert 
since the chert occurs within that county 
and near the village bearing that name 
(DeRegnaucourt and Georgiady 1998:154). 

Carter Cave/Paoli chert occurs natu
rally as irregular, elongated nodules within 
the creek gravels near the bedrock 
source. The center of this source appears 
to be along Buffalo Creek and Tygarts 
Creek in Carter and Lewis Counties, Ken
tucky. It also appears along the South 
Fork of the Licking River and at its conflu
ence with the Licking River near where 
Bracken, Pendleton, Harrison, and 
Robertson Counties all converge in north

eastern Kentucky. It no doubt also occurs 
in areas adjacent to those mentioned. The 
author would like to hear from anyone 
who has located a good bedrock or 
stream source of the Carter Cave/Paoli 
nodules, as many locations are still 
unknown in general to archaeologists. 

The Haney type chert also occurs 
stratigraphically directly above the Carter 
Cave/Paoli chert and can be discerned by 
its banding or striping and granular, 
sugary-looking texture which is caused by 
the many fossils present. Most common 
color of this chert is a medium to dark 
grey with a light tan or brown caramel 
color stripe (DeRegnaucourt and Geor
giady 1998:140). This chert blends into 
the Carter Cave/Paoli and can be easily 
mistaken for it since they are close 
cousins geologically. 

The distribution of Carter Cave/Paoli 
chert chronologically within Ohio is not 
known well at this time. Most artifacts 
found in collections of this material in 
southern Ohio seen by this author con
sist heavily of Early Archaic point types 
such as Kirk Corner Notched, Palmer 
Corner Notched, Kirk Stemmed, St. 
Charles/Dovetails, and Decatur Fractured 
Base. A very few Thebes points are 
known of this material. Converse 
(1994:189) pictures Piano lanceolate, St. 
Charles Dovetails, Adena, and a Middle 
Archaic Big Sandy Side Notched point of 
this material from Ohio. 

Much more rare are Clovis and Cum
berland points made of this material. This 
author has seen a very few of these over 
the years. Converse (1994:188) states 
that a number of rare, large stemmed 
Piano-like Lanceolates of apparent Late 
Paleo-lndian affiliation are known from the 
central Ohio area northward. A few Late 
Archaic points are also known. Some 
Adena and Hopewell points are known of 
Carter Cave/Paoli, but they seem to be 
somewhat scarce. A small number of Fort 
Ancient triangles are known from this 
area, especially the serrated triangular 
arrowheads. 

Therefore, we seem to have two major 
peaks of usage of this material in Ohio. The 
late Paleo-lndian Period represented by 
Piano Lanceolate point types from about 
9,000 B.C. to 8,000 B.C. Also, the immedi
ately subsequent Early Archaic Period from 
about 8,000 years B.C. to about 5,800 
B.C.D. represented by Kirk Tradition and 
Thebes (Dovetail) Tradition points. All point 
type names and rough chronology used in 
this article are from A Field Guide to the 
Prehistoric Point Types of Indiana and Ohio 
(DeRegnaucourt (1992). 
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Within Ohio, artifacts of Carter 
Cave/Paoli chert are most abundant 
directly across the Ohio River from the 
closest Kentucky outcrops, specifically 
Adams, Clermont, Brown, Scioto, 
Lawrence, Gallia, and Meigs Counties. As 
one proceeds northwards, the number of 
artifacts found of this chert dramatically 
tails off in abundance. It appears many of 
the artifacts moved northwards along the 
Scioto River drainage system, but no 
detailed study of this chert's distribution 
has yet been done in Ohio. Carter 
Cave/Paoli artifacts have been found as 
far north as the Lake Erie area (Erie 
County, Ohio-Gene Edwards, Personal 
Communication). 

A distr ibut ion study of Carter 
Cave/Paoli artifact distribution in Ohio 
would be another worthy ASO project, 
with its many members sampling all 
areas of Ohio. The author would appre
ciate hearing from the membership 
regarding Carter Cave/Paoli chert arti
facts in Ohio, similar to the fine response 
garnered by articles in the last two issues 
of the Ohio Archaeologist (DeRegnau
court 1999, 2000a & b). Thank you to all 
the ASO membership for all the fine infor
mation from the last two articles on 
Indiana Green and Harrison County chert 
distribution in Ohio. 
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OHIO ARCHAEOLOGISTS ON SALE 
All the magazines from 1968 thru 1999 

are on sale. The 1968 thru 1982 maga
zines are three dollars an issue. There 
were four issues per year, so four issues 
make up one set. Any year combination 
that amounts to four is considered a set. 
There is no further discount on the 1968 
thru 1982 sets. The 1983 thru 1999 mag
azines are also three dollars an issue with 
four issues making up a set. There is an 
additional savings on these issues, in 
that if you buy ten sets of the 1983 thru 
1999 issues they are $2.50 per copy. We 
have been selling the 1960s magazines 
for $10.00 each issue. The 1970s for 
$8.00 an issue and the 80s and 90s for 

$6 an issue. As you can see now is the 
time to buy. 

The postage is based on sets, "four 
magazines per set in any year combina
tion". One set postage is $3.00, two to 
five sets postage is $6.00, six to ten sets 
postage is $9.00, eleven to sixteen sets is 
$12.00, seventeen to twenty-one sets is 
$15.00 and twenty-two to twenty-seven 
sets postage is $18.00. 

We are sold out on some issues and 
others we are almost out of. For instance, 
we are out of 1968 No.2. We do have 
numbers 1, 3, and 4. With this in mind, 
here is the list of the magazines we are 
out of. 

1968 No. 2 
1971 No. 1 
1974 No. 4 
1978 No. 2 
1979 No. 2 
1980 No. 3 

1969 No. 1 
1971 No. 4 
1976 No. 1 
1978 No. 3 
1980 No. 1 
1981 No. 2 

1970 No. 4 
1974 No. 1 
1976 No. 2 
1978 No. 4 
1980 No. 2 
1982 No. 1 

Make out your check or money order to 
A.S.O. and send to 
A.S.O. 
138 Ann Court 
Lancaster, OH 43130 
Phone: 1-800-736-7815 

CORRECTION 
The last edition of the Ohio Archaeolo

gist (Fall 1999) contained an error in the 
article "Historic Surface Finds" on page 
18. The writer did not find the coin in 
figure 1 as indicated. Both coins were 
found by Billy Hillen. 

