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ABSTRACT

This  study represents  a pec'teah*lan
archaeclogical survey of the Red Cloud Alpha Range
includjng Natural Resource Management Unit B11.3
and a portion of Natural Resource Management Unit
Bll.5in Li]:!erty County, A total of 372.31 ha were
surveyed for this project. The area contains unexploded
ordnance and can not be tested using subsurface
methods. The scope of work speciﬁed that the entire
project area be peclestrian surveyecl as lngh probajai]ity
using transects spaced at 30 m intervals.

This work is Leing done in order to comply
with the National Historic Preservation Act (Pu]a]m
Law 89-665, as amended by Public Law 96-515),
Cuidelines for Federal Agency Responsibilities, under
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation A.ct,
Army Regulation AR 200-4 (Cultural Resources
Management) and 36CFR800 (Protection of Historic
and Cultural Properties). The project is administered for
the United States Army by the National Park Service
(NP3}, Southeast Regional Office.

The primary purpose of this investigation is to
iclenﬁJEy the archaeo[ogical remains present on the
survey tract at Fort Stewart. Fort Stewart has
determined that any sites located in areas containing
u.nexplocled ordnance are ineligiJJIe for the National
Regdister of Historic Places, because the information
that may make the sites e]igi]:)le under Criterion D are
inaccessible (la'd:er from Mr. Richard Cloues, Deputy
State Historic Preservation Officer to Lt. Colonel
Carey W. Brown, dated June 22, 1698).

These investigations incorporated a review of
prev-iously reportecl site files located at the office of the
Cultural Resources Management Speciali.st {CRMS}).
No Pteviously recorded sites were located in the survey
tract. In m:Iclition, the post's Historic Preservation Plan
was coneulied Iegaxt]ing siles or structures on the
Naticnal Register of Historic Places within the survey

area.

Two aro}laeological sites and one isolated
occurrence (w]:uch was also asslgnecl a gite num]:ner) wera
identified during the survey. None of these sites are
recommended as e]jgi.ble, and no further management
work is recommen:lec[, pencling concurrence ]Jy the lead
agency and the Georgia State Historic Preservation
Division.

Identified Sitea and Ellgdsllﬂ:y
Tract Site Assessment
B11.3,B11.5 9LI733 Ineligible
9LI734 Ineligible
9LI735 Ineligible
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INTRODUCTION

Survev Baclzp‘rouml

Investigations for the Red Cloud Alpha Range
incorporated Natural Resource Management Unit
Bil3anda portion of Natural Resource Management
Unit B11.5, on Fort Stewart, Georgia. These
investigations were conducted ]Jy Rachel Campo of
Chicora Foun&ation, Inc. for the National Park
Service. This survey tract consists of 372.31 ha. Fort
Stewart is located in southeastern Jeorgia and
encompasses portions of ].d]:erl:y, Long, Ta{-bnaﬂ, Evaus,
and Bryan counties (Figure 1), Natural Resource
Management Units (referred to as NRMU) B11.3 and
B11.5 are located in the northern portion of Ll}Jerl'y

County (Figure 2).

Georgia State Highway 144, wluc]:t travels
cast-west, and Ceorgia State Highway 119, which
travels north-south, are the two major ]:Jghwaya that
mn t]:u'oug]:l the post. Intersecting these main roads at
various locations within the post are a network of
primary and seconda.ry clay or sand roads. The cla.y
lja.sed, primary roads provicle access to a number of
seconclary perimeter and firebreak roads, as well as
random two-rut vehicle tracts. A number of these roads
{ollow eigh’ceenth and nineteenth century roacu:;eds, such
as Qeorgia State Hig]:lway 144 which follows Hencart
Road {on Old Hencart Road).

The gurvey tract, which encompasses Red
Cloud Alpha Range, NRMU B11.3, and a portion of
NRMU B11.5, is bounded to the north ]:)y the swamp
south of Cancochee River. The west side of the tract is
bounded ]Jy Georgia State nghway 144 and the east
side is bounded Ly an unnamed dirt road. The south
side of the tract is bounded ]Jy a dirt road that runs
along the north side of the Red Cloud Bravo Range, and
after intersecting Fort Stewart Road 22C, the south
Bounclary becomes a small creek (Figure 3).

The survey tract features a number of different
vedetation tvoes. Low drass drows on the range and

maintained areas around the range. The areas
su_rrcunding the range are genera]}y forested with mixed
hardwoods and pines. Areas acljacent to creeks and the
Canoochee river have typlcal swampy vegetation
inclucling oypress irees, tall grasses, and dense scrub
underbrush, In general, the tract had very poor grouncl
m]]n];t'y, ranging from 50% in some parts of the range
to no v151.l::111ty in the heavﬂy forested areas. Two areas
south and north of the range contain tank and vehicle
remnants that appear to have been bumed during
military training. In addition, the range and the areas
immediately surroun&ing the range contain a large
amount of u.nexpiocled ordnance.

The survey tract was examined using transects
spaced at 30 m intervals. Shovel testing is not
permit-ted in this tract due to the presence of
unexploded ordnance within the tract. Field technicians
pecleatrian surveyecl the tract a.long these transects,
noting and coﬂec’cing any artifacts and bricks. Upon
colleation of an arl-ifaot, an intensive surface collection
was undertaken. A site is defined as a concentration of
more than five artifacts in a 20 m diameter area. An
isolated find contains five or fewer artifacts in a 20 m
diameter area.

Measurements, in compliance with the
National Park Service scope of work, were taken using
metric units. In order to maintain consistency
throughout this resea:c]n, all measurementa are proviclecl
uging metric units and Table 1 provides conversions to
Engli.ah measures. The only exceplion is the contours
on site maps in feet, which are taken from United
States Geological Survey maps.

Historic ]Jacle_grouncl research was undertaken
in Chicora's li_l)rary. Historie map research was
conducted using maps prov-i&e& }Jy consml’cing
archaeologist Mz, David McKivergan at Fort Stewart.
Published reports regarcling previous surveys were also
consulted. No pteviously recorded sites were noted for
this atrvev fract.



N I g 7 NS
W
{??'_/ (\og( CDM’P‘“"i
O OV
?\ A 4’ Augul

Gyeensbolly

{GAN Crawtor
ne GREEN,

NAM
oEalO“‘ )y Squh
HAN Oc;/

4

T’“’?‘ ston G2 2
N ; 15
= Kn /nmocg\ WILHNSO ?' e ST
. \ TALBOT R Jelferson \"'-'/ % ;
o % 4
{l Tatboltog t APROG

IMuUSCOSEE
LI

N ;Jf?
A

tcl}ﬁ{rf:u l

1 . h . % ¥ 4 T g i Bl %
= ) o pa_ks\on T
( - TOMA! v \dosir - . A
i G| Bainyridke | ORADY\ T OM pAR{QOKS ; 3 {'\.A"&}wnw - #{ Beach
‘ s "8l nedarur A, c.wo | oWNDE'- " Aaa_‘hu A

; acRSON 1,
J RS N & 25 0 25 75 100 125 150 175 200 KILOMETERS W
8% 0 Gy © v HHH = .' —— I 1 : : hbile

Figure 1. Location of Fort Stewart and Hunter Army Airfield in Coastal Georgia (base map is USGS United States 1972, 1:2,500,000).
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Figure 3. Survey txact in NRMU B11, showing boundaries, major roadways and the Red Cloud Alpha Range (hase map is USGS Wilkie,

1956PR1G76, 1:24,000).




INTRODUCTION

Tahle 1.
Metric Equivalents
LENGTH
Lilometer b 0.62 miles
meter m 39.37 inches or 3.28 feet
centimeter em 0.39 inches
millimeter mm 0.04 inches
AREA
hectare ha 2.47 acres
square km km? 0.3861 square miles
WEIGHT
metrio ton t 1.1 English tons
TEMPERATURR
CtoF=(C"218)+32=F°

A total of two sites and one isclated occurrence
were identified in the gurvey tract. The isolated find
(QLI735) is a prel:is’coriu projecl;ile point. The two
identified sites (9LI733 a;lJ. QLI734) are historic
soatters. These sites and find are deemed ine]jgil'_vle for
the National Register of Historic Places by Fort
Stewart due to the presence of unexploded ordnance in
the tract.

All of the historic sites contained artifacts
cla‘ti.ng from the mid-nineteenth to the ea.r_ly twentieth
centuries. The isolated prehjsl'oric occurrence dates to
the Late Archaic periocl.

Surveys were conducted from April 6-13,
1699, Pri.ncipal Investigator for the project was Dr.
Michael Trinkley and Field Director for the project was
Ms. Rachel Ca.mpo. Field crew consisted of M.
Jermifer Dean, Mr. Todd HE]]JL’, Me. Rick Hi]l, and
Ms. Lori 'ﬂ:lompson.

Arcl'xaeological site forms have been filed with
the Jeorgia Archaeological Site Files. The field notes,
photographic materials, artifact catalogs, and artifacts
resulting from this investigation have been curated at

Fort Stewart using their accessioning and cataloging
system. The materials were asaignec]. accession number
054. All records and duplicate copies have been
Provirled to Fort Stewart and will be maintained }Jy that
inatitution in perpetuity.
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NATURAL SETTING

Pln'sioérap]:w and Drainage

Fort Stewart, which engompasses ahout
103,550 ha, forms a roughly rectangular shape
measuring about 32 km north-south by about 56 km
cast-west. The fort's most distinctive featurs is perhaps
its lack of relief. Elevations range from about 50 m in
the west to ahout 3 m in the east.

Located en‘l:irely within the Coastal Plain
Province on the southeastern Atlantia coast of Georgia,
this area is often referred to as the Atlantic Coast
Flatwoods (Looper 1982:66). The coastal pla'm is best
known for its featureless plains and marshes in the east.
The flatwoods are characterized }Jy their nearly level
topography and poorl'y drained soils. The mos’rly sa.ncly
loam to sancly topsoi]s are undetlain Ly marine sancls,
loama, or clays. The soils genemﬂy have 111g1'1 water
tables and are often found to be unsuitable for a broad
range of residential and industrial activities (Ho&ler and
Schretter 1086:36). The area is also characterized l)y
inlets and creeks araining an extensive system of
drowned river systems and shallow marsh-filled coastal
lagoons. The topograplly consists of subtle undulations
in the land.scape revea]i.ug the riclge and l)ay topography
of the beach ridge plains (Mathews et al. 1980:137).

Fort Stewart is largely confined to what is
often called the Barrier Island District — an area of
slig]ﬁ to moderate dissection created ]Jy the advance and
retreat of former sea levels. As a resruh, there are six
shoreline depoai’f complexes found parauel to the
coastline in a step‘]ﬂee progression of clecreasing
elevations. This dissection has also resulted in marshes
that exist in pomly drained lowlands. To the northwest
are the Vidalia Upla.ncls, a moclerately dissected upland
with a well developed dendritic stream pattern based on
graveny, cla‘yey sands, The ﬂootlplai.ns are typicaﬂy
narrow, cxcept a]ong the major rivers where w-icler,
bordering swamps are often found {(Hodler and
Schretter 1986:17).

A number of relatively small streams and
creeks, which are part of the Ogeechee River drainage
gystemn, make up Fort Stewart'’s c]lrainage pattern. The
(Canoochee River is the main J_tai.uage for the post and
flows west to east tllrough the center of the reservation.
A number of smaller tributaries such as Canooc]:ee,
Tay[ora, and Savage crecks flow into the Cancochee
River. The eastern boundary of Fort Stewart is defined
by the Ogeechee River {Figure 4).

The survey tract, located in NRMU B11, lies
east of Georgia State Highway 119 and north of
Georgia State I‘Iig]Jway 144. Watersheds in the tract
drain into the Canoochee River, located north of the
tract.

Modifications to the physical lanc[scape in the
puyvey area are great. The area has been :epeatedly used
for rm'li’fary training, reau.l’cing in large cleared areas
overcome with secondary growth (Figure 5), man-made
earthworks, and the depoaiﬁon of nﬁ]ita.ry refuse (Pigu.re
6). Natural landscape changes have been produced by
floods that depositecl alluvial soils.

Geology and Seils

The surface geology of Fort Stewart is
dominated by sediments of Quaternary age (Hodler and
Schretter 1986‘.12—13). Sancl, Bih‘.a, and clays originﬂuy
derived from the Appalac}lian Mountains and the
interior Piedmont are organized into coastal fluvial and
aeolian deposits which virtuaﬂy blanket the Coast.
These sediments were {-ranspori:ea seaward and rleposite&
during the Quaternary period. Underlying the surface
sediments are bedrock sedimentary sirata of Tertiary
and Mesozoic age which are almost uniformly eroded
and variously lithified (Mathews et al. 1980:2). The
Mesozoic and Tertiary sedimentary rocks are
infreq'uently exposecl, usua.uy in river banks and
bottoms, in deep tidal channels, and in man-made
gquarries,



Figure 4. Watersheds in Fort Stewart, Georgia (adapted from Camphell et al. 1996:Figure 2-9).
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NATURAL SETTING

Figure 6. Military refuse in survey tract, view to the northeast.




A SURVEY OF RED CLOUD ALPHA RANGE, B11.3, AND A PORTION OF B11.5

B Horizon

1.24-1.78 m, clay to Ba.mly Jny

27.94 cm-1.78 m, sandy foam

1.72-2.01 m, sandy oam to sandy clay

10.16em-1.52 m, clay loam to dlay
15.24 cm-2.13 m, sand*
1.19-1.78 m, fine sand

58 em-1.83 m, sandy loam to sandy
Clay ‘Dam

1.09-1.52 m, umrly loam™
55.88 cm -1.83 m, sandy loam to sandy
clay loam

3653 cm, fine sand; and 81 cm-
1.78 m sandy clay loam

86 em-1.83 m, ua.m:l'y loam to sandy
clay loam

2794 cm-1.65 m, laumy sand to sand*

64 em-1.60 m, sandy loam to sandy

73,66 em-1.91 m, amdy cla.y loam to

Table 2.
Soil Series in the Survey Tract (adapte& from Looper 1982}
Soil Series Drainage Water Tahle A Horizon o
Albany somewhat poor 30-76 em 0-1.24 m, loamy fine sand to
fine pand
Bibb poor <15 cm 0-27.94 cm, loam
Blanteo tncclem‘l:ely well 15.18m 0117 m, lcuuny sand to sand
loam
Centenary mo-:lentely well 1.15m 0-10.16 cm, r.'lny loam
CLipley mo&erately well 6191 cm 0.16.24 om, sand
Bohaw mnr]emf:ely well 76 em-1.5m 0-1.19 m, fine sand
Eﬂal:eﬂe very poor <15 em 0-58 cm, loeu'ny sand
]ol-ma{on i very poor <46 om 0-1.09 m, mucky loam
Lesficld somewhat poor 46-76 cm 0-55.88 cm, loamy sand
Marcotte poer surface-<31 em 0-36 cm, fine sand; and
53-81 om, fine sand
Qeilla pomewhat poor 30.76 cm 0-86 am, loamy fine sand
Orier poor <30 em 0-27.94 cm, loamy sand
Pelham poor 15-46 cm 0-64 cm, lbamy sand
Stilson muclezately well 76-91 em 0-73.66 cm, loamy pand
clay
;chzesenim C Horizon, no B Horizon present
=*Adapted from Looper 1982

Of P-et]:taps greatest sigm'ficance in this
discussion of coastal geology is an overview of chert
resources. While agats, c]nalceclony, and jasper were also
used ]Jy pre]:lierl:oric groups, these materials occur in
Georgia in very small amounts (Ledbetter et al. 1981:1-
2y, especiauy when comparecl to chert {Goad 1979:2).
Chert, on ‘che other hancl, wl'lile occurring

10

J.isconﬁnuously, is present throug]:out the Coastal
Plain, primarily associated with Paleozoic and Tertiary
Period limestones. Depencling on the various chemical
impurities, Georgia chert ranges in color from black or
brown to W'}Jita, ye”ow, gray, and cream . Some cherts
are fossiliferous.



NATURAL SETTING

Whilethe Piedmont contributes a broad range
of volcanic and metavolcanic materials important to
preh_{storic occupants, and may even contribute small
quantities of jasper-like and agate material (Goacl
1979:5), chert is found prima.rily in the Ridge and
Valley Province in the extreme northwestern corner of
the state and the Coastal Plain. Ledbetter and his
coﬂeagues note that chert-like materials may also occur
"spottily” in the 20 km wide "hinge zone" hetween the
Towaliga-Hartwell Fault and the Middleton
Lowndesville Fault in the Inner Piedmont of Georgia
(Ledbetter et al. 1081:6).

Goad reports that the major occurrences of
chert in the Georgia Coastal Plain are found associated
with Tertiary Period formations, primarily from Eocene
and Oligocene Epoch deposits. Goad (1979:19)
observes that, "the major occurrences of Coastal Plain
chert are in southwestern Ceorgia, west of the Flint
River, along the Fall Line, and in southeast Georgia
along the Savannah River below Augusta.”

Coastal Plain chert may be found as residual
nodules and boulders, scattered along streams and
riclges, or as cropping beds. Goad notes that different
strata have recognizable chert forms, alt]nough the great
range in variation among Coastal Plain chert makes the
identification of speciﬁc point sources more difficult
and less reliable than the identification of chert sources
in the Ridge and Valley province (Goad 1979:24),

Sources have been identified from Baker,
Bibb, Burke, Calhoun, Crsp, Decatur, Dooly,
Dougherty, Early, Gmcly, Houston, Jefferson, Laurens,
Lee, Macon, Mi]ler, Mitcheﬂ, Pulaslzi, Randolph,
Richmond, Sereven, Seminole, Stewart, Sumter,
Thomas, Twiggs, Quitman, Was]:lington, and Worth
counties (Goad 1979:81-88). The closest sources to
Fort Stewart are found in Bulloch County, about 50
km north of the sl:udy area. This chert, which has a
dull huster and is grainy, ranges in color from black or
tan to red, yellow, cream and white, The chert is
fossiliferous and, when heated, resembles the Claihorne
Stage cherts (described helow) in color and texture.
Other cherts include datk grays, slate l)laclas, clears,
creams, lnrowns, whiteﬂ, and blue-whites or moHled
colors, and textures can range from smooth to grainy.

All are fossiliferous with a duﬂ, soft luster. Heat

treatment produces a glossy surface with yellow to dark
red colors (Goad 1979:23-24).