NEW ASO CHAPTER 
At the Annual Meeting of the Archaeological Society of Ohio on May 21st in 

Columbus, the Mad River Chapter was welcomed into our Society. Original officers 
are Chuck Oliver, President, Rick Waibel, Vice-President, Mick Van Steen, Secretary, 
Chris Shoe, Treasurer and Gary Haulman, member. 

Members in the Springfield-Dayton area are encouraged to join this new chapter. 
For information call or write Chuck Oliver, 2717 Stoney Creek Road, Springfield Ohio 
45504 - telephone 937 390-0889. 

MEMBERS OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF OHIO 
TESTIFY BEFORE THE STATE LEGISLATURE 

On May 23, 2000, a group of officers and interested 
ASO members testified before the House Criminal 
Justice Committee chaired by Ann Womer Benjamin 
regarding changes to the cemetery bill. In the accom
panying picture taken in the State House Rotunda are: 
front row - Vice President Russell Strunk, Trustee Ran
dall Hackworth, Technical Advisor Jane Weidner, Rep
resentative John Willanowski from Lima and Executive 
Secretary Len Weidner. Back Row - Editor Robert 
Converse, daughter and son-in-law of the Weidners, 
and Immediate Past President Bud Tackett. Not 
shown in the picture are members Buddy Haney and 
Sherry Peck who also attended. 
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BOOK REVIEW 
From Fairfield to Schonbrun 1798: 
A Treasure of Ohio's Frontier Days Rediscovered 
From Fairfield to Schonbrun 1798, edited by Leslie R. Gray. Ontario Historical Society, 1957. 

Note: references to the text are identified parenthetically by page number. 

Thirty six people, eight dugout canoes, 
and 51 days in 1798—they journeyed on 
a lake which often "rises up like a moun
tain," and labored over a shallow, rat
tlesnake infested river. Along the way, 
there is basic survival: seeking food, 
safety and shelter. There is the simple joy 
of refreshing yourself with wild fruit in the 
intense heat, and there is tragedy with the 
deaths of two small children. All of this 
mixed with a traveler's curiosity and 
excitement for a strange land and its 
people. These are the scenes of a 
remarkable little diary entitled From Fair
field to Schonbrun 1798. 

The diary was kept by Benjamin Mor
timer, a young English missionary. He 
traveled with the aging Moravian mis
sionary David Zeisberger, his wife 
Susanna, and five Christian Delaware 
Indian families. In August of 1798 in eight 
heavy, "freight-type" dugout canoes. They 
traveled a 250 mile route. It was a route 
which began in Fairfield Ontario, moved 
down the Thames River, over Lake St. 
Clair, and down the Detroit River. They fol
lowed the shoreline of Lake Erie, went up 
the Cuyahoga, and, finally, down the Tus-
cararus to Schonbrun. All in a time when 
the Cuyahoga River was the western limit 
of the United States, and Detroit was a 
frontier trading post. 

Mortimer's diary was published by the 
Ontario Historical Society in 1957 and 
edited by Leslie R. Gray. This book has 
lately become a favorite among members 
of our local Cuyahoga Valley Chapter 
after it was rediscovered from an on-line 
catalog, and it would make a great addi
tion to every ASO chapter library. 

Words such as "astounding" or "capti
vating" do not begin to describe this pow
erful 37 page book. The excitement of 
reading it lies both in a cascade of histor
ical details and in the sheer humanity of its 
author. First, the author is an observant 
chronicler, and at times, it reads like a trav
elogue. He describes in detail Ohio's land, 
plant, animal and insect life. He writes on 
the language and character of his Indian 
travel companions. He fills us in on aspects 
of folklore. Additionally, the diary is filled 
with emotional turns. They experience the 
frustration and pain of terrible sunburn, 
fatigue and being caught in an unrelenting 
rain. Twice along the route small children 
die. Uncertain of what lies ahead on the 
journey, there is the uneasiness of rumors 
concerning an impassable river and dan
gers told by travelers going in the opposite 

direction. Finally, there is a sense of relief, 
joy and triumph upon arriving at their desti
nation after such an arduous journey. 

The following are just a small sampling 
of the historical gems you can expect to 
discover in the diary's pages. 

Mortimer's Native 
American Companions 

Over and over again, Mortimer displays 
a genuine respect for the Native Ameri
cans. He attempts to learn their language 
and frequently discusses the meanings of 
their place names and native words. He 
has a real appreciation for their strength 
and endurance in traveling—especially in 
days they labor to push the heavy canoes 
over the rocks of a late summer, shallow 
Cuyahoga. He also admires their prowess 
in the wilderness. In one entry, for 
example, he marvels at how quickly his 
Native American companions leap from 
their canoes and use their "fish-gigs or 
spears" to hunt down three raccoons they 
spot on the lake shore (20). And after 
many days of observing their daily rou
tines and toughness, Mortimer notes, "In 
the woods, Indians are every where at 
home, and at their ease" (25). 

Lake Erie 
Anyone familiar with Lake Erie will rec

ognize its character in these pages. At 
times, the Lake is "smooth as glass," 
while at other times the travelers become 
"wind-bound" for days, and in one scene, 
a storm approaches, and "the lake began 
to rise at a distance like a mountain" (21). 
Today, it's hard to picture anyone being 
out on the Lake in a dugout which rides 
so close to water. 

Some of the lake's familiar landmarks 
such as the high cliffs with their layered 
rock strata near the Rocky River and on 
the approach to Cleveland are described. 
Additionally, the many place names in 
Ohio are interesting in themselves—some 
familiar, while others such as "Tawa Bay" 
for Maumee Bay and "Pettquotting" for 
the Huron River have been lost to history. 

Lake Erie's Loch Ness? 
Oddly, Mortimer relates a Lake Erie 

monster sighting near the mouth of one 
of the creeks—probably Cahoon Creek in 
Huron County. He notes that the Indians 
said "During the night the river had sud
denly risen about 8 inches, and then 
fallen again...a large creature of the ser
pentine kind came up out of the lake and 

laid across the mouth of the river". Mor
timer speaks of other sightings and says 
"the serpent (or animal, whatever it may 
have been), must have been at least 20 
yards long" (24). Coincidentally, a few 
summers ago local newspapers reported 
a story about a Loch Ness-type sighting 
on Lake Erie near the mouth of one of the 
local rivers. 