In nearhy Burke County, cherts are associated
with Claiborne Group deposits from the Eocene Epocll.
These cherts range in color from red, yellow, cream,
and blue to mottled or stripetl. T]:Ley ’cypica]ly have a
dull sheen and are heavily fossiliferous. When heat
treated the material turns to pinle, dark re&, or even
I’Jright orange, The fossil inclusions turn white, giving
the chert a "spotted” appearance. Porous {lints, jasper,
and chalcedony are also present with the cherts in these
deposits (Goad 1979:21).

Chert sources from the Oligocene Epoch
occur in Laurens County, about 150 km to the
northwest of the project area. 'This chert is {:ypicaﬂy
dense and compact, vitreous, and ranges in color from
translucent to red, yeﬂow, or brown, with few fossil
inclusions. Heat treated specimens are typically glossy
and red or &eep brown. QOccasional jasper nodules are

associated with this chert (Goad 1979:24).

The geomorphology of the area is great[y
influenced ]’JY the raising and lowering of sea level
during the Pleistocene and Holocene epochs, when
glaciers repeaterﬂy advanced and retreated in the
northern portions of the United States. While these
ice masses did not extend southward to Georgia, they
nevertheless clramaﬁca.uy affected the area's geology ]Jy
inﬂuencing the ocean levels which generatecl a series of
marine terraces (Hodler and Schretter 1986:27;
Looper 1982:2-3; Campbell et al. 1996:19). Fort
Stewart incorporates portions of the Sundedand,
Wicomico, Penholoway, Talbot, and Pamlico maxine
terraces which range in elevation from 52 m ahove
mean sea level (AMSL) to 8 m AMSL (Hodler and
Schretter 1986:27; Campbell et al. 1996:19-22).

Today, modern soil science identifies 11
general soil units in Liberty County. Overall, the soil
profiles in this county exhibits characteristics that
reflect "moderately well drained and somewhat poorly
drained soils on ridges, and poorly drained and very
poorly drained soils on flood plains and in hroad low
areas, depressions, marshes, and drainageways" (Looper

1682:1).

11
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© These general scil units Table 3 table that ocours less than 46 em
are further divided into soil Soil Types by Pew;nta de in the below the surface (Looper
series, which consist of soils with Survey Tract 1982:27). Togetl'ler Pelham
similar proﬁles and major loa.my sand and Mascotte fine
horizons, Soil series are then Soil Type Porcentage sand  contribute a [arge
divided into several soil pha.ses, Johneton and Bibb soils 23% percentage to the total soils at
such as Pooler sandy loam (Paulk | Pelhsm loamy sand 16% 16% each. Both soils are poorly
1980:14). The soil series Mascotte fine sand 16% drained with hig]n water tables.
described by Looper (1982) are B};ml:on sa[:f 8% Petham scils are commonly
examples of typical soils in that Chipley san % flooded in the winter, while

Lo ; ] . Ellabelle loamy sand 6% .
series, mclu&mg a discussion of \ Mascotte soils are most wet
Leefield loamy sand 5% .

the clieptlns, huas, values and Osier and Bibb soils 5% &urmg the summer and winter
chromes for each A and B | py, 4% months.
horizon. A brief description of Albany loamy fine sand 3% .
soil series, based on discussion by Okcilla loamy fine sand 3% More than half of the
Looper, is found in Table 2. Stilaon loamy sand 3% soils in the survey tract are very
Soil series will be disoussed below Behaw and Centenary find sand 1% poorly or poorly drained, with

for the survey tract. The
ﬁ)”owi.ng paragraphs will address
the soils in the survey tract, with par’cicular attention
given to the percentages of sail types and clrammg
characteristics present in each tract.

The survey tract consists of Albany, Blanton,
Chipley, Hchaw and Centenary, Ellabelle, Johnston and
BiJ:nlj, Leeﬂel&, Masgcotte, Pe].l:tam,- Ociﬂa, Osier and
Bibh, and Stilson soils. Looper (1982) also records pits
for the survey tract {Figure 7). The soil series have
water tables that occur from less than 15 cmto 1.8 m
below the surface (Table 2). Wet swampy areas in the
tract were located near the Canoochee River and the
creek that runs tluough the southern portion of the
tract. The soils on the tract can not he generalizecl, but
represent a range of loams to sandy clays (Table 2).

Johnston and Bibb soils, very poor and pootly
drained soils, represent the

moclerately well drained soils
representing 19% of tlle tract
(Table 4. Soils in ths survey tract were not cleeigna'l:ecl
as lug]:l or low pro])a})ﬂity because shovel testing was not
undertaken.

Seils and Site Locations

Accor&ing to the Fort Stewart and Hunter

Amzy Ai%efar Historic Preservation Pfan, soils are

clesignatecl as very I‘u.gh prol)a]:ility, lugh pro]:a}:uili’cy,
medium pro]aabi].ity or low prolja])i].ity (Camp]:ell et. al
1996:202). The criteria for probability designations can
be found in the Fort Stewart and Hunter Army Airfield
Historic Preservation Plan (Campbell et al. 1996:203).
In general, the pro]aa])ilil:y is based on proximity to
rivers and streams, and the type of clrainage.

Although survey tracts in this project were not
divided into l-ugll and low

greatest percentage of soil
types in the tract at 23% of
the total soils (Ta.l?le 3). In
the survey tract, ’t]aese soils
are located only near the Drainage Characteristic

Tahle 4.
Percentages of Dirainage Characteristics in
the Survey Tract

prolaal)i]i’cy areas, the use of
Prol)al)i]i’cy clesignationa is
eﬁpeciaﬂy well suited for work at
Fort S’Lewaﬂ:, w]nic]n includes

Canoochee River and the Poor

small creeks. In general, Very poor

‘l:]'_'lESE soils are ponclec]. or Moclerately well

flooded in winter and lsjomeu&lat poor
its

spring, and have a water

Percentage many soils of poor clra'mage.
38%
29% Predictive mocleli_ng
19% for Fort Stewart suggests that
11%
3%

12
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Figure 7. Soil types in survey tract, Liberty County (adapted from Looper 1982).
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Table 5.
Sites, Soils, and Drainage in the Survey Tract
Site #  Twpe Soil Deninage Probahility * Water Table
Survey Tract Training Arca B-11
9LI733 Historic pentter Johnoton and Bibb scils Poody dmined Low <46, <15 em
GLT734  Historle scatter Chipley pand Modarately well drnined Indeterminate 61-91 em
OLT735  Prelistaric find Owler and Bibb soils Poody drained High <30 cm, <15 em

'Pm}n‘bﬂlty J.uslgnnh.om wed are feom McKivergan 1998,

sites will be located in certain Lngh proba]aﬂ.ity soils,
many of which are somewhat poorly drained to well
drained (Camphell et al. 1996:200). A draft for a
revised predicﬁve model for the post examines the
predictive model from the PP based on 15378 ha of
archaeological survey (McKivergan 1998). The revised
Preclicﬁve model considers the p'rcl:ua]::ili'l'y of locati.ug
sites at specif‘ic distances from water, and the pro}:na.l:i]ii:y
of locating sites on certain soil types. McKivergan
(1998) notes that distance to water is not a practical
model, as almost a third of the post contains surface

water. Based on data from these archaeological surveys,”

soils are classified as ]:Laving a l:ugh, incletemﬁnate, or
low prol‘;al';i]ity of containing

QL1734 is located on Chipley sand, a moderately well
drained soil with ngh pro]::alnllty Prehistoric find -
911735 is located on Osier and Bibb soils, poorly
drained soils of ]ill.gll p:ol)a]:ullty

The model for historic sites preaentea }Jy
Campbell et al. (1996:227-230) suggests that there is
a trend towards the presence of historic sites on well
drained soils. In this survey tract, the historic sites are
located on low and indeterminate prol)ﬂ]:)ility soils, It is
more ]leely that historic sites are located in proximity to
roacls, and transportation areas, such as railroad clepots,
rather than excluaively in association with speciﬁc soils.

arc]naeologica.l sites.  High

Soil penneal)i]ity .

proI]:Jal)iIEi{-y l:oils elzlave' a lqig}l:er Table 6. rllla.y be a .lilaely cﬁuon Wl'.ly
ratio Od o. Barv 1 sites -than Percentages of Sites Ly fl’ces 'are s1’tu3te in cir’ta.m
ex—ﬁecte higsiiceﬂ, tthose w-;lt OOa Drainage Characteristic of Soils Toacﬁh%nistasnth not ot tzrs.
ratio er an 00. e 0 li € percentages
Indeterminate scils have a Sites of sites found by c].rainage

ratio of 1.00 ohserved to Drainage.

#
expecten:l sites. Low pr:o]aa.laility Poor 2
soils have a ratio of less than Mor:leratEIY well 1

Drainage % characten'stic and the total
38% percentage of clra.inage
19% characteristios for all of the

1.00 observed to E:{pecfecl

pites,

Table 5 lists all sites loca’ce-c]., the associated
soils of the sites, the soils’ clrainage, the pro]:a}JiIity
clesigna’tion, and the water table &epth associated with
the soils. The probalnﬂiﬁes listed are taken from
McKivergan 1998, Eac]l of ’che three sites recorderl
during this survey, are located on three different soil
pro]:a.bilities and three different soi]ﬂ, which are poorly
and moderately well drained. 911733, a historic scatter,
is located on Johnston and Bibb soils, poorly drained
soils of low ptok&l:)ility.
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survey tracts. While it may
seem that most sites are
found on poorly drained soi]a, the percentage of soil
drainage types in each survey tract, diseussed previou.sly,
must be taken into account (Table 4 and 6).

Climate

The southeastern Atlantic coast of Georgia s
usually hot and humid in the summer with a winter that
is cool to occasionally bitter cold. CGeorgia's highest
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temperatures normally occur in July and, in the Fort
Stewart area the summer average tlaily temperature is
80°F. The lowest temperature occurs in January and
winter temperatures average 53° F. The average
growing season in the Fort Stewart area ranges from
about 260 to 270 days (Hodler and Schretter
1986:40),

Occasional tropical storms, coupled with the
flow of moist air from the Gulf of Mexico over the
warm land su.r:[ace, make the late summer the season of
greatest rainfall in southeastern Georgia; while
November is typically the month of lowest rainfall for
the project area | Clements 1989:53; Hodler and
Schretter 1986:38). The total annual precipitation is
1.25 m. Of this, 60% usually falls from April through
October, which includes the growing season for most
crops (Looper 1982:2). During 1954, one of the driest
years on record, the rainfall for the project area was
Only about 70 cm — about 55% of the normal rainfall.
Camphell et al. (1996:13) suggest that floods are
actu.a]ly more COMINON, ty'picauy occurring in the
winter and gpring. The ﬂooc[-producing rains are
usuaﬂy caused with slow-moving low pressure centers
and may be associated with h:oPical storms or prolon.ged
thunder storm activity.

During the late Pleistocene and early
Holocene periods temperatures were considerably cooler
than t]:tey are toda.y. Temperatures laegan to moderate
and approach modern temperatures along the
Southeast Atlantic Slope around 7,000 B.P. (Wright
197():5943). A more Jl:]:Loroug]:n discussion is provided
bhelow relating vege‘rational change to these climatic

ranges.

Floristics and Paleoenvironment

The Coastal Plain in the vicinity of Fort
Stewart is today dominated by longleaf-slash pines with
oaks and yellow poplar found as common associates
(Hocﬂer and Schretter 1986:52; Shantz and Zon
1936:5). Although forests of large, equal-age pines
were noted by explorers in the seventeenth century, this
vegetation is largely the result of intentional action ]Jy
humans. Described as 2 fire subclimax forest, these
monospeciﬁc stands are mainfained by peﬂoclic ]au.ming
which exclude the young of most other arhoreal species.

Kichler (1964) identifies the potential natural
vegetation, that expecte& without the interference of
humans, as a Southem Mixed Forest. These are tall
forests of broadleafl deciduous and evergreen and
needleleaf evergreen trees. The dominants are beech,
sweet guin, southern magnolia, white oalz, and laurel
oak. Slash and IOHOUy pines are also dominants,
alt]:lough t]ley would not be as prevﬂlent as they are in
today's fire subclimate setting. Other components
include maples, hickories, dogwood, and palmetto
(Kichler 1964:112). Along the major drainages
Kiichler identified Southern Floodplain Forests —
dense, medium tall to tall forests of broadleaf deciduous
and evergreen trees and shrubs and needleleaf deciduous
trees such as tupelo, oak, hald cypress, along with
maples, ]:liclzories, as]:l, sweet gum, oaks, and el
(Kitchler 1964:113). :

Today, suggestions of these potential natural
forests are found only in more mesic, e(lap]:.icaﬂy
favorable and ﬁm-protected areas (Camp]:eﬂ et al.
1996:14). In such areas, drainage, soil types, elevation,
and slope are the major factors affecting vegetation and
a range of different species, inclucling live oalzs,
hickories, palmettoes, hollies, and bays will be found.

Today, the survey tract studied is ]:leavﬂy
manage&. This includes, but is not limited to, the
cutting of firebreaks and periodic burns, and use of the
A.lp]]a range as an active training range. Areas that
have not been cleared are dominated ])y open pine
forests with an understoryvegetaﬁon which ranges fom
very dense in areas found along dminages to very sparse
in others (Figures 8 and 9). Historic site locations
quite often contain oaks and ormamental vegetation
(Figure 10), whereas low swampy areas generally

contain a dense unclergrowt]l of serub oak.

In the 1860s less than 30% of what would
later become Liberty and Long counties (but known at
that time as Liberty County) was improved for
cultivation (Hilliard 1984:Map 44). By the 1940s only
about a third of these two counties was cropped with
most of the land being {orested (Hodler and Schretter
1986:127). At the time Fort Stewart was acquired by
the U.S. Army, Ca.mp]‘)e].l et al. (1996:10) report that
most of the Plots were small to medium size woodlots.

Today, about 20% of Liberty and Long counties is

15
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igure Q. Sparse vegetation in survey tract, view to the south.
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farmland, with about 13% actually under cultivation
{(Clements 1989:251, 255). Cotton and rice were
Ilistoﬁca.].[y proclucecl on the hottomlands (Ca.mp]aeu et
al. 1996:79-80). By the late antebellum there seems to
have been a focused shift to small tracts of peas, sweel
potatoes, and corn. Rice was largely abandoned by 1860
and cotton was little more than a sul)sic’liary interest
{Campbell et al. 1996:106-107). By the postbellom
cotton and com were still common, a.li:]:ougll potatoes,
oats, cane, peaohea, ﬁgs, grapes, and pecans were also
being grown, at least in small quantities (K_mg}rl'
1917:1256). Lumber and live stock were also growing
industries. To&ay the priucipa.l agric-ultural activity for
much of the area is ranching, while the principal crops
are corn and Scry]’:eanﬂ, except in Tatinall County, where
Vidalia onions are the most common crop. Logging
remains a substantial economie activity (Clements
1989:251, 2586).

Naval stores have pla.yecl a major part in
Gemgia's Caastal Plain economy since the nineteentll

century (Camp]:eu et al. 1996:79-80). Obtained }Jy

heating the resin-filled heartwood of pine logs, Pitﬂ}'l and
tar were replacecl ag major exports Ly turpentine and
rosin. These procluc'ts are distilled from the raw gum
exuded by living pine trees. Growing through the late
antehellum and early poa’rl:eﬂum, Georgia dominated
U.5. gum pro&uction, accounting for ahout 50% ]3y the
1890s. Tt lost considerabls ground to adjacent Florida
in the next four decades, hut recovered its lead in the
late 1930z and early 1940s. In 1970, Georgia
contributed about 85% of the U.8. gum naval store
pro&ucﬁon, aItI'Lough the signiﬁcance of the gum
market has declined aramaﬁcany in the twentieth
century as the tall oil or sulfate producﬁon increased.
Exaceﬂ:aﬁng the situationis a continuing severe labor
s]aortage broug]:n': about ]‘ry the low wages, the seasonal
nature of the work, and its focus on hot and dirty
manual labor (Hoc]ler and Schretter 1986: 148).

Pollen cores chtained from the Southeast
Coastal Plain indicate a sequence of successional forest
types from the Full Glacial through the Post Glacial
periods (Watts 1971; Whitshead 1965). Before strong

et s

igure 10. Large pecans and cak at 911734, view to the north.
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evidence of human population (pre-15,000 B.P.), cold-
adapted vegetation predominated by spruce and jack
pine was found in the Piedmont and Coastal Plain
area, Other less common species included o0ak and
ironwood. All of these gpecies suggest a much colder
and drier environment than found ’today {(Watts
1980:326}. Some have suggested that this climate was
much like today's eastern Canadian horeal forests,
dominated lny pine and spruce distributed in a mosaic
pattern of stands within sedge-dominated prairies.
Campbell et al. (1996:34), however, also present
evi‘&ence suggesting that while the climate was colder, it
may nof have been drastic enougll to support a full
horeal forest.

The somewhat warmer and moister
environment evidenced in the Late Glacial (15,000 to
10,000 B.P.) is associated with an increase in
deciduous species. Northem hardwoods, such as oak,
}Jicl'\'ory, beech, birch, and elm Began replacing the
spruce and jaclz pine populai:ions. This c]:la.nge
corresponds with warmer summer temperatures and
colder winter temperatures as well as an increase in
precipitation. It is during this period that there is the
first moclerately well documented evidence for human
occupation (Watts 1980; Sassaman et al. 1990). Thie
period was a transitional period between the glacial Late
Pleistocene and the essenﬁaﬂy modern climatic
conditions of the Holocene. The resulting mesic forest,
with its relaﬁvely lngh percentages of beech and
hickory, has no modern analog and was the result of
the cool, moist conditions which characterized this
transition.

During the Post Glacial (10,000 B.P. to
present) oak and ]:iclzory dominated the region. Other
gpecies such as walnut, hemlock, and hazelnut
disappeared from the pollen record. By 9,500 B.P.
In'clzory and ironwood species declined and were replaced
})y sweetgum and }Jla.clzgum. These c]:mnges prior to
7,000 B.P. suggest periods of rapid warming and
increased moisture (Watts 1980; Watts and Stuiver
1980). Tt has been observed that these very rapid
environmental changea would have created a clynamic

ecosystem requiring constant ad.aptive adjustments on
the part of early groups (Cable and Mueller 1980:7).
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In the Georgia Coastal Plain, southern pine
communities displacecl the oak-dominated forests
between 8,000 and 6,000 B.P. which led to a decrease
in mast production (Sassaman et al. 1990:22;
Campbell et al. 1996:35-36). This vegetational change
prol:ualnly had an effect on prehistoric land use cluriug
certain times of the year, since nut masts were probaﬂy
more isolated and concentrated rather than w-iclespread.
Coupled with these vegetational changes was a cooler,
moister climate (Watts 1971 and 1980).