Sandusky 
There is a lengthy section on the San

dusky Bay area in the diary. Mortimer 
describes rock carvings of a turkey and a 
turtle—like those on Kelly's I s l a n d -
found near their encampment (18). He 
also records bits of Indian folklore. He 
tells us, for example, of a stone image of 
a woman in Sandusky inner bay "who 
was once alive and was suddenly 
changed into stone," and he also men
tions a pond which is reported to be cov
ered with human hair (19). 

The Cuyahoga Valley 
At the mouth of the river, he notes that it 

is the "boundary between the dominions of 
the United States and the Indian country" 
(24), and that two families are living there 
(present-day Cleveland). Apparently, the 
river had numerous rattlesnakes: "ven
omous creatures, the sight of which would 
make even an Indian to shutter, were 
numerous along the banks of this river" 
(25). The Cuyahoga soon became difficult 
to travel as the water was shallow in 
places. The River's winding character 
("Cuyahoga" means "Crooked River") is 
also evident when he describes a place 
where the river makes a mile wide circuit 
only to come back so close to the start of 
the circuit that only a "saddle" of rock was 
between the two channels (28). 

The Portage — Dugouts Left Behind, 
Rafts Built 

Any kid who grew up in Akron, will 
remember the picture in our local history 
books of a majestic, broad shouldered 
Indian carrying his birch bark over his 
head as he heartily ascends the famous 
Portage Path. 

Mortimer's portage, however, was 
something different. When the group 
reaches what he calls "the carrying 
place" near the junction of the Little 
Cuyahoga and the Cuyahoga, he relates 
the water level is too low to travel on the 
Little Cuyahoga, which meant a longer 
walk: "our baggage had to be conveyed 
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10 miles over land" (29). The group car
rying their baggage and children were 
probably more reminiscent of a band of 
refugees than the noble images in our 
history books. 

Additionally, the party leaves their 
heavy dugouts behind. Mortimer tells us 
the canoes are left for another trip or for 
their "friends" to use. 

On the far side of the portage, no large 
trees could be found to make new 
dugouts. Instead, the group builds rafts 
from the small trees, to finish the journey 
to Schonbrun. Curiously, you have to 
wonder at the lack of large trees in the 
wilderness. Perhaps this lack of large 
trees might be evidence of frequent use 
of the portage. Other travelers may have 
simply used them up, building water 
crafts for the trip. One can only imagine 
how many times, since antiquity, similar 
voyages must have taken place. 

The Tuscararus 
In many early accounts from this part of 

the state, the name Tuscararus is not 
used for this section of river. It is referred 
to as the Muskingum. Mortimer uses both 
names. He tells us that "Tuscarabi" is a 
Wyondot word meaning "Open Mouth." 

As the trip progresses nearer their des
tination, he notes the river's wide bottom 
land with its "abundance of grape vines... 
which offered us their ripened clusters to 
regale and refresh us," its plentiful fish, 
"numerous flocks of geese, ducks and 
turkeys," and deer "as numerous as those 
of a Pennsylvania farm yard" (32). 

A Fine Piece of Historical Literature 
This little diary is on its own, a fine 

work of literature. I was struck at the real 
sense of hardship and survival these 
families underwent if they had to travel. I 
was also struck in at how America was 
already—on the frontier of 1798—a 
melting pot. So many of the settlers he 
meets had Indian wives. And it's not just 
the Europeans, but the Indians too are 
moving. There are families from many 
tribes met on the journey are displaced, 
including Mortimer's Delaware compan
ions from the east, and on one day a 
Pawnee woman from the west. Even the 
language is mixing. German and Indian 
words are said in English sentences. 

The diary is also a record of a man in a 
time of transition, a man dividing himself 
between worlds. He has one foot in the 
European and one with the Native Amer
ican. He is both a traveler and a mis
sionary, and in America when the worlds 
were colliding. His excitement is not con
tained, as he observes everything from 
the prowess of the Indians in the forest, 
to their language and folklore. 

Lastly, before writing this article, I did 
ask and receive permission from the Mora
vians to quote freely and to copy the diary 
for our Cuyahoga Valley Chapter library. In 
their reply, the Moravian Archivist noted 
that permission was not needed to copy 
the diary for a library. I will copy the diary 
for any ASO chapter library at cost. You 
may contact me at the above address or 
e-mail: bonsaipoet@neo.rr.com 

by 
Mike Rusnak 
4642 Friar Rd. 
Stow, Ohio 44224 

Fig. 7 (Rusnak) Map 
of area in Diary. 

B O O K REVIEW Prehistoric Chert Types of the Midwest 
by Tony DeRegnaucourt and Jeff Georgiady 

239 pages - numerous color plates - $50.00 plus $5.00 postage 

Available from UMVARM, 106 W. North St., Arcanum, Ohio 45304 
The identification of materials used by 

prehistoric Indians has long been a subject 
of interest. In this book the sources of flints 
and cherts used by prehistoric groups in 
Ohio, Kentucky, Michigan and Illinois are 
thoroughly covered with additional infor
mation on similar materials from Ten
nessee, Arkansas, Missouri, Pennsylvania, 

West Virginia, New York, Ontario, Wis
consin, North Dakota and Virginia. Detailed 
information on exact locations of quarries, 
areas of distribution, and extent of usage 
are provided. Color plates of numerous 
actual artifacts show texture, color, fossil 
content and patina. Maps, references and 
a glossary are also included. 

For the professional, collector and 
researcher this book provides an instant 
source for identifying and comparing the 
multitude of flints and cherts found in the 
eastern United States. Highly recom
mended. 

Robert N. Converse 

NEW BOOK 

Cranbrook Institute of Science is 
pleased to announce the publication of 
Retrieving Michigan's Buried Past, The 
Archaeology of the Great Lakes State, 
Institute Bulletin number 64. This long-
awaited volume presents more than a hun

dred centuries of human occupation in the 
Great Lakes State. Contributed by distin
guished archaeologists and edited by 
State Archaeologist John R. Halsey, its 
thirteen chapters cover the full range of 
prehistoric occupation as well as the 

period from the first European exploration 
to the beginning of the twentieth century. 

Cranbrook Institute of Science 
1221 N. Woodward Ave., Box 801 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48303-0801 
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THE ARTHUR JAMES MOUND 
Salvage Excavation At The Alum Creek Reservoir 

by 
D.R. Gehlbach 

Completion of the Alum Creek Reservoir 
as a water supply for parts of Delaware 
and Franklin Counties in Ohio called for the 
potential inundation of a number of 
archaeological sites including the James 
Mound. (33-DL-14) In anticipation of the 
eventual loss of this archaeological land
mark, Dr. James, the site owner, gave per
mission to his neighbor, Wilmer Pierce, to 
excavate the mound in 1967. When Pierce 
trenched a 23 foot long 3 foot wide strip on 
the east side of the mound, he recovered 
two gorgets, (quadriconcave and undrilled 
expanded center forms) and pottery frag
ments. Believing professional assistance 
was called for, Pierce ceased work and 
notified The Ohio Historical Society about 
the site and his finds. This led to the initia
tion of a salvage dig of the remaining por
tion of the mound by the society staff 
during the summer of 1968. 

The "Arthur" James Mound was situ
ated in Berlin Township, 3.6 miles south 
of State Route 37, on the Dr. James farm 
along Delaware County Road 21. At the 
time of its final excavation it measured 46 
feet long EAV, 43.4 feet N/S and 2.75 feet 
high. The Ohio Historical Society research 
team included Ray Baby, Curator of 
Archaeology, Martha Otto, Assistant 
Curator and Barbara Saurborn, Field 
Assistant. The field work consumed ten 
weeks from June 18, 1968 to August 23, 
1968. Financial support was provided by 
The National Park Service in conjunction 
with the overall 11.2 mile reservoir con
struction project. 

SITE CONDITIONS: 
In addition to Pierce's trenching opera

tion the previous year, cultivation and 
considerable erosion had modified the 
tumulus prior to its exploration. The 
mound was close to a ravine and part of 
its north edge had washed down the 
steep slope. An intermittent stream at the 
bottom of the ravine flowed west into 
Alum Creek. According to Pierce, the last 
cultivation of the location was about 
1928. At the time of its final examination, 
the mound, as well as the surrounding 
landscape, was covered with dense sec
ondary growth—medium size trees, briars 
and "a healthy stand" of weeds. 

The James mound was comprised of 
greyish-brown friable silt loam of varying 
depths ranging from 8 to 12 inches. 
Below this level was yellowish-brown silty 
clay loam 16 to 30 inches thick. The soil 
was tested and found to be strongly acid, 
an important characteristic when 
explaining the sparse representation of 
burial material in the mound fill. 

EXCAVATION METHODOLOGY: 
Following the removal of the vegetation 

jungle, the site was staked out in 5 foot 
squares oriented toward two 50 foot 
baselines, one extending east and west 
along the south side of the mound, and 
the other across the center. A series of 5 
foot wide trenches of varying lengths and 
depths was then excavated, beginning at 
the south edge of the mound. By the time 
two thirds of the edifice had been 
removed, it was apparent it covered a 
typical Adena circular posthole pattern. In 
order to examine this dominant feature 
more quickly, the east-west trenches were 
abandoned in favor of a series of north-
south trenches extending from the 
northern edge of the mound. 

PRINCIPAL MOUND FEATURES AND 
THEIR PURPOSE: 

To provide a better overall perspective 
of the mound features and their relation
ship to the construction and probable 
purpose for the James Mound, they will 
be discussed in a reverse order in relation 
to Baby's original numbering scheme. 

A preponderance of the excavated 
Adena mounds in the central Ohio region 
contain distinct floor level post mold pat
terns in circular or oval configurations. 
These external single or twin posted 
structural supports are typically supple
mented by a series of internally placed 
roof supports. They originally supported 
structures which probably served as 
burial preparation facilities and/or a com
bination of "charnel" house/domiciles for 
the Early Woodland Adena people. Inter
nally located cremation/refuse pits, such 
as those at the James Mound, often con
tain the remains of foodstuffs such as 
walnut shells, animal bones etc. in addi
tion to human remains. 

Feature IV, the main feature beneath the 
James Mound, was one of these house 
patterns. It included a total of 134 post 
molds, the majority in a nearly circular 
single-posted arrangement, a smaller 
number placed in a rectangular pattern 
inside the circular motif and several sup
porting a canopy over a door opening on 
the east side of the structure. The circular 
pattern measured 45 feet in diameter 
east-west and 42 feet north-south. A 
majority of the molds were angled toward 
the exterior of the house. The deepest 
molds (1 foot and greater) were concen
trated in the center of the structure, prob
ably holding roof supports. 

Features II and III were similar kidney-
shaped, straight sided, flat bottom 
storage/refuse pits within the general con

fines of circular house structure. Feature II 
measured 7.75 feet in maximum length 
north-south, 3.50 feet in width east-west, 
and 1.25 feet in depth. The other pit, Fea
ture III, was 9.75 feet long north-south, 
3.25 feet wide east-west and 1.85 feet 
deep. The strata in both features sug
gested use over a considerable period of 
time. In Feature II, a top layer of yellowish 
till was mixed with flecks of charcoal, 
burned earth and chips of firecracked 
stones. Below this was a layer of moist 
yellow clay and humus containing frag
ments of Upper Mercer flint and nodular 
chert. The bottom stratum was composed 
of sticky, grey-brown clay/shale. The fill in 
Feature III was also yellowish till mixed 
with charcoal; however, near the bottom 
was a series of washed-in silty layers of 
soil. The researchers postulated both pits 
had been used for storage, were cleaned 
out, and then gradually filled with relatively 
sterile soil before construction of the 
mound. 

Feature I was a pit located centrally 
within the house structure. The presence 
of burned earth in the pit fill implied that a 
fireplace, either for domestic purposes or 
for cremation, was located at this spot. At 
its top surface the feature measured 6.5 
feet in length north-south and 6 feet in 
width east-west. The bottom of the feature 
was rectangular with the west end lower 
than the east. Its maximum depth was 

--— 

Map 1 (Gehlbach) Location of the James Mound. 

jAVES MOUND 
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2.75 feet. The fill was dark mottled earth 
containing small fragments of flint and cre
mated bone, several potsherds, and 
charred hickory nuts. The scant represen
tation of skeletal material is likely due to 
the extremely acidic nature of the mound 
fill and to some extent rodent disturbance. 