Campbell et al. (1996:35-39) suggest a
possible cause and effect relaﬁonship between climate
changes heginning about 8,300 B.P. and the rise of
pine {orests. They note that as the climate shifted from
less rainfall to a seasonaHy variable moisture regime
there was also an increase in ]ightning-pro&ucing spring
storms, These storms, flley suggest, created the right
conditions for frequent natural fires which would
encourage, and maintain the presence of longleaf pine.
They note that even today the mesic dlimatic regime
"continues to provide an ideal environment for the
longleaf pine and the Southern BEvergreen Forest"
(Campbell et al. 1996:38).

From ahout 5,000 B.P. and continuing to the
present, Whitehead (1973) found pine increasing
s]iglntly, althougll oak appeared to remain dominant in
natural forest stands. The precontact environment of
the Piedmont Southeastern United Stales was termed
“temperate deciduous forest" })y Shelford (1974:56-88)
with oak and hiclzory interspersed with pine, maple, ach,
and other deciduous species (for a graphic
representation see Shantz and Zon 1936). Kachler
(1964) further supports this reconstruction.

Campbell stal. (19096:38-39) also suggest that
other vegetational "adjustments" have included the
fiJJing in of Carolina l)a.ys with peat to form extensive
pocosin wetlands and the expansion of coastal swamps
under the influence of rising sea levels.

By the historic period the lower coastal plain
was dominated ]Jy loblouy pine. The lololoﬂy is also
known as the "hull pine" hecause of its prodigious size
and rematkable ability to invade clry, flat terrain and
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even the hiﬂy upla.nds. The pines formed vast, open
forests intermpted only ]Jy the occasional inland Fwamp
and its accompanying hardwoods,

This area of the Coastal Plain, the soi.l, and
the vegetation ﬁequently attracted the attention of
ohservant commentators, In the eazly eig]:lteent]:l
century John Wesley mentioned that:

the Land is of four Sorts, Pine-
barren, Qakland, Swamp and
Marsh. The Pine-Land is of far the
greatest Extent, especially near the
Sea-Coasts. The Soil of this, is a
dry, whitish Sand, producing Shrubs
of several sorts, and between them a
spiry, coarse Crass which Cattle do
not love to feed. But here and there
is a little of a better kind, especially
in the Savannahs (s0 they call the
low, watry Meadows, which are
usually intermixt with Pine-Lands)
(Reese 1974:232-233).

Throughout Georgia's history, these "pine-barrens" were
Enown as land of less value than other, more fertile
tracts. Lven as eady as 1740, Willam Stephens
provided an account which observed, "the American
dialect disﬁnguis]:tes land into pine, oak and Liclzory,
swamp, savannah, and marsh” (Frech and Swindler
1973:79). He commented that where oak and hickory
trees grew "the soil is in general of a strong nature, and
very well esteemed for planti.n.g, ]Jeing found by
experience to produce the hest crops of Indian Corn,
and most sorts of grain" (Frech and Swindler
1973:79). The swamp soils, with their "black moulds”
were best for rice. The savannahs and marshes, while
producing no trees, did contain large numbers of
"canes," which were reported to be excellent winter
forage for cattle. Only for the pine lands, "of a sandy
surface,” could Stephens find nothing encouraging ta

say.

English occupation of the count'rysicle,
inchuding occupation of Georgia's pine barrens,
gra&uaﬂy changed its appearance. The pines which
dominated the t0pography, for example, ]:egan to give

way to scrubby hardwoods by the early 1800s (Silver
1990:187}. It is almost certain that the process was
largely completecl l)y the mid-1800s. Yet there were
other, equally momentous c]aanges. Turkeys and other
wild fowl were less common, while the flocks of
Carolina paralzeets and passenger pigeons approachecl
extinction. Buffaloes were already gone from the
neighboring Piedmont. In the lowland swamps the
I)eavers, otters, and minks were close to extinct, as were
other occasional visitors such as bears, wolves, pan’chers,

and bobcats.

The countrysi&e was becorning increasingly
dominated I)y small farms. The new eco[ogy, created Ly
cleari.ng and fann'mg grains, encouragecl flocks of quail.
While the minks and otters gave way to hunting
pressures, they were quickly replaced Ly the opossum,
By the nineteenth century the most common animals
were the catl:le, hogs, and sheep l)roug]:ﬂ: by the Coastal
Plain settlers. Silver notes that, "fewer canebrikes and
overgrazed mixed hardwood forests attest to the forage
habite of these Old World Beasts" (Silver 1990:187-
188). The changes were dramatic, gradually giving rise
to the lower Coastal Plain we know today.
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PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC OVERVIEW

Previous Research

Relatively few in-depth studies have been
conducted at Fort Stewart. The majority of those
readily available have been contracts, let by the United
States Army, in an effort to determine the extent of
cultural resources located on the base.

The earliest st-udy of any intensity was that
conducted in 1980 and 1981 by Professional Analysts,
Inc. (Miller et al. 1983). The goal of the study was to
conducta sa,tnple survey in orderto produce a preclictive
model for the entire facility (Campbell et al.
1996:174). The sample universe was established as all
fire breaks less _tllan 3-years old. These were stratified
by soil association and a pedestrian survey was
conducted. Only the actual fire break was examined and
no shovel tests were excavated. Campbe]l et al.
(1996:174) report that the total coverage was 370 km.
Assuming that the fire hreaks were an average of 3min
width, this would account for about 111 ha. This
represents a 0.1% survey of the entire base.

In addition to the stratified sample survey, a
ju&gmental suTvVey was conducted of base food plots and
an effort was apparently made to relocate a number of
previously identified sites on the base (Campbell et al.
1996:176). In all, 29 previously recorded

arcllaeologieal sites were revisited.

The gurvey identified a total of 85 gites,
including 50 prehistoric sites, 17 historic sites, and 18
prehistoric and historic sites. In all, 145 components
were represented. This survey found a clensity of about
1 site per ha. The site types included Lithic scatters
(many without diagnostic remains), villages, a burial
mound, and riverine camps. Historic sites dated
primarily to the late nincteenth century. Historic
research also identified, as potenﬁal sites, 24 historic
properties.

This study forms the nucleus of Fort Stewart’s
predictive model. Miller et al. (1983 quoted in
Campbell et al. 1996:203) identified four prohability

Zones:

Very high probability — locations
which include well-drained bluffs
along the Ogeechee and Canoochee
Rivers.

High prohability — areas where well-
drained soils, such as Craven,
Lakeland, Tifton, Pooler, Okilla,
Fuquay, and Stilson, occur, Alse
included are areas in proxmity to
high order streams.

Medium probahility — areas which
include all of the soil types that are
not excessively drained or very poorly
clrai.ned, representing the vast
majority of the base. These ateas
essenﬁaﬂy represent portions of Fort
Stewart for which the survey
coverage was inadequate to allow any
reasonable predic‘cion of proba])ﬂity.

Low probability — areas where the
soils, such as Rutledge, Mandarin,
Osier, Johnston, Ellabelle, and Bibb,
are either excessively drained or very

Poorly drained.

Campbell et al. (1996:211-228) provide a
detailed analysis of this model, which has recenﬂy been
updated by McKivergan (1998). Most importantly,
they provide a detailed lis’cing of soils, assigning a
prohability ranking, While the single minded reliance
by Miller et al. (1983} on soil and drainage to predict
archaeological probahﬂity can be criticized, it does offer
an initial focus for future efforts at Fort Stewart. This
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current study, in fact, is at least parl:iauy based on the
carly Predictive work by Miller and his coﬂeagues.

Other investigations in the area have included
2 1088 survey conducted in the Brigade Maneuver area
of Fort Stewart by Carolina Archaeological Services
(lackson et al. 1988). Although this tract included
1,507 ha it is of limited comparability since it involved
no shovel testing — all of the SUrvey was pedesh:ian
{Jackson et al. 1088:22; Campbell et al. 1996:181).

During this survey of the Brigade Maneuver
area, forty—t]::.ree archaeological sites were reporterl,
including Barly Archaic and Barly Woodland remains,
and historic sites dating primarily from the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Campbell et
al. 1996:181).

Four site types were identified cluring the
Carolina Archaeological Services survey (Campljeﬂ et
al. 1996:191):

Site Type 1- Prehistoric campsites
or lithic scatters — contain
diagnostic or non-diagnostic lithie
debris andf/or ceramic sherds
indicative of a]mriginal subsistence
activities.

Site Type 2 - Late nineteenth and
early twentieth century farmsteads
and activity loci — contain
diagnostic historic material, often in
association with ]Jriclz, features
and/or aligned trees, or ornamental
vegetation (i.e., orchards, groves,
gardens).

Site Type 3 - Historic Cemeteries —
contain matked or unmarked human
inferments.

Site Type 4 - Multicomponent sites
(historic farmsteads/activity locus
and prehistorlc activity locus} —
contain debris associated with
historic farmsteads or activity loci,

plus pre]listoric activities.

Early Archaic and Late Woodland
components were found to co-occur on the same sites
within the Carolina Archaeological Services study
Uacl:son et al. 1988:46).

The study at Brigade Maneuver area in
general (see Campbell et al. 1996:212-213), supports
the probability assessments established by Miller et al.
(1983). Jackson et al. (1988), however, note that site
density may be higher than initially suggestecl for Fort
Stewart. Although only I site per 24.6 ha was recorded,
few of the hig];l prolzabi]ify soils were encountered in
their survey (Campbell et al. 1996:181).

In 1995-96 Chicora Foundation conducted
a 522 ha shovel test survey of the JAECK Drop Zone,
during which relatively few sites were located (Trinkley
et al. 1996). These included two prehistoric sites and
two historic sites.

A second area containing 241 ha, known as
the Taylors Creek tract, was su.rveye& at the sarne time
by Chicora Foundation. A total of three prehistoric
sites and the historic town of Taylors Creek were
identified during the survey.

Prehistoric sites recorded during the 1995-96
Chicora Foundation survey contained artifacts
spanning the Barly Archaic to Mississippian periods.
The three historic sites, including the Taylors Creek
town, *contained artifacts from the late eighteenth
century to the twentieth century.

In 1996-97 Chicora Foundation conducted
an 809 ha shovel test survey (survey tract "A") in
portions of training areas E-16 and E-20 (Trinkley et
al. 1997). Seventeen sites and 14 isolated occurrences
were identified. These included three prehistoric sites,
14 historic sites, one of which was the small
community of Sha&y Crove, and one mulﬁcomponen’c
prehistoric/historic site. The prehistoric sites contained
artifacts that date to the Mississippian period.

A second area ("B") containing 804 ha in
portions of training areas E-14 and E-15, was shovel
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tested at the same time as the above survey. Four sites
and eight isolated occurrences were identified.

Alt]:ough four historic sites were identified in this
purvey tract, no preln's‘l:oric sites were identified.

The historic sites recorded during the 1996-
97 Chicora Foundation survey, date from the mid-
nineteenth century to the twentieth century,

In 1998, the Chicora Foundation conducted
a survey covering ninetsurvey tracts, including A9.1,
A12.1, A12.2, B7.2, B7.3, B6.3, E8.3, F7.2, and
F17.3 {Campo et al. 1999&). A total of 26 sites and
19 isolated sites were identified, including two
prehis’coric sites a&jaeen’c to Taylors Creek, three
cemeteries, a rai.lma&, and an earthen dam in Taylors
Creek. The prehistoric sites contained artifacts that
date to the Dept{or& periocl.

Chicora Foundation conducted an additional
survey in late 1998 of three survey tracts, including
Training Area A6.4, A8.1, and B24.2. These surveys
identified two prehistoric {inds, two historic finds, and
five historic sites (Campo 1999b). Only one of these
sites, QBN 186, the Roding Range, was found to be
indeterminate (potentially eligible) for inclusion on the
National Register.

T]:xe Chicora Foundation shxclieﬂ, in general
(see Campo et al. 1999a:164-165; Trinkley et al.
1996:113-123 and Trinkley et al 1997:139-142), did
not confirm or deny the pto]aa]:ili’cy asgessments
established by Miller et al. (1983). Trinkley et al.
(1996), however, note that the site density is slightly
lower in the JAECK Drop Zone survey tract (0.76
sites per km?) than that suggested for Fort Stewart
(1.1 sites per km?), whereas the Taylors Creek survey
tract exhibits a l:xig]:ler site c].ensity {2.5 sites per lunz)
Assessment of the data recovered during the 1996-
1997 survey found a site density in survey tract "A"
(portions of Training Axeas E-16 and E-20) of 3.83
sites per km? and a site density in survey tract "B"
(portions of Training Areas B-14 and E-15) of 1.49
sites per k2,

The Camphell et al. (1996) predictive model

esaentiaﬂy relies on soil clrainage, while the revised

predictive model (McKivergan 1998) relies on both
soil clrai.nage and proximity to water. The Chicora
(1996 and 1998) gtudies determined that site
pro]:a]:iliﬁes are best based on a broad range of factors.
The location of prel]is-l:oric sites may he J.epen&ent on
factors such as distance to water. Historic sites
locations seem to be determined by commercial,
imlush:ial, and broad agricultural needs rather than on
B'I:ﬁcf:]y defined soil, water, or topography criteria.

Prehistoric Overview

Overviews for Georgia's pre]msl:ory, while of
c].1£Eermg 1eng‘c}15 and complemty, are available in
y every comphance report Prepared for Fort
Stewart. Of spema.l interest is the Historic
Preservation Plan for Fort Stewart which provides a
1Bng‘t11y overview of the pre]:istoric cultural sequence
(Campbell et al. 1996:45-69). In addition, there are
some "classic" sources well worth attention, such as
Williame' edited works of Antonio J. Waring, Jr.
(Williams 1968).

These can be supplemen’cecl with a broad
range of theses and dissertations, such as Lewis-
Larson's examination of coastal subsistence tecllnology )
{Larson 1969), Chester DePratter's discussion of
Southeastern chiefdoms (DePratter 1983), or Morgan
Craok's examination of Mississippian community

organization along the coast {Crock 1978).

Also extremely helpM, perhaps ever. essential,
are a handful of recent local syntlle’cic statements, such
as that offered by Anderson and Sassaman (1996) for
the Barly Archaic, Sassaman and Anderson (1994 for
the Middle and Late Archaic, and Anderson et al.
(1990) for the Palecindian. Only a few of the many
availabls sources are included in this a'l:uc{y, but these
should he adequate to give the reader a "feel" for the
area and llelp establish a context for the various
gites identified in the current study. For those
desiring a more genera] gyothesis, Perhaps the mast
readable and well balanced is that offered by Judith
Bense (1994), Archaeology of the Southeastern United
States: Paleoindian to World War I. Figure 11 offers a
generalized view of Georgia's cultural periods.
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Regional Phases
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Figure 11. Cultural periods for the Georgia coastal region {adapted from Braley 1990; DePratter 1679:Table
30; Saszaman et al., 1990:Table 1),

dated from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., although it
has been suggeste& by some archaeologists that the
beginning date for the Paleoindian Period be pushed to

Paleoindian Period

The Palecindian Period, most commonly
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as early as 14,000 B.P, (Oliver i981), Lithic tools
associated with the Paleoindian Period include hasally
tl:ixme&, side-notched proiec’dle points, ﬁute&,
lanceolate projectile points, side scrapers, end scrapers,
and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1968)
Non-fluted points such as the Hardaway Side-Notched
and Palmer Comer-Notched types, usually accepted as
Early Archaic, are occasionally seen as representatives
of the terminal phase of the Paleoindian Period (Figure
12). This view, verbaﬂy sugges’ced by Coe for a number
of years, has considerable tec]:lnological appeal.l For
the North Carolina area Oliver guggests a continuity
from the Hardaway Blade through the Hardaway-
Dalton to the Hardaway Side-Notched, eventually to
the Palmer Corner-Notched (O]iver 1985:199-200).
While convincingly argued, this approacll is not
universa.lly acceptecl and there appears to be no such
continuum in Georgia.

The Paleoindian occupation, while widespread,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
most Exequenﬂy found along major Tiver dzainages,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy "oriented toward the exploitation of now
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124), Survey data
for Paleoiddian tools, most nota.bly fluted points, is
rather sparse for Georgia (Ledbetter et al. 1996). In
spite of this, the distribution offered by Anderson
(1992:Figure 5.1) reveals a rather genmeral, and
wiclespread, occurrence ’fl:lroughout t}le region, T]Je
recognition of Paleoindian sites in Georgia is hindered
not only ]Jy alack of research, but also ]Jy the small size
of typical sites (often the Palecindian component may
be recognized by a single tool) and the heavy amount of
reworking and curation seen in Palecindian tools from

Ceorgia (Ledbetter et al. 1996:284).

* While never discussed }Jy Coe at ]engt]:l, he did
observe that many ofthe Hanclaway points, especia]ly from the
lowest contexts, had factal fluting or thinning which, "in cases
where the sido-notches or bhasal portions were missing, . . .
could he mistaken for fluted peints of the Paleo-Indian
period" (Coe 1904:64). While not an especially strong
statement, it does reveal the formation of the concept.
Further insight is offered by Ward's {1983:63) all too hrief
comments on the more recent investigations at the Hartlaway

site (see also Daniel 1992),

Distinctive projectile points include lanceolates
such as C‘lovis, Dalton, Suwannee, and pet]laps the
Harclawa.y {Anderson 1990:7.9) During the later
portion of the Paleoinclian, many researchers (see Snow
1977:3-4, Figure 1 for example)} borrow from Florida
and suggest that these more classic 1a.rge lancealate
points were replaced by smaller points with concave
bases, such as the Sante Fe, and Beaver Lake {(Bullen
1975:45-47; Milanich and Fairhanks 1980:45). In
addition, points such as the Bolen Plain and Bolen
Beveled (Bu.ucn 1975:44, 49.53; Milanich and
Fairbanks 1980:45) are t]:Loug}J’c to be intermediate
between the Late Paleoindian and Eatly Archaic in
much the same way as the Palmer of South and North
Carolina is regarded.