A portion of the mouthpiece end of a 
blocked end clay tubular pipe (Figure 1) 
was recovered 1.65 feet below the mound 
floor in the lower portion of this feature in 
association with some burned earth. The 
tempering of the clay is grit, including 
mica, in particles of fine to medium size. 

OTHER ARTIFACTS: 
Drill/Projectile Points One drill and nine 

weak-shouldered early Adena stemmed 
points were recovered in the mound fill. 
Most are crafted from Upper Mercer flint. 
A majority are shown in Figures 2 & 3. 

Leaf-shaped Blades One complete leaf-
shaped blade (Figure 3) and a basal frag
ment of another were found in the course 
of excavation. The former was found in the 
fill of one of the post molds in Feature IV. 

Both specimens are chipped from 
brownish-grey and white Flint Ridge flint. 

Pitted Hammerstones Five complete 
hammerstones and fragments of three 
others were found in the mound. All were 
formed from sandstone pebbles. An 
example is shown in Figure 4. 

Gorgets A typical Adena quadriconcave 
banded slate gorget (Figure 5) was found 
1.8 feet below the mound surface. Fire 
influenced organic patina can be 
observed on the surface of this example. 
Wilmer Pierce found another quadricon
cave slate gorget in his exploratory trench 
dug across the mound in 1967. It features 
the classic concave sides and convex 
end motif. Also in the Pierce collection is 
an undrilled expanded center gorget fash
ioned from fine Berea sandstone. It has a 
reddish appearance suggesting it had 
been subjected to fire. 

Pottery One rim and 16 body sherds 
were recovered from the fill of the mound 
(Figure 6). The pictured classic Fayette 
Thick grit tempered sherds, medium brown 
in color, appear to represent two vessels. 

M Figure 1 (Gehlbach) 
Two views of the stem 
end fragment of an 
Adena constricted 
mouthpiece clay 
tubular pipe. 

Figure 2 (Gehlbach) • 
Four weak-shouldered 
Adena Upper Mercer 
stemmed points. 

•4 Figure 3 (Gehlbach) 
Two stemmed Upper 
Mercer & Flint Ridge 
Adena points, blank, 
drill and blade. 

Figure 4 (Gehlbach) V 
Pitted sandstone 
cobble hammerstone. 

•4 Figure 5 (Gehlbach) 
Quadriconcave two 
hole banded slate 
Adena gorget, fire 
damaged. 

CONCLUSIONS: 
The unpaired post mold house pattern, 

the lack of log tomb burials, and the arti
fact assemblage suggest the James 
Mound was constructed early in the Adena 
period. This assumption is verified by the 
exclusive occurrence of weak-shouldered 
stemmed points and unmodified blocked 
end tubular pipes. The radiocarbon dates 
obtained from ash and hickory charcoal 
samples indicate an occupation period of 
700-750 BC for the site which is quite early 
for an Adena mound. 

A side note post-molds, possibly 
another house site, and additional arti
facts were recovered in a sample test 
trench 70 feet south of the James 
Mound. These related features were also 
erased by the construction of the Alum 
Creek Reservoir. 

The writer would like to express his 
appreciation to Martha Otto and The Ohio 
Historical Society for the privilege to uti
lize portions of the field report and collec
tions from the James Mound in 
preparation of this article. 

Figure 6 (Gehlbach) V 
Fayette Thick Adena 
Potsherds. 
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CRITICISM OF THE CLOVIS AND BEYOND CONFERENCE 
BY A PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGIST: 

The mass media in this country well 
know the rules. When an archaeological 
discovery is made, all but the most com
pelling stories go to the bottom of the 
page, making room for what many Ameri
cans love most, the sight of an ancient 
object that gives an exciting hint about 
their past. How many times have the sto
ries of Mesa Verde and Spiro Mound been 
told? We always thirst for more. 

For many decades our museums have 
purchased prehistoric artifacts or had 
them donated by those with the far vision 
to know that otherwise our public dis
plays would stand in need. Good exam
ples abound: the Field Museum in 
Chicago, which houses the original pri
vate collection of Marshall Field, and the 
wonderful collection of pre-Columbian 
gold and jade objects that was purchased 
by Ray Diekemper and given to the Texas 
Tech Museum over the objections of the 
curator. Was the Chicago Art Institute cor
rect in purchasing the most significant 
Mimbres cave objects ever discovered, a 
ritual cache of brilliantly colored and 
feathered snake and mountain lion 
fetishes and human effigies? Of course 
they were! The Society of American 
Archaeology (SAA) hates to see commer
cial traffic in archaeological material, yet 
one must ask which is more important -
the education of the public or the per
ceived ethics of the SAA? 

Professional archaeological societies 
have long looked for easy marks to blame 
for the escalating interest in collecting 
artifacts, and their editorials have 
accused collectors for many of the prob
lems found in their own science. United 
thinking in the collecting community (col
lectors outnumber archaeologists by an 
estimated 250 to one) is that this 
emphasis is inappropriate. Shadowy 
excuses mask what everyone knows to 
be true: it is the written reports and pho
tographs of both artifacts in situ and 
museum displays that hone the tools of 
those who would vandalize archaeolog
ical sites looking for what they have seen 
in print or on exhibit. The premise is that 
those looted objects are sold to collec
tors, which promotes further looting. To a 
degree that is true, albeit a tertiary 
reason. Nevertheless, it is our museums 
that make these items desirable. At 
arrowhead shows across the country, the 
sale of books about prehistoric artifacts is 
second in total sales, surpassed only by 
that of stone tools. While no collector 
condones illegal excavations, they all 
know that logic defies the tenet that pre
historic artifacts should not be privately 
collected. If museums routinely purchase 

A Response by Forrest Fenn 

these items, is it unethical for individuals 
to do the same? I don't think so. 

Over 1400 people attended the impor
tant "Clovis and Beyond" conference held 
last October in Santa Fe. The 62 
speakers, selected for being the best in 
their fields, included two members of the 
National Academy of Science (NAS), the 
present President and three past presi
dents of the SAA, and the heads of 
anthropology departments in universities 
and museums across the Americas. 
When the conference was over, Dr. Joe 
Watkins, who was also a speaker and 
Chair of the SAA Ethics Committee, wrote 
an editorial in the Anthropology News 
(March 2000) t i t led, "Salvaging Our 
Ethics." He questioned whether he should 
have attended the conference at all 
because it had been put on by me, a col
lector and avocational archaeologist. He 
said I had been "accused" of "mining arti
facts" in a pre-contact pueblo that I own. 
For Dr. Watkins, mining artifacts refers to 
the excavation of an archaeological site 
by someone without a Ph.D. in archae
ology. He asked the question. "How did 
the collector get involved in the "Clovis 
and Beyond" conference in the first 
place?" a question that speaks volumes 
about where the SAA seems to be headed. 