Unfortunately, relatively little is known ahout
Paleoindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems,
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 1992
for an excellent overview and synt}:lesis of what is
known). Cenerally, archaeologists agree that the
Palecindian groups were at a band level of society (see
Service 1966), were nomadic, and were both hunters
and foragers. While population density, based on
isolated B.nds, ig ﬂ'louglﬂ: to have been low,. Walthal
suggests that toward the end of the period, "there was
an increage in population density and in teritoriality
and that a number of new resource areas were

beginning to be exploited" (Walthall 1930:30).

According to Campbell et al. (1996:47-49) no
Paleoindian sites have been identified on Fort Stewart
'l'l1.roug11 Profession.al research (excepﬁﬁg the recovery of
a Dalton projectile point from 9LI276 and a
Hardaway—Dalton from 9BN36), alt]:mugll at least one
local collector has reportecl early points from the
general area. This near absence is attributed to the lack
of reaclily available raw materials, Should Paleoindian
materials be encountered, Georgia has cleveIopecl a
rather detailed preservation plan which outlines a hroad
range of appropriate research guestions (Ancletson etal.
1990}.

The prevalence of Palecindian occupation is
dramatically increased, however, if Bolen and Palmer
points are included. Carnpbell et al. {1996:52) note
that several sites have procluced these materials, which
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10,000 BP

Late
Paleolndian

(ca. 10,500 - 10,000 BP)

Suwannee

Middle
Paleolndian

Early
Paleolndian

{ca 11,500 - 11,000 BP)

Figure 12. Diagnostic Paleoindian projectile points and suggested chronology for Georgia and the Carolinas

(aclap‘l:ed from Anderson 1992:Figure 3.1}.
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’c]:tey attribute to the Early Archaic, In a.d(].ition, Snow
comments that "1arge c}:loppers, unifacial ]Jlacles, and
scrapers” are found in the Coastal Plain, but can be
attributed to the Palecindian Period only on the hasis
of their "patination; some appear chalky, and djsplay a
general likeness to Paleo-Indian material of known

antiquity" (Snow 1977:3).
Archaic Period

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.2, does not form a a}:Larp breal with the
Palecindian Period, but 5 a slow transition
characterized by a modem climate and an increase in
the diversity of material culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad gpectrutm of Emaﬂ mam.mals,
although' the white tailed deer was Iilzely the most
common[y exploi’cecl animal. Archaic period
assem.l)lageﬂ, exempli&ed ]Jy corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps
because the swamps and drainages offered especially
attractive ecotones.

The review of available survey data by
Campbell et al. {1996:52-54) suggest that there was a
noticeable population increase from the Palecindian
{seven Eaﬂy Archaic components were noted) to the

Late Archaic (20 Late Archaic components were
noted). The increase in components over time certainly

2 The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Palecindian and many researchers suggest a
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is
also the question of whether ceramics, such as the Gher-
tempered Stallings ware, will be included as Archaie, or will
be included with the Woodland. Qliver, for example, argues
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes
"complicates and confuses classification and interpretation
needlessly" (Qliver 1981:20). He comments that according to
the original definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizon" and that "the presence of ceramics
provicles a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods (QOliver 1981:21), Others would
counter that such an approach ignores eultural continuity and
forces an artificial, and perllaps unrealistic, separation.
Sassaman and Anderson {1994:38-44), for example, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of *Late
Aschaie Pottery,"

corresponcls with generalizecl findings of other
researchers, and may be tenta.tively associated with a
preater emphasis on IEcarag'mg. Camp]aeﬂ et al.
{1996:52) note, however, that considerably fewer Early
and Middle Archaic remains are found than seemingly
should be present, based on comparal)le surveys
elsewhere in the Tegion. Tl1ey suggest this may be the
result of the sites being "buried in deep subsurface
contexts” (Campbell et al. 1996:52). Unfortunately,
they provide no substantive reasoning,
geomorphological studies, or rationale for this
assessment. Their comparative data consists of only one
other survey, the Ehenezer Watershed (Fish 1976).
Nordo they explore other explanations forthe disparity
between Archaic settlement in the Fort Stewart area
and in this one other s'l:udy area.

Diagnostic Early Archaic artifacts include the
Kirk Corner Notched point. As previously discussed,
Palmer and Bolen points may be included with either
the Paleoindian or Archaic period, depencling on
theoretical perspective. As the climate became hotter
and drier than the previous Palecindian period,
resulﬁ.ug in vegetaﬁona[ changes, it also affected
settlement patterning as evidenced IJy along-term Kirk
phase midden deposit at the Hardaway site (Coe
1964:60). This is believed to have been the result of a
change in subsistence strategies. Other hallmarks of the
Barly Archaic are often considered to include a
continued reliance on lu'gh quality lithic raw materials,
a Lig]]ly curated tool kit, ]:ug]: geographic mo]ai]ity, and
periodic aggregation of band-sized groups (see
Anderson and Hanson 1988; Daniel 1992).

Settlements during the Early Archaic suggest
the presence of a few very large, and apparently
intensively occupied, sites which can best be considered
base camps. Ha.rdaway might be one such site, In
acldi’tion, there were numerous small sites which
produce only a few artifacts — these are the "network of
tracks” mentioned by Ward (1083:65). The base campe
produce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials
which has suggestecl to many researchers long-term,
perJ:laps seasonal or multi-seasonal, occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites may be Lhought of as special
purpose or foraging sites.
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There are several intensively occup{ed Early
Archaic sites which are of special importance in our
understanding of this pericd, including the Lewis East
and Pen Point sites in South Carclina {Sagssaman and
Anderson 1994:84-85) and the Taylor Hill site in
Ceorgia (Elliott and Doyon 1981).

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.}
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain,
Guilford, Halifax and Stanly projectile points.
Ledbetter remarks that a possi]:le regioual variant
includes the side-notched or cormer-notched points
similar to Halifax, as well as an elongated point known
as the Brier Creck Lanceloate (Ledbetter 1995:12;
Michie 1968; Sassaman and Anderson 1994:27). Also
observed during this period is the MALA (Middle
Archaic-Late Archaic) point, which are typically made
from heat-treated chert and considered }Jy some to be a
regional variant of the Benton type (see Sassaman
1985; see also Sassaman and Anderson 1994:27-29
for a more updated discussion).

Much of our best information on the Middle
Archaic comes from sites i.nvesl-igated west of the
Agppalachian Mountains, such as the work by Jeff
Chapman and his students in the Little Tennessee
River Valley {for a general overview see Chapman
1977, 1985a, 1985h). Closer to Ceorgia, there is
Ledbetter's (1995:12) work at Pen Point on the
Savannah River, as well as work at Fort Gordon
(9CB81, see Braley and Price 1991), and 9RI178
(Elliott et al. 1994).

There is goocl evidence that Middle Archaic
lithic tecimologies clunged clrarn.aﬁcaﬂy. End scrapers,
at times associated with Paleoindian trac]itions, are
discontinued, raw materials tend to reflect the dreater
use of locaﬂy available materials, and mortars are
initially introduced. Curated tools are less common.
Associated with these technolo gical changes there seem
to also be some signiﬁcaut cultural medifications.
Prepared burials begin to more commonly oceur and
storage pits are identified. The worl: at Middle Archaic
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse floral
and faunal subsistence base, seems to stand in stark
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quartz
Industry" of Georgia and the Carolinas, whete axes,
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choppers, and ground and po]isllecl stone tools are very
Tate.

Coastal Plain settlement models for the
Middle Archaic have traditionally focused on the near
absence of diagnostic material. It has been suggested
that the "Pine Barrens” were unattractive or could not
support dense occupation. This view has been espoused
by Larson (1980). As BSassaman and Anderson
(1994:149) suggest, it may be that Middle Archaic
groups avoided the coastal plain not because the area
was impoverishecl, but rather because the available
resources were patchy and this "patchiness” resulted in
high "hidden" costs such as constant movement,
increasing specialization, and the need to store larger
quantities of food.

Sassaman and Anderson (1994:150-152) also
brieﬂy reviow the evidence supporting a focus on gwamp
floodplains during the Middle Archaie, noting that
while such environmental settings can be difficult to
iclentify, they do eeem to be associated with 1arge,
multicomponent sites. In addition, they illustrate the
mounting evidence to support seasonal rounds or
seasonal transhumance between the coast and the

interfor (e.g._, Milanich 1971).

The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000
to 3,000 or 4,000 B.P., is characterized by the
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectile points (Coe 1964}. In addition, research in
the Georgia Coastal Plain suggests the presence of
Cary Points, having a triangular blade, squared
shoulders, a contracting stem, and a rounded or
occasionally pointed base (see Smith 1978 for examples
from Laurens County, Georgia). These Late Archaic
people continued to intensively exploit the uplands
although the available Fort Stewart data for this period
reveal that the sites are spread over a vatiety of
environmental zones with no obvious patterning

(Campbell et al. 1996:52-53).

One of the more debated issues of the Late
Archaic is the typology of the Savannah River
Stemmed and its various diminutive forms. Oliver,
refining Coe's (1964) original Savannah River
Stemmed type, &eveloped a complete sequence of
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stommed points that decrease uniformly in size through
time (Oliver 1981, 1985). Specﬁicaﬂy, he sces the
progression from Savannah River Stemmed to Small
Savannah River Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed to
Swannanca from about 5000 B.P. to about 1,500
B.P. He also notes that the latter two forms are
associated with Woodland pottery. This reconstruction
is still debated with a number of archaeologistﬂ
expressing concern with what ’chey' see ag typnlogical
overlap and am]aiguity. Tlley point to a dearth of
radiocarbon dates and goocl excavation contexts at the
game time ’t}ley €xpress concern with the applicaﬁon of
this typology outside the North Carolina Piedmont
where it was originally developed (see, for a synopsis,
Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994:35),

In addition to the presence of Savanmah River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (sec Sassaman 1993), polished and
pecked stone artifacts, and grinding stones. Some also
include the introduction of fiber-tempered pottery
about 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic (for a discussion
see Sassaman and Anderson 19094:38-44; Sassaman
1993:16-41). This innovation is of special importance
along the Georgia and South Carolina coasts.

Couple:cl with the presence of Eber-temperecl
Stallings or St. Simons pottery (Criffin 1943;
DePratter 1991:159-162) are also a broad range of
worked bone and shell items, such as engravecl bone
pins, whelk columella beads, and antler projecﬁles.
Couplecl with these artifacts are shell Tings -— dougll—
nut shaped heaps of ehells Tanging from only a few feet
in height to over 20 feet (see Trinkley 1985 for a
general overview). There is evidence that these shell
rings represent g-ra&ually formed habitation sites with
ocoupation taking piace on the rings. 'The sites appear
to reflect permanent, year-round occupation suggesting
that the coastal St. Simons and coeval Thom's Creek
{found primarily northeast of the Savannah River in
South Carolina) groups were able to schedule their
subsistence activities to allow stable settlements
(Trinkley 1980).

There is evidence that clunng the Late Archaic
the climate ]:uegan to approximate modern climatic

conditions. Rainfall increased r&ﬂulting in a more lush

vegetation pattern. The Pouen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oak-}xiclzory nut
masts which previously were B8O wiclespreacl This
change PIOl)a]')ly affected settlement patterning since
nut masts were now more isolated and concentrated.
From research in the Savannah River va]ley near
Ailzen, Sou’cll Carolina, Sassaman has JEoum:].
considerable diversity in Late Archaic site types with
gites ocourring in virtuaﬂy every uplancl environmental
zone (Sassaman et al. 1990:280-300). He suggests
that this more complex settlement pattern evolved from
an increasingly complex socio-economic system. While
it is unlilaely that this model can be aimply transferred
to the Coastal Plain of Georgia without an extensive
review of site data and micro-environmental data, it
does demonstrate one approach to understanding the
transition from Archaic to Woodland.

Woodland Period

Sassaman (1993:55) recalls the cautions of
Iosepll Ca.l&weu, who found "the regional landscape of
the Barly Woodland ceramic traditions” a "fascinating
array of local clevelopments and diverse extralocal
influences." As a consequence, the Barly Woodland
becomes quiclzly confused and difficult to interpret.

As prsviously discussed, there are those who
see the Woodland l'_veginning with the introduction of
pottery. Under this scenario the Ea.rly Woodland may
begin as eatly as 4,500 B.P. and continued to about
2,300 B.P. Diagnostios would include the small
variety of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stemmed
point (Oliver 1985) and pottery of the Stallings, St.
Simons, and (to a lesser extent) Thoms Creek series
{Criffin 1943; Trinkley 1976; DePratter 1991:159-
162). The B_l:er—fempered Staulngs and St. Simons
wares and the sandy paste Thoms Creek wares are
decorated using punctations, ja]a-ancl-d.rag, and incised
designs (Trinkley 1976).

Others would have the Woodland LeQinm’ng
about 3,000 B.P. with the introduction of the Refuge
wares, also characterized Ly sancly paste, but often
hav'mg on.ly a plai_n or clenta’te-stampecl surface
{DePratter 1976, 1991:163-167; Waring 1968).
There is evidence that the puncta.tecl and dentate
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surface decorations are gracluaﬂy replacecl IJ)J' plai.n and
si:mpla skampecl treatments, Sassaman et al.
(1990:191) report a distribution similar to the earlier
fiber-tempered and Thom's Creek wares, and suggest
that the Reﬁage wares evolved chred:ly from these earlier

antecedents.

On the Ceorgia coast, Ref'uge has heen
subdivided into three S‘\J]JPI]ﬂSEE, with plain and dentate
stamping found during the entire perioc]. Toward the
end, linear and  chedk gtamping is introduced,
sometimes with grog or clay tempering. Typicaﬂy these
sites are found on ridges or other }:igh, san&y grouncL
although DePratter also notes that many sites have
been inundated l)y the rising sea level and are situated
in the marsh (DePratter 1976:6-8).

Qemler ceramics, which admittedly are poorly
understood (DePratter 1979:177; see also Depratter
1991:42-59), are likely a Refuge-Deptford transition.
DePratter describes the pottery's check stamping as
consisting:

of sma]l, thomboid or diamond
checks, ca.re£uﬂy applie& to the vessel
surface without overstamping. The
[Oemler] complicated stamping is
somewhat u.nusual, congisting of
small, care{-uﬂy exeouted line-filled
h‘ianglea, nested c]iamonds, and
other motifs (DePratter 1976:117).

He observes that the largest sample comes from the
Oemiler site and that other researchers have occasionaﬂy
called the pottery Deptford Geometric Stamped. The
pottery i3 so uncommon that it may well repregent only
a variety of either Re{uge or Dept‘forcl.

In spite of the relative lack of detailed
investigations at Early Woodland sites, it seems lilae}y
that the subsistence economy was based prirna::ily on
deer ]Junﬁng and fishing, with supplemen’tal inclusions
of small ma.m.ma]a, birds, reph'les, and shellfish. This is
based on an impression that there was a continuation
of a genemlizec], Late Archaic pattern, which may or

may not be appropriate.
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Fort Stewart has appa.rently proclucecl no
Reﬁlge sites and Canxplbeu et al. (1996:60) doubt that
such sites will exist in the Coastal Plain unless possibly
associated with earlier )(j})er-tempere& siten. T]iey note,
however, that the Georgia State Site files report the
presence of at least four Refuge/Oemler components at
sites on Fort Stewarl (CampLeH et al. 1996:57).
Consequent[y, it is difficult to assess the potential for
Refuge sites at Fort Stewart.

Somewhat more information is available for
the Middle Wooc].la.nd, ty‘bicaﬂy given the range of
about 2,500 B.P. to about 1,200 B.P. The most
characteristic pottsry of this time periotl is Deptfor&,
although both Swift Creek and Wl]mmgton are lilzely
late additions. Regardless; the Middle Woodland is hest
understood in the context of Dept‘forcl, which has been
carefully desaribed by DePratter (1979:118-119, 123-
127), who suggests two divisions with check stamping
and cord matldng gratluaﬂy Being supplementecl })y
complica.’ced stamping. The introduction of c]ay or grog
tempere&Wﬂmjngton wares follows on the heels of the
DaPt{orJ phase. ‘

We do not, howaver, mean to imply that the
origin of the Middle Woodland is well undemtood. In
fact, Sassaman takes some pains to empha.aize that the
transition from Re{:uge to Dephgorcl is not well
understood:

the Refuge-Deptiord problem is the
result of numerous region

processes that converge in the
Savannah River region hetween
3000 and 2000 B.P. The
sociopolitical entities that existed on
the coast and in the interior cluring
the fourth millenmivm dissolved after
about 2400 B.P, reau_lh'ng in the
&ispersal of small populaﬁons across
the region. . . Pottery :lesigns
chﬂngecl from hjglnly individualistic
punctation and incision to the
(seemingly) anonymous use of
dowels for stamping. . . the use of 2

carved pac]dle for si.mple stamping
should mark the "lolen&'mg" of
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Re‘;uge and Dep‘:fotcl culture, of,
more aocu]:ately, reflect  the
sul)sumption of Re{uge oulture ljy
the expancling Depf:forcl complex.
(Sassaman 1993:118-119}.

The work by Milanich (1971) and Smith
(1972), coupled with the considerable additional site-
spec-]:ﬁc tesearch {see, for example, DePratter 1997;
Sassaman 1993:110-125; Thomas and Larsen 1979)
provicles an excepﬁonal laa.uligrouncl for this parl‘icda.r
Phase. Milanich's (1971} interpretation of a qoastal-
estuarine settlement model with interior occupation
limited to short-term extractive activities, while still
useful, has been modified througL the Jjﬁcovery of a
mumber of interior base camnps. In fact, there seems to
be evidence for a nurnber of interior seasonal or paﬂ:laps
even permanent base camps, although there is as yet no
convincing evidence of horticulture. Anderson
(1985:48) provides a brief overview of some very
Bigniﬁcant concerns. He motes that Milanich's
interpretation that the interior river va]leys were used Ly
small, reaicleu’cia]}y mobhile foraging groups which
clispersecl from large coastal vi]lages is clearly not
correct. In fact, just the opposite appears more ].il'eely,
with coastal wuse and settlement laeing seasonal

{Anderson 1985:48-49).

DePratter (1979:119, 128-131; 1991) takes
the position that Wilmington pottery posf-c].at&i
DEP‘[’{OIC[ and ushers in the use of grog or clay as a
tempering material in the late Middle Woodland. The
check starmping and complica‘te& stamped motifs found
in the Deptford continue, except with clay tempering,
for a short time. These wares are called Walthour by
DePratter (1091:174-176}, altlloug]:l they exhibit a
paste virtually identical to Wi]m.i.ngton wares. Regarcuess
of what ’rhey are caﬂe&, ‘\:lley appatently existed for only
a short periocl of time before ]aeing completely replaced
by cord marking (DePratter 1979:119).

Wilmi.ng’con pl’xase sites are rather Poorly
understood in the Ceorgia Coastal Plain. Not only has
there heen little effort to clevelop settlement models
incorporating the Wilnu‘.ugton, there is very little
teclu:ologicai research on the pottery itself. The
potential importance of the Wilmington phase is

pethaps evidenced by Snow's (1977) survey of the
Qcmulgee Big Bend area, where large quantities of what
he called "Ocmulgee 1" pottery was found. He
specifically states that this ware "is not Wilmington"
(Snow 1977:42), noting that while there is some clay
tempering (certainly not the ebundant grog tempering
of classic Wl]nungton), much of the pottery has a sa.ncly
paste (Snow 1977:36). Perhaps the most distinctive
characteristic of thie pottery (which is associated with at
least one burial mound) is a heavy folded rim. Folded
rims seem to graclua.ny &rop out, while the paste
becomes i.ncreasingly more gritty in succeecling

Ocmulgee 11 and 11T types.

Curiously, couplecl with  the coastal
Wilmington material is what the W.P.A. researchers
called Chatham County Cord Marked {DePratter
1991:17%9-180), a grit-’cemperecl (ra’cl'ler than clay-
‘cemperecl) hea_vy cord marked pottery. DePratter
remarks this is possibly related to the "sand tempered"
pottery that Stoltman (1974:63), further up the
Savannah River, called "Wilmington.”

It seemns that Georgia, just like South Carolina
and North Carolina, is a‘trugg]ing to comprelmncl, and
deal wi’c]:l, a broad array of Middle Woodland cord

marked pottery.

Although Deptiord pottery is well recognized,
the assoctated lithic ’tecl:nology is not. For Florida,
Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:75-76) mention only
that "medium-sized triangular” points are present.
Yadkin-like triangula,r points are reportec]. to be found
with Wilmington sites (Anonymous 1940). Snow
(1977F1gure 47) reports a broad range of small
'l:riangu.lar points with his Ocmulgee I, T, and 11T cord
marked pottery. The bulk of these appear to resemble
more traditional Yadkin and Caraway points (Coe
1964:30-32, 49).

The Middle Woodland cannot be fully
appreciatecl without reference to Hupawaﬂian inﬂuences,
whether the presence of coastal sand burial mounds and
their evidence of status differences (e.g., Thomas and
Larsen 1979) or the presence of occasional exchange
goods. Sassaman et al. note that while there is a lack of
"obvious" Hopewellian influence in the Savannah area,
there is nevertheless evidence of a “higher order of
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sociopolitical complexity" (Sassaman et al. 1990:14).

T]:ley note that the broad similarities in ceramic c]esign
evidence the movement of ideas, or "interprovineial
integration," not seen in the Early Woodland. The
presence of coastal shells found at interior sites
demonstrates the movement of goods.

At Fort Stewart the Middle Woodland pariocl
is better representecl than the Eaa:[y Woodland. Twenty-
three sites have produced Deptford remains, Of these
23 Dept{orcl sites, four also proclucerl Wilmington
pottery, and one procluoe«l Refuge and Wilmi.ngton
pottery in addition to Deptfor& pottery (Ca:mp])eu et al,
1996:56-57) Two sites noted by Campbell et al.
(1996:57) produced only Wilmington pottery.
Campl)eﬂ et al. (199657) fail to discuss lithic
resources, so it is not possil:le to ascertain if Middle
Woodland lithic scatters have been encountered.

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200
B.P. to 400 B.P.) may he characterized as =
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural
assemblages. While outside the Carolinas and Georgia
there were major cultural changes, such as the
continued development and elaboration of agricu_ltu.re,
the constal South Carolina and Georgia groups settled
into a Iifeway not apprecia.laly different from that
observed for the previous 500-700 years. From the
vantage point of Middle Savannah Vaﬂey Sassaman
and his co].lea.gues note t]nat, "the Late Woodland is
difficult to delineate typologically from its antecedent or
from the Eru]:lsec_[uent Mississippian periocl" {Sassaman
et al. 1990:14). This situation would remain
unchang-ecl until the c[evelopment of the South
Appalachian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson
1971). Anderson (1994:366-368) provides a basio
review of the Late Woodland and Migsissippian ceranic
sequence at the mouth of the Savannah River. This
review is parﬁcularly useful since it also compares and
contrasts these J.evelopmen‘l;s to those in the middle and
upper reaches of the Savannah (Anderson 1994:368-
377).

Milanich (1971:148-149) and Caldwell
(1970:91) vaw the St. Catherines pottery, which
seemi_ngly characterizes the Late Woocﬂancl, as an
important aspect in the graclual progression from
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Deph&)r& to Wi]m.ington to St. Catherines to
Savannah. Perhaps the most succinet summary of the
Georgia Late Woodland St. Catherines phase is that
offered by DePratter and Howard (1980:16-17).
Signi{:icantly, t]ney note that most of the Ceorgia data
comes from burial mound excavations, "because only
limited village ([and presumably shell midden]
excavations have been conducted" (DePratter and
Howard 1980:16). Even with burials there is a limited
range of artifact types — shell heads, worked whelk
shell bowls or drinking cups, bone pins, and triangular
projectile points. Not only is little known about village
life, noﬂ)ing is known concerning residential structures
and there is no good evidence of agrirmltural crops.
Once agsin, the Late Woodland is presentecl as little

more than an extension of the previous Middle

Woodland ljfewa,ys.

DePratter (1979:119) Provides a generalized
introduction to the St. Catherines p]nase, noting its’
original definition by Caldwell (1971} and remarking

that the ceramics are:

characterized ljy finer clay tempering
than that of preceding Wilmington
types and ]:)y the increased care with
which the ceramics were finished.
The 1umpy contorted surface of
Wilmington types was replaced by
care{uﬂy smoothed and ‘ often
burnished interiors and exteriors
(DePratter 1979:119).

DePratter also notes that the temper in the St
Catherines pottexy consists of "crushed sherd or crushed
tow-fized clay fragments"” (DePratter 1979:131}. One
of the few studies of preljisﬂ:oric temper which involved
detailed chemical and petrograplnic analyses included a
sample of six St. Catherines sherds (Donahue et a2l
n.d.) The s{:ucl'y found that the trend toward clecreasing
grain size of the aplastic component, ]Jegun in the
Middle Wootﬂanrl, continues into the Late Woodland.
In contrast, the grog inclusions are coarse, ranging
from about 2 to 3 mm, and they contain quartz grains
{perhaps reflecting the temper of the crushed sherds).

More recent investigation of St. Catherines
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pottery in South Carolina found that while there is
considerable variability in both size and &equeucy of
temper, there is no compeﬂing evidence that sherds
were being crushed and used as temper. The most ]jleely
explanation for the observed similarity of both paste
and temper ig that the temper represents dried lumps of
clay which have been incorporated back into the clay
during the formiug of vessels. On the other hand, the
saime st‘ucly also found that there appear to he distinct
chemical differences between the paste and temper.
This suggests that the dried clay used as tempering was
pethaps 'lefi-over" from ecarlier potting episodes
(Trinkley and Adams 1994:58-60).

Altbough the conventional wisdom is that the
St. Catherines phase drew to a close around A.D.
1150, there is mounting evidence that the phase may
extend into the thirteenth or fourteenth century A.D.
{see Trinkley and Adams 1994:108-110, 114-115}.
There may be a blurring of Middle and Late Woodland
lifeways well into later perio&s.' The resu.lting cultural
conservativism may ]:u:lp explain the presence of
relatively few large Late Woodland villages and the
apparent absence of corn agticuli:u.te until very late
along the coast.

On the coast, Hopewellian influences may be
more obvious than originally tlloug]nt, if the multitude

of sand burial mounds being investigated by the

American Museum of Natural History are as eatly as
reportecl. For example, the investigations at South End
Mound II on St. Catherines Island suggest the earliest
burial, placed in a pit about A.D. 1000, was associated

with a copper sheet, had copper earapools, and included
a diabase-like pendant {Larsen and Thomas 1986:25).

Moving away [rom the coast and into the
inner Coastal Plain there is considerably less data. Tt is
difficult, for example, to detexmine how far inland St.
Catherines wares are reportecl, or if they exist at all.
Once again relying on Snow's examination of the
Qcmulgee Big Bend area, there is no evidence of St.
Catherines pottery, Instead, it seems that the cord
matked Qcmulgee wares fill the gap. Snow even
mentions that his Oemulgee 11T pottery, which is found
with small trangular points, shows "some traits
suggestive of closer ties with coastal Savannah II

Cordmarked ceramics" (Snow 1977:43), suggesting
that the Ocmulgee IT wares may be Late Woodland.
This may help explain why no St. Catherines sites have
been found at Fort Stewart (Campbell et al. 1996:60),
although clearly the lack of detailed surveys cannot be
ignored.

Better known is the Swift Creek Phase, often
viewed as ecither late Middle Woodland or Late
Woodland. Swift Creek materials extend from the Gulf
of Florida, where the phase was first popularized (Willey
1949:378-383) into the coastal plain and piedmont of
Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina. Diagnostic
artifacts include pottery with intricate, well-executed,
curvilinear complicated stamped motifs (for a brief
synthesis of the Swift Creek wares, see Williams and
Thompson 1999:122-128). Also present are occasional
suggestions of Hopewell ritual, especially among the
burials. Sites include semi-permanent villages, some
with burial mounds and occas-iona]ly small platform-like
mounds, as well as small camps (Jefferies 1994; Keller
et al. 1962; see also Sears 1956:53.54, Sagsaman et
al. 1990:205-206, Williams and Elliott 1998 for
regional overviews). Although there are few appropriate
local studies (Williams and Elliott 1998), Snow does
illustrate a number of ea:ly and late Swift Creek sherds
from the Ocmulgee Big Bend area (Snow 1977:Figure
6a, 7a, 7b}. This suggests that Swift Creek phase sites
may be found in the Fort Stewart area,

South Appalachian Misgsissippian

As Schnell and Wright (1993:2) observe,
"Mississippian" means different things to different
people — even 1o ils earliest rescarchers. To Willey
(1966) it meant a particular group of traits. To Griffin
(1985) it meant a complex social and technological
interaction sphere. To Smith (1986) it was defined as
an adapﬁve strategy. The meaning is further distorted,
or at least aﬂ;ectecl, when the issue is viewed from a
strict temporal or cllmnological orientation, such as
this presentation (since to us, the period covers the
period from about A.D. 900 to A.D. 1500).

The Mississippian is viewed rather basically by
Campbell et al. (1996:61-62). They focus on a simple
coastal chronology hased almost enﬁrely on the results
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of excavations at Irene (Caldwell and McCann 1941)
and the resulting synthesis by DePratter (1979:Table
30; 1991:183-193). In this scenario the Savannah
Phase, consisting of three subp]nases, is followed Ly the
Irene, broken into two subphases. While foﬂowing
essentially the same sequences, Anderson (1994:366-
368) provides considerably more detail.

The Savannah, characterized Ly cord marlzing,
is seen as clevelopi.ug from earlier cultures. Present are
ﬂat-toppecl temple mounds, alt]noug]:{ these are seen Ly
some researchers to be Jess common in the Altamaha
region, While the settlement system is very similar to
t]:Lat of t]:me Late Wootﬂand, there are also nucleatecl
settloments found near estuaries and along freshwater
rivers further inland. Although agriculture is seen by
many as almost essential, there is no good evidence for
com or other domesticated crops.

Savannah Il is distinguished by the
introduction of check stamping and Savannah IIT is
defined by the presence of complicated stamping. The
Savannah Il Complicated Stamped pottery is
prima:ily curvilinear, often of concentric circles or oval
motifs. Sassaman et al. (1990:207) suggest that the
current temporal ranges are li]-eely too restrictive for
these subphases and suggest instead hroader period of
perhaps A.D, 1100 to 1200 for Savannah II and
perhaps A.D. 1200 to 1300 for Savannah IIL.

The Savannah Phase, according to Campbell
et al. (1996:64), is the best represented of any period at

Fort Stewart, with 35 sites producing Savannah -

pottery. They also note that not on.ly are the sites more
nmerous, lJut the coﬂecﬁons from tl'le sites are Iarger,
"suggesting that the Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield
area was a place more heavily occupied by Savannah
populations than the eadlier groups discussed above
(Campbell et al. 1996:64). Most important among the
Savannah sites appears to be the Lewis Mound
{(9BN39) and associated habitation area.

The Savannah p]:tase gives way to what is often
called the Irene Phase, probably beginning about A.D.
1300. The Irene T Phase is identified by the appearance
of Irene Complicated Stamped pottery using the filfot
cross and line hlock motifs. Not only are these motifs
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different from the eardier Savarmah Complicated
Stamped designs, but the Irene ware is characterized by
grit inclusions and a coarse texture, compared to the
Savannah's sandy inclusions and fine to medium-
graine& paste.

Also present in Trene collections are a range of
rim &ecoraﬁons, includin.g nodes, rosettes, and fllet
appliques. Alﬂlough incising is found in very low
quantities during this early period, the succeeding Irene
11 phase is characterized by bold incising. The mouth of
the Savannah River, however, was likely abandoned Ey
the end of the Irene I Phase since little incising is found
in this area. Anderson (1994:290-294) provides a
detailed discussion of the coﬂapse and abandonment of
the [rene site, focusing on the dramatic changes and
their meaning in a broader socio-poliﬁcal context,

Larson (1955} sought to distinguish his
central coastal Pine Harbor incised material from the
[rene wares of the northern coast. Braley (1990:98)
suggests that the Pine Harhor material is both
geograplmica]ly and temporaﬂy distinct from Irene, He
also suggests that the presence of the Pine Harbor
Phase on the middle coast may help explain the
apparent abandonment of the Savannah area,
suggesting that the coastal groups shifted southward in
order to make themselves more accessible to the interior

Oconee chiefdoms (Braley 1990:99).

The situation, however, become consi&era_'oly
more muddled when the view is shifted inland — to the
Pine Barrens in the vicinity of Fort Stewart, for
example. Schnell and Wright explain that “almost
nothing can be found in the literature" (Sclme]l and
Wright 1993:41).

Using data from several Ocmulgee Big Bend
sites, they note that there is a small collection of cord
marked pottery, sometimes incorporated in an
assemblage of plain and roughenecl wares, which dates
from perhaps A.D. 800 to A.D. 1400 — falling within
the Jcemporr:ll limits of the Mississippian. Tlley note that
Crook, who defined a Middle Ocmulgee Phase dating
from A.D. 200 to about 900 and a Late Ocmulgee
Phase from about A.D. 900 to 1600, distinguishes the
two by increasing frequencies of triangular points and
cord marked pottery. T]JBY also note that Crook
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suggests these occupations are associated with
"conservative” cultural adaptations — an argument
similar to that advanced for the late occurrence of St.
Catherines wares along the South Carolina coast.

Snow, also exploring the Ocmulgee and Satilla
river drainages, defines what he calls the Square Ground
Lamar ceramic assemblage which apparently is coeval
with late Irene (Snow 1990). Prior to this, the area is
apparently dominated by the cord marked Ocmulgee I1I
pottery, The Square Ground wares have 10 to 12
incised lines around the vim and helow a stamp
consisting of a central dot with four lines ra.dia’cing out.
Each of the Iem]lt'ing four quadrants is usuany Elled
with chevrons (Snow 1990:Figure 5). He suggests that
the "Square Ground Lamar pottery may equate with
[the] Hitchiti people” of the lower Qemulgee (Snow
1990:87).

The si.mple importance of these discussions is
that there is far too little information presently available
to allow any clear or certain understa nc].i.ng of what may
be present in Fort Stewart area. Consequently, while
Camphell et al. (1996:68) note that only four Irene
sites have heen found at Fort Stewart, it seems
premature to argue tlla}’c Lamar influences are rare, or
that the Pine Barrens were deserted, or even sparsely
occupiecl.

Protohistoric and Historic Contact

The Protohistoric ceramic assemblages along
the immediate coast are typically identified as Altamaha
(DEPraf:l;er 1979), King George (Calclweﬂ 194.‘3), San
Marcos (Smith 1948), and Sunderdand Bluff (Larson
1978). The period is often dated from about A.D. 1550
to 1700, although Green (1991:106) argues that
minimally it should be extended to 1715 in order to
include the Yemassee-produced pottery of South
Clarolina and perhaps even as late as 1763 to coincide
with Smith's {1948) St, Augustine per_‘iotl.

Regardless of precise dating, the ware is
’chou.ght to include complicated stamping (including
rectilinear and curvilinear motifs), check stamping,
incising, plain, burnished plain, and a red filmed ware.
Green suggests a continuum from Irene to Altamaha.

Vessel forms include jars, bowls, plates, and pitchers.
Some include strap and loop handles as well as foot
rings, clearly revea.]ing a strong Buropean influence,
The San Marcos pottery is associated with limestone
tempering, while the Altamaha and King Ceorge wares
exhibit fine grit or sand.

Snow (1990:92-93) reports a dramatic
decrease in the number of Altamaha sites compare& to
the preceding Square Ground sites in the Pine Barrens
of the Ocmulgee Big Bend area. He also notes that in
addition to Altamaha ceramics, there are also examples
of "Miller ceramics from the Apalachee region of
northwest Florida,” "a smoothed-over check stamped
ware, similar to Leon Check Stamped from mission
sites in north Florida" and even "Ocmulgee Check
Stamped known from the Macon Plateau site." Also
present are "European trade items such as glass beads
and copper” (Snow 1990:93). All are representative of
European contact and suggest that there was
considerahle movement late in the history of the region.
From the historic period, Snow reports the presence of
both Ocmulgee Fields, Chattahoochee Brushed,
Mission Red Filmed, and Leon-Jefferson Complicated
Starnped pottery — all presm:u.al:ly associated with
Creek sites (Snow 1990:93). Unfortunately, little more
than the presence of these various wares is known about
the historic or contact peﬁod sites in the area.

Historic Overview

The Native American popu]ation of
southeastern North America first encountered
Furopeans during the 1530.1542 Spanish expeditions
of Hernando de Soto. It was shortly after that, in
1566, that the Spaniard Pedro Menendez de Aviles,
founder of St. Augustine, met with the Guale Indians
on St. Catherines Island and established a small cutpost
and mission on the island (Coleman 1960:1; see also
Jones 19'78). Georgia's coast hegan to export grain and
citrus fruits and by the early 16008, missions were well
established in fertile south and central Georgia (Hodler
and Schretter 1986:70; see also Thomas 1987 and
Larsen 1990).