Since he called me by name, I feel 
compelled to examine the question. In the 
organization of the conference, I repre
sented the Museum of New Mexico, Lab
oratory of Anthropology, which at the time 
was between directors. Other co-spon
sors were the Smithsonian Institution and 
the Center for the Study of the First 
Americans at Oregon State University. 
Maybe Dr. Watkins' question should be 
asked a little differently: "Why did the col
lector feel inclined to originate and 
organize the meeting? Where were all of 
the archaeologists, and why did none of 
them see the need and step forward?" 
The last such conference, from which the 
term "Clovis point" emerged, was held in 
Santa Fe in 1941. In the ensuing years, 
giant steps have been made in our knowl
edge of the peopling of the Americas, 
knowledge that everyone agreed needed 
to be presented and discussed. Dr. 
Watkins seemed to be saying, "We don't 
have time to do it, and I don't want you to 
either". I am reminded of the Rolls Royce 
that pulled up to the Ritz Plaza Hotel, and 
no one got out. 

Because Dr Watkins listed Indiana Uni
versity as his academic affiliation for the 
conference, I thought it would be inter
esting to look at that school's archaeolog
ical record. Ironically, the archaeology and 
anthropology departments at Indiana Uni

versity would not exist were it not for the 
long-term vision and direct financial sup
port of a single individual, an artifact col
lector and amateur archaeologist, Eli Lilly 
(Griffin, 1971). 

There was neither an archaeology pro
gram nor an anthropology department at 
any of the colleges or universities in the 
state of Indiana until Lilly became inter
ested in collecting artifacts (Griffin, 1971). It 
is important to emphasize that the same is 
true of many other states as well. While 
Lilly insisted on anonymity throughout his 
life, it is now useful to refer to him by name 
so the reader can understand the exact 
nature of his contributions and the role he 
played in the development of American 
archaeology, a particularly important point 
because his contributions have been 
omitted from the formal "History of Amer
ican Archaeology" (Willey and Sabloff, 
1974, 1980). In the summer of 1930, when 
Lilly visited the home of J. P. Dolan, a 
lawyer and artifact collector in Syracuse, 
Indiana, he was struck by the quality of 
workmanship of the artifacts that Dolan 
displayed in his "Indian cabinet" (Griffin, 
1971). The sight of Dolan's collection stim
ulated Lilly's innate curiosity and a never-
ending passion for artifacts and "digging" 
archaeology. With the help of Thomas 
Hendricks, an Indianapolis buyer of antiq
uities, Lilly began to acquire a personal 
collection from both various other collec
tors and his own excavations. He quickly 
amassed one of the most important collec
tions in the United States. This activity 
brought him into close association with 
numerous artifact dealers, fellow collec
tors, and amateur archaeologists, including 
Glenn A. Black. 

In 1931, when Black led Lilly on a field 
trip to Angel Mounds (the largest known 
Mississippian site in Indiana), Lilly was 
both impressed with the vastness of the 
village and cemetery and he struck by 
Black's self-taught knowledge and enthu
siasm. Although Black never attended 
college, like Lilly he was well read and 
had been collecting artifacts for many 
years. Lilly realized that the only way 
archaeology was going to advance would 
be if he funded a full-time person such as 
Glenn Black to devote all of his efforts to 
archaeology. Lilly initiated efforts to 
acquire the title to Angel Mounds. After 
federal, state, and local governmental 
sources failed to acquire the site, Eli Lilly 
provided the funds to purchase it. Black 
moved into a house on the site and, with 
funding from Lilly, devoted the rest of his 
life to excavating it. Dr. Watkins' position 
is particularly curious in the light of the 
fact that he is currently seeking the direc-
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torship of the Glenn A. Black Laboratory 
of Archaeology at the University of 
Indiana, a position endowed by a col
lector and untrained excavator. 

The program at Indiana University 
began when Lilly endowed a fellowship in 
anthropology in 1932. Black began 
teaching the archaeology course in 1944, 
and with many generous donations, a 
formal department of anthropology was 
created in 1947. Lilly also funded archae
ology laboratories at the University of 
Chicago and Ohio State University and 
endowed a fellowship at the University of 
Michigan. Its first recipient was James B. 
Griffin, the "dean" of American archae
ology. Lilly provided full-time support for 
Griffin between 1932 and 1941, and con
tinued to fund his research efforts there
after. It is interesting to note that the 
lifelong support from this private collector 
was completely ignored in the Mid-conti
nental Journal of Archaeology's 1997 
"Tribute to James B. Griffin." Griffin would 
have been the first to admit that he would 
not have had a career without the support 
of Eli Lilly, he also funded 11 presidents of 
the SAA: A.V. Kidder (1937-1939), Will C. 
Mckern (1940-1941), Glenn A. Black 
(1941-1942), Carl E. Guthe (1945-1946), 
Frank H.H. Roberts, Jr. (1950-1951), 
James B. Griffin (1951-1952), William A. 
Ritchie (1956-1957), George I. Quimby 
(1957-1958), James A. Ford (1963-1964), 
Albert C. Spalding (1964-1965), and 
Richard "Scotty" MacNeish (1971-1972). 
Dr. Watkins seems to be saying that these 
distinguished archaeologists were uneth
ical for associating with and accepting the 
money and leadership services of a col
lector - that Eli Lilly's money was tainted. 

Scotty MacNeish, a participant in the 
"Clovis and Beyond" conference and the 
most recent recipient of the SAA's Fryxell 
Award, wrote in a letter to James B. 
Griffin on December 14, 1970, "Mr Lilly's 
interest in archaeology, particularly in the 
Midwest, and continued support of it 
were responsible for many, if not most of 
the advances that were made in that 
region from the twenties to the seventies. 
This was not just the direct donating of 
funds for field excavations and publica
tions, but it was, more importantly, the 
support and encouragement he gave to 
so many students and scholars in the 
field of archaeology" (Griffin 1971). 