By 1663 the ownership of lands within the
confines of Ceorgia would become the center of great
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c].ehates, clialoguea, and eventuauy armed combat
between Spanish and Bnglish interests. In granting the
Carolina colony, Charles I had established that
Spanjsh-held St. Augustine would constitute the
southern l)ounclary of the colony. With the presence of
Spanish presidios and intensified BEnglish trading with
Native American populations going on in the lands
between Charles Towne and St. Augugtine, tensions
mounted between the two Eu.ropean powers.

The Origins of Georgia

The settlement of the Georgia colony is
attributed to a perceivecl need by the Englm]n Crown to
establish a milita.ry buffer zone hetween SPE.Di.S]J lands
to the north of the Altamaha River and the English
settlement of Charles Towne along the Atlantic coast of
present day South Carolina (Coleman 1960:2). There
wad, as WBH, a strong Carolinian mterest in tapping
Ceorgia's potential for the deer skin trade and the use of
Native Americans in mi]itary alliances against the other
Europea.n powers. By eﬁectively placing these lands
under one sovereign, i.e., England., a number of these

pro]:lems between Englancl and Spain would be resolved.

The charter for the Georgia eolony was granted
in July of 1732, and by November James Oglethorpe set
sail rom England with the first shipload of colonists
(Coleman 1960:5; DePratter and Howard 1980:42).
South Carolina had relinquis]netl territory to creats
Georgia and the new colony's origi.nal western ]::ounclary
was the "South Seas,” or the Pacific Ocean. By 1763,
the houndary became the Mississippi River and, in
1802, Georgia. ceded to the United States what would
become Mississippi and Alabama and assumed its
present form (Hodler and Schretter 1986:71).

The original settlers, numbering from 114 to
125 souls, established a settlement 29 km from the
coast along the Savannah River on Yamacraw Bluff on
February 12, 1733 {(Coleman 1960:5; DePratter and
Howard 1980:42; Hvidt et al. 1980:35).

Al’choug]i Oglethorpe was appointe& as
representative for the colony's Trustees, he actually held
no legiﬁlaﬁve or authoritarian powers aver the colonists,
Yet, he aﬁempte& to establish the Georgia Colony in
a more plnilant]uropic manner than its neiglﬂ:\oring
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colony of Carolina to the north (Coleman 1960:8).
Oglet]norpe's phﬂa.nt}u'opic views may have heen in
direct response to pro]alems encountered l:y the Carolina
Proprietors. The trade in deer skins and the use of
Native Americans as slaves cluring the ea_rly colonial
period had caused personal and politica] pro]JIems for
South Carolina's elite rulers (Barr 1996). Oglethorpe
}:I.OPEJ. to eliminate this and pro]:lems associated with the
ownership of African American slaves within the
Georgia colony.

While South Carolina became quickly
dominated ]:)y large pla.n‘fations, primarily incligo and
rice, which opera.’cecl under the forced labor of thousands
of African Americans, Ogle’f}mrpe envisioned a "kinder
and gentler" colony of small land owners growing a
broad range of crops. He foresaw land gran’cecl in small
parcels and bath slavery and rum were outlawed in 1736
(DePratter and Howard 1980:43).

Unfori:unate}y Ceorgia was unable to retain its
vision ad a colony of sober men living off their own
labor and rewards contributed t]:lrougll the worlcing of
small farms. Cq:langes within the colony'a structure were
already evident when, in 1743, Oglethorpe was replaced
l:;y the Board of Trustees for the colony with William
Stephenﬂ. As early as 1740 maximum land holc]ings
were increased to 2000 acres, allowing the formation of
small pla.ntaﬁons (DePratter and Howard 1980:44),
By 1750 the ban on the importation of elaves was
clroppecl. Elite land owners and investors from South
Carolina began to purc}mse lands along the Savannah
River (Rowland 1987), and the timbre of (Jeorgia
society began to change. By 1750 African Americans
constituted perhaps one third of Georgia's 3,000
residents (Coleman 1960:11).

In 1752 the Royal trusteeship charter expired
and Georgia became a crown colony. In 1758 the
Georgia Assem]:\[y established a govermnen’tal
framework as part of the official church act. The -
province was divided into eig]:lt parishea (W.P.A
Writers' Program 1990:39). The tract which is today
Fort Stewart Iay primarily in the paris]:les of St. Johns
and St. Pl].il]ipa, with some western portions falling into
St. Andrews Parish (Campbell et al. 1995:73).

The 1740s and 1750s were a period of growth
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in Georgia. Under the influence of her neighbor to the
north large p[a.ntations began to dot the hn&aca.pe.
The introduction of uplan& and intertidal rice
agricul’rure, the advent of in&igo pro&uc’tion, and the
naval stores industry, broug]:d: on I)y world wide military
and economic events {Barr 1996; Coclanis 1089; Weir
1083), would rapidly move Georgia into the
mainstream of southern plantation agronomic
proclucﬁon. Prior to the grant for the Georgia aolony,
bounties were offered by England's patliament to
encourage the gtowth of imligo and the pmduction of
naval stores. In 1766 the Georgia assembly, in an
effort to infuse the naval stoves in&us’rry, paseed
legislation which specifiecl standards and volumes for
the industry (Thomas 1975:2)., This would enable
(eorgia to compete with world markets, Eventually
Qeorgia evolved into a signi{ica.n’t colony in its own

right.

By 1776, Georgia retained very little of its
pre-colonial concepts and contained a population of
40,000 to 50,000 people. Appro:dmately half of that
number were African American slaves (Coleman
1960:13; DePratter and Howard 1G80:44).

Liberty County was established in 1777, At
that time it included a part of preseﬁl:—clay Bryan and
Long counties, as well as all of McIntosh County. This
area was settled early clm:ing the proprietary peﬂo&,
most no’ta_l?ly }J}' South Caralinians. Puritans from the
abandoned town of Dorchester, South Carolina
established the siver port of Sunbury for the grOWl'll and
export of rice, i.ncligo, cotton, and lumber (Looper
1982:2, Groover 1987:33-34).

Economic factors had also come into play
concerning the inland agriculi‘urai c].evelopment of the
colony. The inland areas of the state were considered
better suited for the cultivation of uplancl cotton as
oppose& to rice, 'mc\igo, and vea istand cotton, which
were the staple crops grown along the coast. The
relative position of Ll]:berl:y County in the flat pine
lands of Georgia allowed the area to rapidly cliversify its
agricultural base. [ni{'ia.uy, the mJ'.ujng of lumber and
the naval stores in&ush-y were important economic
commodities (Croover 1987:33-34),

According to Herndon, "in the last two
dzscades before the Revolution Geargia exportec]. aver
21,000,000 feet of lumber, 10,000,000 staves, and
36,000,000 shingles" to England {Herndon
1968:427). As WBH, both inland and intertidal rice,
indigo, and 1ong and short s'l:aple cotton were early
crops. With the invention of the cotton gin by Eli
W}l:'rh:ley in Savannah in 1793 new impetus was given
to the commercial grow’ch and export of uplancl cotton.

Yet, it was principally because of the ear}y
diversification of Liberty County's agricultural base that
the naval stores i.mlus‘cry remained in its 'mfancy. The
reIationship between the naval stores inclua'try and the
procluction of other agriuultural commodities is hest
explained by Hernden (1968) who states that:

[a]n examination of the manner of
producing turpentine, tar, and pitcl:l
will indicate the rela.’cions]aip hetween
the proclur:ﬁon of naval stores, the
expansion of the rice and in&igo
Plantation, lai'ge and small, and the
lumbering industry. Of the three
procluots that constituted the naval
stores m(:lustry turpentine was of
least interest as Colonial Georgia
e}@ortecl less than one-seventh as
wnuch turpentine as tar and pi‘ccl:\.
Turpentine is a sap of the pine tree
obtained hy mal::ing incisions, or
lvoxes, at the hase of the trunk of the
tree. "These boxes were uma:lly made
in January and February and the
grounc{ at the foot of the tree was
oleared of leaves, brush, and

undergrowth . . . Around the middle
of March the sap Legan to distill,
circulation
increased as the weather became

commencec]. ancl

warmer; the gap boxes had to be
empi:ied five or six times or more pet
season and the upper edge of the
boxes o]:lipped each week to lzeep the
sap running, When the chill of the
frost severely checked the circulation
the operation was discontinued and
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the remainder of the year was gpent
in preparatory labor for the following
season. The production of
turpentine was a year round job
rather than merely a wintertime
activity and since a tree produced
turpentine for several years this
activity did not in itself aid in the
cIearing of land; consequenﬂy the
twrpentine inclustry never grew past
the eml)ryo stage.

The manufacture of tar and pitcll
were wintertime activities, provirled a
supplementary income, and aided in
the "improving" or clearing of land.
... To procure the tar from the
wood a kiln was prepared in the
foﬂowin.g manner; the wood was cut
into pieces two are three feet long
and about three inches thick and
stacked on a raised concave earthen
mouﬁd, the center of which was
connected to a ditch or hole on the
outside by a conduit; the pile of
wood was covered with a layer of pine
leaves and earth and a fire started at
the top of the kiln. The fire was
allowed to penetrate to the bottom
with a slow and graclual combustion,
which forced the tar from the wood
causing it to run down to the bottom
of the kiln and out into the ditch or
hole. The kiln was watched cla.y and
nig]nt while lzluming to lzeep the fire
from l::realzing out and consuming
the wood without producing tar.
The average yield was one barrel of
tar to one cord of wood. Pitch was
made from tar by heating it in
furnaces or large kettles

(Hernden 1968:428-430).

As seen in Table 7 the naval stores industry never
became a truly viable industry during the Colonial
Period. Between 1755 and 1775 Georgia exported less
than 1,000 barrels of turpentine, approximately 3,000
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barrels of pitc]z, and a little over 4,400 barrels of tar.

It was (lurmg the post—Revoluﬁonary War
period that we see considerable evolution in the
establishment of Georgia's counties, As Campbell and
her colleagues observe, poor transportation networks
and the increased need for govem.men’tal services lead to
the creation of most new counties. Bryan County was
created in 1793 and Tatinall was created in 1801
(Campl)eu et al. 1995:98).

'The Revolutionary War

Within the southern coloniez the War for
Asmerican Independence was similar to that of the
American Civil War. Quite often family loyalties were
divided between by class and family (Coleman
1960:17).  Other than the capture of major
population centers such as Charles Town, Savannah,
and Augusta by the British, much of the war was a
sertes of emall, local engagements fought between

Table 7.

Naval Stores Exported from Georgia (1755-1775)
Yr Turpentine (bbls) Pitch {bhls) Tar (hbls
1755 nfa n/a 45
1756 nfa nfa nfa
1757 nfa nfa 129
1758 nfa nfa nfa
1759 nfa 83 35
1760 nfa nfa 425
1761 160 nfa 235
1762 n/a nfa 246
1763 8 23 175
1764 19 nfa 359
1765 gnf= nfa 486
1706 82 806 123
1767 88 627 387
1768 202 496 167
1769 68 492 138
1770 103 80 105
1771 45 193 102
1772 40 364 298
1773 nfa nfa nfa
1774 24 40 132
1775 14 ” a7
Total 877 2,988 44,404
Source: Hernden 1968:431.
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loyalist troops and their patriot counterparts (Coakley
1989; DePratter and Howard 1980:44-45),

For most of 1779 the British held Savannah
and the surrounding ground. The study area in 1779
is shown in Figure 13. In ear_ly fall of 1779 American
and French troops made an abortive attempt to take
Savannah. Among the 750 French and American
casualties was Count Casimir Pulaslzi, for whom Fort
Pulaski was named. It was not until July of 1782 that
the British abandoned Savannah, ending British
occupation of Ceorgia (Coulter 1960:146-147;
DePratter and Howard 1980:45). Other nearhy
skirmishes include the 1776 Battle of the Rice Boats at
Tybee Island and the 1778 Battle of Bulltown Swamp
at Midway.

Although Qglethorpe had established a

mumber of defensive communities west of Savanna]n,

such as Fort Argyle on the Ogeechee River (see Elliott

1997), most of these settlements failed due to the poor
agricultural conditions of the Pine Barrens and lack of
communpication and readily availahle shipping route to
Savannah (DePratter and Howard 1980:43; see also
Figure 40). Yet, flley did seta precedent for setlement

onge t}le Revolutionary War was resolved.

After the war, land at Fort Argyle c}lan.gecl
hands many times, until 1781, when 500 acres of land
were put up for sale (Campbell et al. 1996:103). After
1800, the “Fort Argyle” was popularly recognized as a
reference to the neigh}norhood of the old fort site
(Campbell et al. 1996:104). Fort Argyle property
continued to change hands until after the Civil War,
when it was listed as having a populal-ion of 15
(Campbell et al. 1996:121). After the 1890s, the Fort
Argyle land was used by timber and turpentine
inclusi‘ries, and in the late nineteenth century,
contained a brick factory (Campbell 1996:128-129).
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With the war's conclusion, major treaties and

concessions from the Cherokee and Creek Indian tribes
(1782-1804) allowed the full scale development of
lands within central and eastern Georgia. While these
cessions have no direct Leari.ng on our unc],ersfa.nding of

ceded additional land on the Upper Savannah.

During the American Revolution the British
influence among the Creeks was slziﬂfuﬂy maintained
}Jy Alexander McGillivray, a Creek with mixed Scots

and French ancestry.

Figure 14. A portion of Finley's Georgia showing the project area in 1824

Even after the
Rﬁvolu’cion, MoGﬂ]ivray
continued to be an
important coundil to
the Creeles, as t]ney
strove to balance the
power of the Americans
and the Spanis]:l. By
1812 the Creeks were
dosply divided by a
factional conflict which
escalated into a civil war
between those best
desoribed  as  classic
nativists and those who
were Ang]icizec].. This-
civil war became the
Creek War in 1813 as
those lanc].-hungry
A_mericans, ke Andrew
Ia.c]'.zson, lookmg for a

reason to intervene

NHI

MR

found an  excuse to

wage a ‘just war."

TEDDEBEBHHB,

Georgians, and

the Fort Stewart area, they are a sigm'ficant aspect of
Qeorgia history. Perhaps the most succinct overview is
that offered by Green (1979:24-41). He recounts the
early, and peac&ul start of Eng]ish-Creelz relaﬁons}aips
with the 1733 and 1739 treaties skillfully brokered by
Ogle’chorpe and explore& the gra.clual deterioration of
relationsbips as the English greeclﬂy lusted for
expansion. Creen also explores the careful balance
Letween the French, Spal:u'sh, and Enghsh which Creek
sought to maintain in oxder to ensure their own
survival (Green 1979:26). As this power balance
Coﬂapsecl, the Eng]mln availed themselves of the Creek's
weakness. Fa]ling &eeply into cle})t, the Creek nation
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Mississippians jumpecl

at the excuse to wage a
"war of extermination” in order to free additional land.
Alter the death of at least 3000 Creek nativists, the
Treaty of Fort Jackson was signed in August 1814,

The Antebellum Period

By 1820, 60% of upland farmers were
growing cotton, and sla.very playecl an ever increasing
role in that growl'h, clespite bane on slave importation
c].uring the last decades of the eig]:lteentll century. By
1820, 44% of Qeorgia’s population was black
{DePratter and Howard 1980:485).,  Over 70% of the
populaﬁon in the area which would become Li.l:erty and
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Long counties were former African American slaves.
Further inland, in the "Pine Barrens," the proportion
of slaves dropped to less than 10% (Hilliard
1984:Map 30}.

During the antehellum Georgia ])egan to
increase its economic share of the American export
market. The forced removal of all Native Americans
from the state in 1838 accelerated the settlement of
interior lands (DePratter and Howard 1980:45).
Alrea.dy established iver and road transportation
networks (Figure 14) were augmented by railroads
which connected Georgia's major port city, Savannah,
with other major urban centers within the state and
region. By the time of the Civil War, railroads
connectecl Savannah to Augusta, Macon, and
Waycross. Waycross provided access to coastal
Brunswick and Atlanta was accessed by both Augusta
and Macon. Branch lines tied together Athens,
Columbus, and Albany, and Dalton in the northwest

corner of Georgia.

With the advent of industrialization Georgia's
economic base began to aiversiiy. Textile mills,
tanneries, ‘lu.ml)er miﬂs, and turpentine distilleries
became estahlished t]:lroughou’c the state.

1n 1850, Liberty County had a population of
2,020 whites and 5,908 black slaves. The populaﬁon,
however, had increased by only 92% from 1840. There
were 244 farms, incorporating 38,563 improved acres
and 303,518 unimproved acres, for an average farm
with 158 acres of improved land valued at $3,317. The
county hoasted 1,100 horses, 15,450 mules, 4,609
sheep, and 10,000 swine. Agricultural products
included 2,116 bushels of wheat, 21,432 bushels of rye
and oats, 297,614 bushels of com, 72,318 bushels of
[rish potatoes, 26,470 bushels of peas and Beans,
40,225 pounds of butter, 24 hogsheads of cane,
11,640 gallons of molasses, 1,892,462 pounds of rice,
1,883 hales of gin_ued cotton, and & 865 pounds of
wool. The 1850 census reported that slaughtered
animals were valued at $28,557. These ﬁgu.res,
however, are misleacling, since they lump together the
large, wealthy rice plantations (which gave "Riceboro® in
southern Liberty County its name) with the smaller,
subsistence farms which bounded Taylors Creek and its

drainages. For example, deeper in the "Pine Barrens,"
Tattnall County had a population of 2,378 whites and
ouly 831 black slaves. The county's 327 farms included
only 14,244 acres of improved land, for an average of
43.6 acres per tract. These farms produced omly
47,800 pounds of rice and 321 hales of cotton (DeBow
1854:210-217).

Turning to the Liberty County's industrial
development, the county contained only $4,950 of
invested capital and only 24 hands were employed. The
annual product was estimated at slightly over $7,000.
Althoug]: unknown, it is assumed that a portion of this
invested capi’ral was in the form of copper stills,
acquired from the Scotch liquor industry, for the
distillation of turpentine. Employment figures would
not be reflected in these figures, for by the 1840s and
18503 it became common for slave labor to be used in
the cutfing of trees and the collection of gum (T homas
1975:3-4).