Midwestern archaeology has never 
recovered from the loss of Eli Lilly. Since 
his death, academic training and employ
ment opportunit ies in Midwestern 
archaeology have become limited 
(Schott, 2000). Lilly provided funding to 
students and scholars for the scientific 
study of pottery, stone and copper 
sources used in the manufacture of arti
facts, geophysics, absolute dating, arti
fact classification, and linguistics. He 
also sponsored conferences and excava
tions, and was the underwriter of 
numerous publications. Many of these 

publications, including Prehistoric Antiq
uities of Indiana, featured illustrations of 
artifacts from his personal collection, 
some of which he had excavated himself. 

The argument might be made: that was 
then, this is now. In other words, the days 
of Eli Lilly are ancient history. But are 
they? 

Where is the money for archaeology 
coming from today? In the past decade a 
number of artifact collectors have sup
ported the positions and research efforts 
of many contemporary archaeologists 
including Chris Hill, Robson Bonnichsen, 
David Melker (a mentor of Joe Watkins), 
Don Fowler, C. Vance Haynes, and 
George Frison, to name a few. A Colorado 
collector has donated more than four mil
lion dollars for archaeological research to 
institutions including the University of 
Wyoming, The George Frison Institute, 
the Museum of the Rockies, Montana 
State University, Oregon State University, 
The Center for the Study of the First 
Americans, the University of Nevada, and 
Joe Watkins' alma mater, Southern 
Methodist University. 

At the same time, grants from the 
National Science Foundation for applied 
research in anthropology have dwindled 
almost 78% from $2,630,000 in 1973 to 
$583,000 in 1997 (National Science Foun-
dation/SRS, Survey of Federal Funds for 
Research and Development). Furthermore, 
these figures do not reflect either the 
decreasing value of the dollar since 1973 
or the fact that most of that money goes 
for research in anthropology, not archae
ology. If, as Dr. Watkins implies, it is uneth
ical to receive support from or co-mingle 
with artifact collectors, what is left? Maybe 
the only completely "ethical refuge is gov
ernment archaeology and Cultural 
Resource Management (CRM)." But is it? 

Each year, state and federal govern
ments spend millions of taxpayers' dollars 
to survey, excavate, protect, preserve, con
serve and curate the archaeology of the 
United States. What does the average 
American citizen get for his money? Most 
of the results appear as unpublished con
tract reports written in an oppressive tech
nical jargon that the public cannot decipher. 
To make matters worse, our nation's 
museums are becoming filled with literally 
hundreds of tons of dirt, fire-cracked rock, 
bones and broken pottery bits from the 
CRM and government archaeology. 

In an investigative report conducted by 
the United States Army Corps of Engi
neers (Trimble and Meyers 1991), they 
found that the status of most physical 
facilities used to store artifacts and 
archaeological records from government-
funded excavations did not conform to 
the minimum federal standards for 
archaeological curation. Many artifacts 
and paper records were found in substan
dard facilities scattered on floors, while 
elsewhere they appeared in cardboard 
boxes in cluttered storage areas subject 

to unauthorized entry, and leaky roofs and 
lacking either fire suppression systems or 
pest control programs. 

Each year millions of taxpayer dollars 
are spent to recover artifacts and produce 
records that are later destroyed or dam
aged because archaeologists improperly 
pack, over pack, stack boxes without lids, 
or place them in areas with excessive 
levels of humidity, water, or active rodent 
populations. In these situations, prove
nience labels and brown, craft paper field 
bags rapidly deteriorate. In many cases, 
artifacts and site records not only go 
unprotected, but also remain uncataloged 
for decades. The Army Corps of Engi
neers (Trimble and Meyers 1991) found 
that the substandard record management 
at government-funded institutions 
resulted in the loss of information that 
impaired the usefulness of artifact collec
tions acquired from CRM. 

I have often wondered why a profes
sional archaeologist who excavates (the 
site is necessarily destroyed in the 
process) is viewed with respect while an 
avocational archaeologist is accused of 
mining for artifacts. It has been estimated 
that between 60 and 75 percent of work 
completed in the field by professional 
archaeologists goes unpublished. A com
prehensive search for statistics on this 
problem has revealed nothing. Everyone 
knows the majority of field work goes 
unpublished but no one wants to admit it. 
The archaeological community has really 
buried that one. And worse, many times 
the field notes are closely guarded 
secrets, lest someone else should use the 
information. 

"Too often archaeologists have failed to 
match the scale of their efforts in the field 
with the scale of their publication effort. 
Archaeology is justified only if the infor
mation is later made available to the 
public" (Sharer and Ashmore 1993:156). 
"Publication is the ultimate responsibility 
of all archaeologists and, like all other sci
entists, their results must be made avail
able to public audiences. This obligation 
lies at the very heart of professional 
archaeological responsibility." (Sharer and 
Ashmore 1993:599). Unfortunately, com
munication to the public is the most neg
lected aspect of professional archaeology 
(Sharer and Ashmore 1993:599). How
ever, in many cases the work completed 
in the field by avocational archaeologists 
is reported in local archaeology society 
journals. So it is legitimate to ask which is 
worse, a professional who excavates cor
rectly and fails to report the finding, or an 
amateur whose techniques are less than 
perfect but reports on his work? 

While everyone is interested in historic 
preservation, it would appear that some 
have wandered around the bend. Jon L. 
Gibson and Joe Sanders, both archaeolo
gists from Louisiana, wrote in the SAA Bul
letin (vol. 11, no. 5), "We suggest that just 
because sites happen to be on private 
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property should not make them privately 
owned. We also maintain that archaeolo
gists must challenge one of American's 
most precious rights - the right to do as 
you please to your own land - if we are 
going to have any chance of preserving 
our diminishing heritage." As if that were 
not embarrassing enough, they went on, 
"First, we must press for legislation that 
places an archaeological lien on private 
property with significant archaeological 
sites. Second, archaeologists must be the 
ones to choose which sites are to be pro
tected. We can not entrust this selection 
to a governmental board or legislated 
process, which would give land owners 
the final word on whether a site will be 
protected." Now I think I remember what 
started the French Revolution! But that's 
not all: "Archaeologists must be more 
than just stewards of the past. They must 
serve as the public conscience. They 
must act on society's behalf even when 
society is insensitive or objects." EVEN IF 
SOCIETY OBJECTS? Well, I didn't know 
whether to laugh or cry. In my faxed 
response (which was published in a sub
sequent SAA Bulletin), I pointed out that 
most Americans would probably agree 
that private property rights guaranteed 
under the Constitution related to illegal 
search and seizure are more important 
than archaeology and historic preserva
tion combined. 