The Civil War

The advent of the Civil War and its after
effects would haunt the state of Georgia for years.
Sececling from the Union on January 196, 1861,
Georgia followed South Carolina, Mississippi, Florida;
and Alabama into the folds of the confecleracy.
Georgia, especially, had taken the hard road and "soon
found itself in a war from which it would not recover
for decades” (DePratter and Howard 1980:46).
Georgia's Alexander Stephens became Vice President
of the new Confederacy and Robert Toombs was made
Secretary of State.

The war began easily for Georgia. In January
1861 a band of Georgia volunteers sailed down the
Savannah River to capture Fort Pulaski, At the same
time Atlanta began to increase in importance. In the
1850s the town was described as a "sorry-looking place,
always associated in my mind with rain and super
abundance of red-clay mud® {quoted in Lane 1993b:x).
The population increased from ahout 2,500 in 1847 to
over 11,000 in 1860 to more than 16,000 before the
war's end. The Confederates also easily seized the
Union arsenal at Augusta and the mint at Dahlonega
(DePratter and Howard 1980:46). Additional arsenals
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were established in Atlanta, Savannah, Macon, August,
and Columbus, The state penitentiary at Milledgeville
was comverted into 2 tifle factory and the Athens
Founclr_v became a cannon factory.

These gains were quickly offeet by the Union
blockade alang the coast in late 1861 and the full of
Georgia's coastal idand fortibeations in March of
1862, Fort Pulaski on Cockspur Island was retaken by
Federal troops in April of that year (for a zeview of the
historical docnments associated with this event, gee

Anderson 1995). The loss of Fort Polaski effectively
closed the port of Savanumah to all thore but the
har&ies’t Hociza&e ruaner. Cut off Fom the Sta, new
batteries were thrown up around the cities and paving
stones were rlppe& up from the streets to serve as ballast
to sink obstructions in the river.

Other coastal engagements included minor
battles at Whitemareh Island in April of 1862 and Fort
McAllister in March of 1863 (Lane 1993bux).
Additional Union incarsions occurred in June 1863

when the bridge over the Turtle

River mnear Drunswick was

CPEGH TGN

Figure 18, The Civil Warin Georgia, showing the project area.

ce destroyed and ja July whea the

coastal town of Darien was

burned.

Except for Fot
McAllister on the Ogeechee
River, all of coastal Georgia
was under Federal contzel, Tt
wasn't, however, u.nbl ear]y
1864 when Confederate troops
Began to build obstmat’zpns
abave Savanuah that the city's
citizens began 1o realize both
that they were heing
abandoned and also that the

war was Jost.

In May 1864 the
interior of Georgia felt the full
brunt of the war (Lane
1993b:xi).  That Spring,
Ceneral Shoerman left
Chaﬂanooga and Lega;n his
long fght to the sea with an
army of 100,000 Union
troops {Pigure 158}, Fallowing
the route of Western and
Atlantic Railroad, Sherman

 paiy faced Confedemte {m:ces of

ahout 41,000 traops
comraanded by General Joseph
E. Johnston and later by
General John B. Hood. While
iniﬁauy gtymied, Sherman
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managed to outflank the Confederate positions, forci_ng
them into Atflanta's trenches. After forty days of
bombardment, part of the Union forces swung south of
the city, t]:u:eateni_ng Confederate supply lines to
Macon. At that point, on September 1, Hood
evacuated Atlanta. From May to September, 4,988
Union soldiers and 3,044 Confederates were killed in
Georgia. Those Lospitalized from ma.laria, ’cyphoicl
fever, clial:thea, dysen‘cery, meas[es, and other diseases
accounted for an additional 46,000 Confederate troops
and nearly 63,000 Union soldiezs.

After taking Atlanta in September 1864,
Sherman's route to Savannah lay open. He wrote his
wife, "We have devoured the land. All the peaple retire
before us and desolation is behind. To realize what war
is one should follow our tracks" (Lane 1993b:xiv). By
November 16th, Sherman was done with Atlanta and
had to decide whether he would retreat to Tennessee or
continue his march to Savannah. By taking Savannah,
Sherman would be able to create a new base on the
Atlantic coast which would decrease the length of his
supply line (Nevins 1971:158). This would assist him
in his move north to harass Lee's rear lines south of
Petershurg. It was also Sherman's intent to live off the
land and l)y cloing 80, &es’croy as much food, munitions,
and infrastructure as he could, thus eliminating the
threat posed by Johnson and Hood's wide ranging

armies.

Sherman left Atlanta with 60,000 infantry
and 5,500 cavalry, He would lose less than 850 men
during his operations within central Georgia and the
capture of Savannah (Nevins 1971:158). His troops
covered an area approximately 96 km wide and 400
km long throughout the Georgia countryside {Nevins
1971:158). "Sherman's line of march followed the
Georgia Centrel Railroad, covering a wide belt on either
side, and east, of Louisville . . . between the Ogeec]nee
and Savannah Rivers" {(Guernsey and Alden 1977:686
[1866]). Sherman's right wing:

commanded by Major-General
Oliver Howar&, moved tb.roug]n
Joneshoro, Monticello, Cordon,
[and] Irwinton. The left wing under
Major-General H.W, Slocum

headed to Covington, Madison,
Batonton, [and] Milledgeville.
Brigadier-Ceneral Judson Kilpatrick
led a cavalry which struck toward
Macon, fell back to Gordon and
rejoined Sherman at Milledgeville
(Lane 1993b:xvii).

By November 22 Sherman's army had
captured the state capital in Milledgeville and had
crossed the Ogeechee by the end of November (Figure
16). One account, of Mary Jones of Lil)erl:y County,

expressec]. the an guish of local residents:

Clouds and darkness are around us.
The hand of the A]mlg]:d:y is laid in
gore judgement upon us., We are a
desolated & emitten people (Lane
1993h:220).

Sherman faced little resistance and finally captured
Savannah from the west on December 21, gne clay
after the city was abandoned by the Confederacy.

Ca.mp]:;eﬂ et al. {19G6:117} note that Union
troops visited Fort Argyle, the nearl)y area of Dillon's
Ferry, and the Canoochee River Briclge below Eden and
Taylors Creek. T]Jey ohserve, however, that there is no
mention of the Taylors Creek community, At nearby
Bryan Courthouse (Bden), the Union military erected
earthworks, while other regiments spreacl out to defend
their new territory (Campbell et al, 1996:118).

The damage done by Sherman's armies to
Georgia's agriculture and industrial infrastructure in
tkirky-ﬂ)ur short c]ays would take decades to overcome.
Sherman estimated the damage to the state during his
campaign as "fully $100,000,000.00 one fifth of
which had been of use to [the] army, and the rest shear
waste and destruction" (Guemsey and Alden
1977:690-691 [1866]; Nevius 1970;159). Between
Howard's lﬁg}n’c wing and Slocum's left wing, the Union
army, during the campaign from Atlanta to Savannah,
set free over 3,000 Alfrican American slaves,
confiscated over 26,500 head of cattle, 6,171 horses
and mules, 10.5 million pounds of grain and corn,
10.5 million pounds of fodder, over 43,000 bales of
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cotton, and destroyed over 310 miles of railroad to
where "scarcely a tie or rail, a bridge or culvert,"
remained in central Georgia (Cuemnsey and Alden
1977:692 [1866]; Nevins 1971:159). Various support
industries were also destroyed. These included
"machine shops, turn-tables, depots, water-tanks,
cotton gins and presses’ (Guernsey and Alden
1977:692 [1860)). Brigadier—General Kilpatrickls
operations would add 14,000 bales of cotton, 12,900
bushels of corn and 160,000 pounds of fodder to
Howard's and Slocum's totals.

By April of 1865 the war would be over l)u’c,
because of Sherman's army and its destruction, life, as
it had been known to the residents of central and
coastal Georgia, ended in December-1864., Campbell
and her coﬂeagues provide an overview of the impact

the Clivil War had on the local residents. Here, like in

mauy other small Southern communities, Sherman

and his troops tend to be vilified (Camphell et al.
1996:118).

Sherman's march through Georgia, however,
had other affects on history. As Sherman marched
t]:lrough Ceorgia, many slaves deserted their pla.ntal:ions
and sought refuge with the Union forces. Tn what may
have been a wise m.ilitary decision, Sherman made a
very poor po]iﬁcal judgement, turning most of these
freedmen away. Large numbers were re-enslaved hy the
remnants of the Confederate Army — creating a major
political scandal for President Lincoln (Friedheim and
Jackson 1996:132).

Lincoln dispatched Secretary of War Edwin
Stanton to Georgia to investigate the situation. After
meetings with a number of African-American ministers
in Savannah, Sherman issued his famous Field Order -
Number 15, which set aside almost a half-million acres
of captured Coufederate
land, dividing it into

Figure 16. The project area in 1865 (adapted from Atlas to Accompany the Oﬁg'c'fa]
Records of the Union and Conﬁeclerate Armies, Plate C'XLIV)

small plots for freed
slaves. Alt]:lougll this
approac]:t satisfied the
needs of the immediate
political situation, as
Willie Lee Rose
discusses at Ieng'th, the
North would eventually
turn their hack on
Southern blacks and
- relaﬁvely little of this
acreage would actua]ly
be distributed {Rose
1964:328[).

The combined
force of Sherman,
coupled with the
increasing number of
freed blacks and the use
of black troops by the
North, resulted in the
call }Jy JeHerson Davis,
presiden{ of the
Con.{er:leracy, for the

recruitment of slaves
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into the Confederate Army, o[{eri.ng them both pay and
freedom. This proposal was passed by the Confederate
Congress in early 1868, As Friedheim and Jackson
note, "the fact that the South was freeing African
Americans in order to save the Confecleracy was one
last bit of dramatic evidence that its war to preserve
slavery was all but lost" (Friedheim and Jackson
1696:133).

Reconstruction

The postbeﬂum period within Georgia was
difficult for the state and its residents. Economic
recovery from a devastated industrial and agrornomic
base, as well as inter-related transportation systems,
would affect Georgia's recovery until the 1890s. The
problem was compounded by nationwide depressions
that lasted from 1873 to 1878 (DePratter and Howard
1960:46).

While Sherman left Georgia in January 1865,
it was June of that year before Federal authority was
extended from Macon and Savannah throughout the
rest of the state. In May 1865 President Andrew
Johnson proclaimed James Johnson, a lawyer from
Columbus, the provisional governor of Georgia. A
convention of "1oya1" Georgians repealed the secession
ordinance, abolished slavery, and repucliated the
Confederate debt in Qctober 1865, A new governor,
Charles Jenkins, was elected and the new legislature

ratified the Thirteenth Amendment and passed

additional laws to guarantee the li])erty of the freedmen.

Congress, however, reacted angrily to
Southern excesses and passed a military reconstruction
act in March 1867. Georgia's new government was
abolished and the state returned to mi]itary rule. State
government was again reorganized, ouly this time there
were even more blacks and fewer whites in the
legisla‘cure.

In April 1868 Rufus Bullock was elected
governor and in ]uly a new legi.slature ratified the
Fourteenth Amendment. The state capital was moved
from Milledgeville to Atlanta. But by December 1869

Congress once again became ou’cragecl I)y the excesses

of the Ku Klux Klan and re-established military rule,

again "re-organizing” the state government. Under this
thizd government, the Fifteenth Amendment was
ratified and Georgia was ﬁnauy readmitted to the
United States in July 1870.

Economic and Political Reorganization

While the political future of Georgia was in
up]:teaval, an effort was made to restore some degree of
the state's agricultu.ral prosperity. Freedmen often
returned to the plan’caﬁons to work under white bosses
rather than white owners, and were still tied to a task
system, QOwning no land, freedmen and landless whites
formed the nucleus of a relatively new labor system of
tenancy. This new labor system grew dramatically,
rising from about 53% in 1890 to over 65% in 1910
and peaking at about 68% in 1930 (Coleman
1991:259). The number of farm units increased from
224,00in 1900 to 310, 132 in 1920, with the average
size of the farm unit dropping from 117 acres to only
82 acres.

While there were a variety of systems, tenants
usually paid either a cash rental or became
sharecroppers who divided their crop with the landlord
in retum for the ability to work a portion of the
plantatidn. Interesﬁngly, not only did the proportion
of black farmers in the flat pine lands decrease
B"ul)s'tantiauy between 1899 and 1910 so did the rate of
tenancy. Alt]nough the rate of tenancy was double that
for blacks than whites (24% as compared to 41.9%),
statistically the flat pine lands held the lowest number
of white tenant farmers and other than the flat pioe
lands, only the lower coastal pla.in contained fewer black
tenants than any other portion of the state {Harper
1922:329, 332, 358).

Cotton continued to be the major focus of
agricrul’mral efforts — og:ering white land owners with
their only hope for economic revival. Just as "King
Cotton" drove the South to the Civil War, it served to
nearly ruin any chance the South had to revitalize itself
after the war. Althoug]n over half of the total value of
Georgia's agricul‘cural produc‘cion was wrapped up in
this one pro&uot, in the pine lands only corn

production {(by 30%) exceeded the values of cotton
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(Harper 1922:341). The overall dependence on cotton
was the result of a number of different factors. Kenneth
Coleman, for examaple, notes that {orce of habit keep
many farmers growing cotton — they simply didn't
know any other crop. Many, he ohserves, didn't have
either the education or financial resources to diversi.fy
(Coleman 1991:257), Of equal importance was that
with sma]l, aud concentrated urban populations,
markets for fresh Procluce were limited, Th.is, couplecl
with the very poor transportation network crippled
efforts to engage in truck farming until the Second
World War. Bven as late as 1930 only 6% of Georgia's

farmers ].inCl near pave& roafls.

The reliance on cotion, combined with the
debilitating eHfects of the Civil Way, created an intricate
web of depenclency hetween tenants, land owners, and
merchants, After the Civil War the crop lien system
emergecl as the only viahle source of short-term credit.
By the 18905 the system bad expanded to the point to
trapping between 80 and 90% of Georgia's farmers. In
order to obtain credit for planﬁng, or sometimes for
even liviug, a farmer obtained a lien on his ungrown
crop from the Eumts]:.mg merchant. These merc}mn’cs,
themselves Iiving on very little hard cash . undertook to
finance what were often nslzy fam:u'ng efforts,
Consequently they typically charged from 25% to as
much as 76% interest on their loans under the crop
lien gystem.

In the project area Campbell et al (1996:119)
ohserve that agriculfural pro&uction was 1crw, livestock
herds were small (pro]aably still suHering from the Civil
War at least a decade and a half hﬂer) . and the farms
were typicaﬂy small. The agricultural censuses for the
Fort Stewart area, revealing increased numbers of small
farms, parallel those for much of acl]'acent South
Carolina, Campl)eﬂ and her coﬂeagues suggest the

census records are documenting the small land holdings
of freedmen — which is very lileely.

The Liberty County Crange association toured

*Ag stated by Harper (1922) it should be noted that
"acreage and yieltl fuctuate from year to year, and the census
year may have heen abnormal in one way or another, so that
figures should not be taken too literally" (Harper 1922:341),
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the Taylors Creek area in 1876, documenting the small
farms typical of the area (Campbell et al. 1996:120).
Of the 17 examined farns, 14 were "one horse farms."
At these 14, 12 used only family labor and only two
also used some day labor. At the three "two-horse
{'arms," one used only family ]a]aor, while the other two
kept a hired hand. They reported largely subsistence
crops of corn, rice, sugar cane, sweet potatoes, peas,
and oats. Cotton was h'lzely a relaﬁvely rare crop.

From the standpoint of corruption,
Republican rule during Reconstruction was likely no
better, or worse, than Democratic rule either before or
afterwards. In Ceorgia, for example, a white
Reconstriction official pushed the state's newly formed
public school system to purchase hooks published by the
New Yotk Harper Brothers firm, in exchange for a
$30,000 "loan" (Friedheim and Jackson 1996:234).
While the same types of fraud were seen, regardless of
political affiliation, even the hint of corruption played
into the hands of those opposing Reconstruction.

Al’tlloug]n the freedmen did exercize tllei.rr
voting rights in 1867 and 1868, they never dominated
the Ceorgia political scene during Reconstruction.
Threats of violence by the Ku Klux Klan eliminated any
real black influence and by December 1870 the
Democrats won overwhelming control of the state
legislature. By 1873 this white legislature effectively
eliminated virtually all of the advances made ]Jy the
black electorate by extending residency requirements for
state and county elections.

The 1870s and 1880s were a period of
economic revitalizaﬁon, energy, and optimism, for rural
Ceorgia. Although the overall economic situation
changed little, if at all, major changes did occur in the
manufacture of naval stores, particularly in the
turpentine industry. Since the late Colonial Period
North Carolina had led the nation in the production of
naval stores. ‘This was particu]arly true of the
turpentine industry. Yet, by the late nineteenth
century a }:listory of poor planni_ng had led to a decline
in production within that state (Thomas 1975:4).

Alter 1875, it was to Georgia that
many North Carolina turpentine
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farmers moved to "set up shop" in
Georgia's great pine belt, south of
the fall line, Most of these North
Carolina farmers ]:Jrougf:l’c black
workers with them and returned each
yearto obtain more workers from the
Carolinas. The farmers built viﬂages
or quarters for them on the sites
since they had no other place to live
{Thomas 1975:4-5).

From 1880 to 1905 Georgia led in the production of
naval stores. Florida took the lead until 1923 when
Georgia regai.uec[ its position in the naval stores
industry. Yet, it should be noted that while many of
the state hoasters forecasted a "New South" of
reconciliation and reform, much of the state remained
locked in poverty and I)igotry nurtured ljy years of
slavery, In 1882, Oscar Wilde wrote from Augusta:

[ write to you from the beautiful,
passionate, ruined South, theland of
magnolias and music, roses and
romance, picturesque, too, in her
failure to keep pace with your keen
Northern pushing intellect, living
cl:ieﬂy on credit and on the Taemory
of crushing defeats {quoted in Lane
199 3a:xii-xiii).

In spite ol the improvernents seen in the urhan
areas, Georgia remained rural and poor. In 1900, 856%
of the state's population still lived on farms or in small
villages and 60% continued to work in agriculture.
Further, the states per capita income showed no
increase between 1880 and 1900 (Lane 1993a:xiii).

Cotton Procluction on late nineteenth century
tenant farms was little different from that practiced on
antebellum plantations. The plan’ci_ug, cultivation, and
picle_ing was labor intensive, with the entire family, and
often a mule, devoting their entire energies to this
single minded pursuit, Yields were low and debt
continued to be heavy.

Lane (1993a:xiv) points out that debts which
could be repaid by a single bale of cotton in 1880

required two bales only five years later in 1885. A
major financial panic hit the country in 1893, followed
by a nearly seven year depression. Cotton prices
plunged to less than 5¢ a pound and it wasn't unil
1898 that the recovery drove prices up to TVt a
pound. These hard times forced furnishing merchants
to severely restrict lend'mg, even based on crop liens.
This caused some crop diversification, but litile lasting

improvement.

Cotton prices did not increase signjﬁcanﬂy
until the early twentieth century, when there was a
twenty year periofl of relative prosperity. Farmers
turned their backs on diversification and returned to
"King Cotton." The 3.5 million acres planted in cotton
in 1900 were increased to over 5 million acres in 1916.
It was algo at this time that the turpentine industry
gained new impetus for its production, Lroug]l’c about
by Dr. Charles Holmes Herty:

Herty, a chemist at the University of
Georgia, was on a sabbatical to
Furope when he heard 2 German
professor relate how the Americans
"butchered the pine trees by cutting
a box into the tree to collect the
resin and sometimes ruined the
future growth of the tree. Herly was
also able to see cups, a new
invention, }Jeing used to collect gum
at this time. Herty returned to
Georgia late in the summer of 1900
and started his crusade to better the
turpentine industry with an initial
visit to Valdosta in October of that
year (Thomas 1975:5). Eventually,
he invented the clay, or Herty, cup
to "replace the box method of
collecting gum" (Thomas 1975:6).
It was only after the introduction of
the "Herty cup" that Georgia was
able to retain the lead in turpentine
production.

Many of the resulting "turpentine towns" are

Only Vaguely IemEm}JBred l]y IOCa].S Elﬂ& POOrly
documented in the historic records. A typical twentieth
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century turpentine still is shown in Figure 17.
Campbell et al. {1996:134-138) provide an interesting
sketch of Strumbay, in the Willie area, just west of
Rimes Cemetery in the location of what is to&ay
Training Area B-11, southeast of the current project
area. Little is known about this small town, although
historic research indicates that Harmony Methodist
Church served the white residents of the area !Jegimling
around 1888 (Campljeﬂ et. al 1996:135). Postal
service began around the same time in Strambay, and
continued until at least 1906 (Campbell et. al
1996:135}. Before 1910, Williar Tuten built a depot
at S‘rrum]aay during the extension of his tram railroad
from Letford to Strumbay, which he later extended
even further (Campbell et. al 1996:135). Perhaps
more interesting is the near]:y Alrican-American
community of Stewart Town. Although even less
information is available about this community, its
existence documents the segregation of services,
communities, and even life which characterized the
South in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries,

Immediately before the First World War,

Georgians in general had greater prosperity than they
had seen since before the Civil War. The expansion of
Rural Free Delivery and the increase in automohiles
and telephones contributed to this appearance of
prosperity and well-heing (Coleman 1991:261). Also
con{'n']:mting was the development of inexpensive
fertilizer which began to make the sancly soils of the
pine barren woods more proﬁta]nle. Ca.mpl)eﬂ and her
colleagues note that land was cheap and by 1910 cotton
was a much more commonly planted crop, at least in
the Liberty County area. They note that only did the
small owners take advantage of fertilizer to increase
their procluc’cion, but the "owners of large lmlding who
had exhausted the timber and turpentine potential of
their tracts turned to farming, utilizing tenant labor"
(Camphell et al. 1996:127).

The introduction of the boll weevil between
1915 and 1917 (Hodler and Schretter 1986:86),
coupled with increasing competition further north and
outside the United States, sent prices
plummeting. Cotton prices dropped from 35¢ a pound
to 17¢ in a single season. Cotton yields fell by a third
to nearly a half (Coleman 1991:263).

even
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In spite of the spread of tenancy, Bryan,
Liberty, and Long counties continued to have low
tenancy rates. For example, in 1930, at the height of
temancy, these counties all had less than 35% tenancy,
while counties just s].i.ghﬂy further inland had ranges up
to 80% (Hodler and Schretter 198686}, The project
area continued to be dominated ]:)y small, privately
owned farms (this is also noted by Campbell et al.
1996:139).

What industrial improvament the state saw
focused on very hasic extractive industries — cotton,
luluber, and paper mills — which plundered the natural
environment and paid very low wages. One enterprise
in parﬁcular — cotton mills — was Georgia's [eacli.ug
industry throughout the half-century from 1890 to
1940. In Liberty County, by 1900, agriculture,
liveﬁrtoclz, lum]Jer, and naval stores were the primary
industries. In this year the county produced about 333
bales of cotton, 2,000 head of cattle and hogs, 2,000
feet of lumber, and approximately 1,000 barrels of
rosin and turpentine {CGroover 1987:70),

In western Liberty County large tracts of
property were purcbased I)y turpentine &isﬁ]lery
companies. The Lanier Turpentine Corporation owned
a number of tracts in the project area. As well, a
number of privately owned stills were constructed
through out the area. A large still was owned and
operated by Mr. Porter of Taylors Creek (Trinkley et
al., 1996) as was one owned and operated by Joseph B.
Way in Hinesville (Groover 1987:81). As of 1901
Liberty County contained a total of 12 distilleries
(Thomas 1975:E-1).

Trade unions were virhmlly unheard of prior
to about 1890. During the first half of the twentieth
century most union actvity focused on skilled trades.
Textile workers used strikes on several occasions in an
effort to organize. The most notable occurred across
the etate during the summer of 1934. Eventually the
state militia was called in to break the strike and union
organization in the mills would not be successful for
another two decades.

The railroads, one of the few truly successful
industries in Georgia, had expanded dramatically by

1899. Much of this expansion was in central and
northern Georgia. The main line connected Savannah
with McIntosh, Walthour, Johnson, and Jesup on the
southern eclge of the project area, where lines then
extended north, south, and west (Hodler and Schretter
1986:171). The bulk of the Pine Barrens wouldn't be
readily accessible until at least 1939 (Hodler and
Schretter 1986:172). Tn Liberty County several
railroads were constructed to access various portiong of
the county. The majority of these were "convenient to
farmers, naval stores operators, and sawmills except in
the upper part of the county” (Groover 1987.80).
These would include the Darian and Western Railroad
to the south and the Glennvills and Register Railroad
to the west. The Georgia, Coast and Piedmont was
established in 1902, A fourth rmilroad, the
Flemington, Hinesville and Western ceased operation
in 1919 (Groover 1987:70, 80). By 1919 there were
six frreight stations located in the county.

Much like the orientation of small towns and
communities along river and road locations &uﬂng the
eigh’ceen’t}n and nineteenth centuries (T: ri.ulzley et al.
1996}, a number of small communities grew up along
the railroads. Although some of these communities
still exist, for example Johnstons Station became
Lu&owici, a number failed to remain viable through the
twentieth cemtury, Many of these Liberty County
communities had names like Mendes, Wee Fanny,
(oosepond, Donald, and Shady Grove (Groover
1987:70). Many contained schools for the education
of both blacks and whites. In 1919 the county
contained 98 public elementary schools and a one
Pul;]ic }ug]:L school. A number of priva_fely operated
schools supplemented the public system (Groover
1987:83). One of these communities, Willie, is
located southwest of the current project area. Part of
this town was relocated during the 1998 Chicora
surveys (Campo et. al 1999a:61, 151-156). Tt has
recently been tested }Jy TRC Garrow and Associates
(Epenchade et, al 1999:106-119, 150), and has been
recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. Willie was also centered
around the railroad depot opened in 1911, The town
eventually grew to include groceries, stores, a cotton
gin, a sawmill, a turpentine still, a church and a school
(Campbeu et al. 1996:136).
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The Rise of Populism and Segregation

The Democrat Party, popular with Atlanta
lausi_nessmen, dominated Georgia‘s recovery. Farmers,
unhappy with the shift toward "hig business” and the
urban economy, were easily defeated by Democratic
a.ppea]s for unity against the threat of hlack
domination, at least during the 1880s. By the 1890s,
however, the power of the rural communities was
increasing, In 1890 the Farmers Alliance unseated
conservative Democrats in six of the 10 Congressional
Districts, took contro] of the party, and easily won both
the governorship and the legislature (Lane 1993a:xv}.

Faint with power, these populists bolted from
the Democratic party and began an appeal to the
common interests of all farmers — black and white
alike. Urging economic reform and appealing to the
discontent of both poor blacks and whites ’ the leader of
this movement, Tom Watson, drove the conservative
Democrats to outlandish displays of election fraud.
Blacks (and whites) were provided free liquor and
barbecue, then driven to polling places. Using the tactic
of voting early and voting often, the Democrats won
landslide victories against the populists — garnering
more votes in some precincts then there were registered
voters.

The Democratic response to Tom Watson was
borne of fear. Black illiteracy had dropped from 92.1%
in 1870 to 52.4% in 1900. By the early 1900s blacks
owned 1,400,000 acres of property valued at over
$28,000,000. Simply put, in a single generation freed
slaves had rnanage& to increase their land holdings lJy a
million acres and reduce their rate of illiteracy ])y half,
The white population, still yearning for a world of
"darkies" who knew their place, viewed this kind of
progress with alarm. Lane recounts one Georgian who
put the view of the white popula‘cion very plainly:

As long as a Negro keeps his place [
like him well enoug}:l. Asarace, tlley
are vastly inferior to whites and
deserve pity. This pity [ am willing to
extend as long as t]:uay remain
Negroes, but the moment a nigger
tries to become a white man, I hate
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him like hell (quoted in Lane
1993 a:xvii).

As the agrarian empire of Georgia }Jegan to
coﬂapse . and white and black people ]Jegan to move into
the cities, crossing traditional and accepted lines of
behavior, segregation sprang up almost overnight.
Georgia's first statewide segregation law was passe& in
1891, with additional laws enacted in 1897, 1905, and
1908. Cities also began to pass municipal ordinances
against blacks (for an overview, see Kennedy 1990).

As the ecconomic conditions of the state
worsened there was a dramatic outhreak of lyncbings,
which Lane suggests reflected the "poverty and
frustrations" brouglﬂ: on by the coﬂapse of cotton and
the failure of populist reforms (Lane 1993a:xix).
Between 1889 and 1918 Georgians lynched at least
386 people — more than any other state — and 93%
were blacks.

The white populists, believing that it would be
necessary to shackle blacks in order to achieve their own
economic freedom, engaged in one of the dirtiest
campaigns ever seen in Ceorgia. In the aftermath of
vitriolic oratory, Atlanta exploded in a four-day race
riot. The new governor of Georgia, Hoke Smith,
pushed through a constitutional amendment to
disenfranchise the black in 1908, making Georgia the
seventh Southern state to do so. As Lane observes, "a
half century after emancipation, Georgians had put the
black hack 'in his place" (Lane 1993a:xx; see also Ayres
1995 and Du Bois 1999:).

At first slowly, and then in very 1arge numbers
before and after the First World War, blacks engaged in
the "Great Migration," moving out of the South. There
was a shift from south to IlOl'dl, rural to urba.n, and
from agricultural to industrial.

World War I stimulated some diversification
of crops, but had few other economic impacts. It
Certainly did not solve any of Jeorgia's economic or
social ills. Foﬂow'ing the war, a series of economic crises
struck. Cotton prices continued to fall, the boll weevil
continued to aﬁvance, and cotton was taken out of
production. The state's farm population declined by
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375,000. Finally, as if to seal the fate of Georgia, the
Great Depression hit in 1929,

The Depression and the Modern Fra

The New Deal agricultural policies of the
1930s to some degree helped large farms, but small
farmers and especiauy tenants continued to suffer.
Farms were abandoned as the migration to the cities
continued.

One 0{: more succesEi{ul programs for
Georgians was the establishment of the Federal Land
Bank system, which served to undermine the crop lien
system Ly pxovi&ing affordable oredit (Colemau
1991:265). Another major change in the lives of the
orclinary Georgia farmer was the creation of the Rural
‘Blectrification Administration in 1937. Prior to this
§7% of the state's farmers lacked electrical service. By
1950 forty-three cooperatives had been created and
most of the farms in Goorgia were elactrified.

While causing much ]:larcls]:ip on tenants and
sha.recroppers, the Depression and the associated
government programs also served to break "King
Cotton's" monopoly. Tobacco, which was already the
state's second most important crop }Jy 1927, doubled in
acreage by 1939. The 1930s also saw Gleorgia assume
the lead in mnational peanut producﬁon. Pecan
pmcluc’cion increased and there was also a B’Lea&y
increase in the commercial production of tomatoes,
beans, ca]:laage, cantaloupes, and other truck crops.

Tt was World War 11, ae much as any New
Deal program, which clraggec]. America, and Georgia,
out of the Depression. Military hases pumpe& federal
dollars into the state and war proclucﬁon axpen&itures
encou_rage& even further economic &evalopment
{Coleman 1991:339). Per capita income would jump
from about $350 in 1940 to more than $1,000 in
1950. Most of this growth was directly attributable to
the rapicl grow’t}l of inclu.eh'y and manufacl:w:ing.

Camp]ae]l and her colleagues have identified
one apprajﬂal report for a farm in the Fort Stewart area
which ’cl:ley suggest may be typica.l. On the eve of World
War I1, the farmer:

cultivated about one-third of his 94-
acre tract; the rest remained forested.
His homestead included a small
wood-frame clweuing, a garage,
smoke house, syrup shed, corn crib,
harn with attached s]:e{l, a hen
l:lO‘l.lSe,. and another shed with stalls
attached. The crib and hen house
were built of logs; the other ]:nu.l&mgs
all were of frame construction.
Around the yarc]. stood a piclzet
fence. Water came from an open
well. Twenty Beeclling Peac]:l troes,
several weﬂwgrown pecan trees and a
grape arbor stood on the premises.
Pine trees suitable for Pulpwootl and
saw timber, as well as pine and
cypress for Poles grew on the
property, as did pines usable for
naval  stores procluction. [a
summation, the apprai.secl' juclge:l
this to a "a fair farm unit with the
forest portion of the tract in good
condition"  (Campbell et &l
1996:143).

Several small communities, at least ome
(T aylo]:s Creelz) r}.atlng to the antel:seuum, continued to
be the focal points for the project area, each
representing small, somewhat c‘iﬂusely clustered
combinations of commercial and residential structures
held together by their cross-road locations. In spite of
this, it appears that even these surviving towns had their
economic bases eroded ]3)1 the boll weevil and the
exhaustion of the timberlands used for naval store
operations.

Camp]:eu and her collaa.gues attempt 1o
categorize various sites as representative of different
historic perioc[a, but with O]:I.ly limited success. T]Jey
note ’cl'la{', "other than the churches and cemeteries
mentioned in the general discussions above, no speciﬁc
sites associated with the 1865 to 1880 period have
been identified" (Campbell et al. 1996:122), There are
four sites with nineteenth century remains, which may
{or may not) represent early postbellum occupations. In
addition, they observe that there are an additional 150°
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sites which contain both nineteenth and twentieth
century materials, as well as an additional 21 sites with
only twentieth century remains. Most of these sites
repregent scatters of materials, some of which have been
recognized as razed structures (Campbell et al
1996:138). They point out, however, that
arc}:taeological testing of these historic sites is so sparse
that there is little information with whicl to attempt
any refinement of their temporal placement (Camphell
et al. 1996:147). This problem, of course, is
exacerbated by the relatively few ceramics provicling
good temporal markers for the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

Fort Stewart, created in June 1940 with the
purchase of 2025 ha, was initially called Camp Stewart
and was intended to serve primarﬂy as a training faci]ity
for National Guard units being inducted into the
regular army (Campbell et al. 1996:150-151). The
acreage was quickly expan&e&, 80 hy 1941 the base
incorporated 60,750 ha,

The area, selected for both its strategic
importance protecting Savannah as well as its
inexpensive land values, was thoug]:t initially to have a
relatively low density of families. Early government
projections suggr:s’ce& that Dnly a few hundred families
would be affected. By the time the base was firmly
entrenched, it appears to have displacecl upwards of
6,000 people and 1,500 families (Camphell et al.
1096:151).

During the early years of World War II the
base was used pl:'\ma.rily for antiatreraft training, The
214th Coast Artillery Regiment and the 70th Coast
Artillery Antiaircraft Regiment were brought to Camp
Stewart in late 1940, and actual training for the
antiaircraft program began in December 1940 (U.S.
Amy 1941:12-13). By 1942, 21 astillery and
antiaircraft battalions were training at Camp Stewart,
and the camp contained the largest antiaircraft training
center in the world {Campbell et al. 1996:148-149).
In 1944, the camp was used to train small numbers of

antiaircraft ]aatteries, al’t]:lough most of the persom:lel
had s]}ippecl out Ly this time.

By late 1944, the post’s function shifted to

general troop training and by 1945 the focus was on
training cooks and postal workers. Tn July 1946 Camp
Stewart, as it was called, was deactivated. With only a
skeleton force of m.i]itary and civilian personne]
stationed there, the base fell into disrepair and was used
primarﬂy as a National Guard summer camp (Camp]:eﬂ
et al. 1696:153).

In 1953 the base's function shifted to include
the training of tank units, although National Guard
units continued to use the camp during the summer.
Peaks in activity occurred during the 1961 Berlin
Airlift and the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. During the
Vietnam Conflict the base was used by the Aviation
School Element and became a U.S. Army Flight
Trau:ung Center,

After Vietnam the base came close to closing,
but was eventually saved by the decision to organize an
infantry brigade and division. Campbell et al. {1996)
note that the First Brigade, 24th Infantry Division
hecame the first unit of this reorganization to use the
Fort Stewart facilities (Camphell et al. 1996:153).
The Red Cloud Alpha Range, a tank range which was
surveyed du.u.ng this project, was built in 1975 and is
currently used today. In 1980, the 24™ Infantry
Division was reassigned to the Rapid Deployment Force
and became a mechanized division (Camphell et al.
1996:154). In 1990-1991, this division was involved
in the Persian Gulf War. In 1996, the 24 Infant-ry
was reflagged as the 3% Infantry Division (Mechanized)
(Epenshade et al. 1999:42). The post continues today
to be used for mjlii:ary training.




RESEARCH STRATEGY AND METHODS

RESERI‘C’]J Goalﬂ

The primary goal of this survey was to iclenﬁfy
and record archaeological sites within the survey tract,
which total 372.31 ha on Fort Stewart. As stated
earlier, this work is l)aing done in order to fulfill
comp]iance with the National Historic Preservation Act
(Public