Where would one suspect that 
museums get the artifacts that are being 
displayed? Who are the major supporters 
and contributors to those institutions: 
professional archaeologists, the United 
States Government, or the private collec
tors? Why is it that collectors are discred
ited by archaeologists for purchasing 
artifacts, but celebrated when their col
lections are donated to an institution? 
Does that transformation not seem 
strange and hypocritical? 

So the wedge of discontent is driven 
ever deeper between archaeologists and 
the collecting community by ill-thought-
out or unfortunate comments published in 
private-subscription journals. Both Dr. 
Watkins (a Native American and political 
archaeologist) who speaks officially for 
the SAA and publicly preaches the rhet
oric of cooperation with all groups, and 
two Louisiana rogue revolutionaries, who 
would commandeer the law because they 
think our elected officials cannot be 
trusted to do the right thing, are defining 
new and radical directions. 

While most archaeologists understand 
that cooperation among all parties is 
beneficial and productive, there are those 
who are loud and overly zealous. Extrem
ists seem to be floating to the surface 
everywhere, collectively revealing the soft 
underbelly of archaeology. An item that 
appeared in "The American Committee 
for Preservation of Archaeological Collec
tions" newsletter, (March 2000), amply 
illustrates the trend: "It seems a planned 
and approved exhibit of Clovis projectile 
points, that was to coincide with the 
Santa Fe conference last October and be 
a part of it, was cancelled at the Museum 
of Fine Arts. A local archaeologist appar
ently complained that Clovis material 
should not be exhibited in an art 
museum, and he persuaded a Native 
American to claim that Clovis points are 
sacred and should not be displayed at 
all. The museum director (Stuart Ashman) 
folded under the pressure and the exhibit 
did not take place. (Ed. Note: "Clovis 
points certainly ARE works of art and 
would make a splendid exhibit in any art 
museum.") In canceling the show (titled 
"Points of View") meetings were held 
behind closed doors, and the names of 
the dissidents remain closely guarded 
secrets. Ironically, the same museum cur
rently has an exhibition that features 
"Clovis" points recently knapped by a 
Pueblo Indian. 

As another example of extremism, an 
archaeologist from the University of New 
Mexico said he would resign from the SAA 
because its president was a speaker at 
the "Clovis and Beyond" conference. He 
evidently objected to privately owned 
Clovis material being displayed at the 
conference along side those held in the 
public trust, including collections from the 
Peabody Museum, The Smithsonian Insti
tut ion, The Denver Natural History 
Museum, the University of Texas, and 
many others. 

Public money for archaeological 
research is rapidly becoming an endan
gered species, necessitating an increased 
dependence on private funding, much of 
which comes either directly from collec
tors or is heavily influenced by them. 
There are things professional archaeolo
gists can do to help themselves. Here is 
some advice and a few observations from 
a collector to the SAA. 

1.1 am born of you and am nourished by 
your lectures, your reports, and your 

beautiful museum displays. Thank you 
for giving me life. 

2. Leave the jargon at home. Your future 
depends on increased public interest, 
and that's where your future funding will 
originate. If 14-year-old students don't 
understand your report, you're doing it 
wrong. And incidentally, color in books 
is OK. 

3. Stop whining about what amateurs are 
doing. You have bigger problems at 
home, like unreported field work, for 
starters. 

4. Collectors are not going away, and 
you're heavily outnumbered. Get used 
to it and learn from them. 

5. Don't get carried away with your impor
tance. Private property rights come 
first, now and always. 

6. If it's a Canis Latrans bone, give us a 
break; say it's part of a coyote. 

7. Your peers already know you're smart, 
so write for the rest of us sometime. 
We'll buy your book and read it; they 
probably won't. 

8. Lighten up. It's not as if dreaded dis
eases are being cured or famines being 
prevented by archaeology. You should 
be enjoying it more. 

Forrest Fenn 
Santa Fe, NM 

Editor's Note 

Had it not been for the efforts of Forrest 
Fenn, a collector, the Clovis and Beyond 
Conference in Santa Fe would never have 
been a reality. The response of amateurs 
and professionals alike made it one of the 
most significant archaeological events of 
the century. The attendance of over 1,400 
people from all parts of North America 
speaks for itself. While some profes
sionals boycotted the conference, the list 
of those who attended reads like a Who's 
Who of America's experts on the peopling 
of the New World. This highly successful 
conference was an example of what can 
be accomplished in archaeology when 
the professional and non-professional 
communities work together. The handful 
of dissident professionals who criticized 
Clovis and Beyond and the collector's 
role should organize their own sympo
sium and discuss the sites which were 
not discovered by amateurs. They would 
need only a small room and it could be 
done in less than an hour. 

Back Cover: This issue features a plate of highly colored Ohio points. This picture will also appear on our new membership brochures which will be 
available this summer. Provenience is as follows: 
Top Row -found by Lester Porter. Amlin. Franklin Co. - collected by Elmer Bondly, Prospect, Marion Co. - collected by Stan Copeland. 
Marion Co. - collected by Stan Copeland, Perry Co. - collected by Bob Bell, Marion Co. - bifurcate collected by R. Converse, Perry Co. 
Second Row - collected by Stan Copeland, Delaware Co. -found by Dorothy Good, Franklin Co. -found by Roland Poppe, Auglaize 
Co. - Stark Co. - Franklin Co. - collected by Stan Copeland, Licking Co. 
Bottom Row - Adams Co. - collected by Bill Phillips, Hancock Co. - collected by Walt Sims, Fairfield Co. - Licking Co. -found on 
football field, Celina, OH - Licking Co. - collected by Dr. Davis, Greenfield. Ohio. 
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OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY 
The Archaeological Society of Ohio is organized to discover and conserve archaeological sites and material 
within the State of Ohio, to seek and promote a better understanding among students and collectors of 
archaeological material, professional and non-professional, including individuals, museums, and institutions 
of learning, and to disseminate knowledge on the subject of archaeology. Membership in the society shall be 
open to any person of good character interested in archaeology or the collecting of American Indian artifacts, 
upon acceptance of written application and payment of dues. 


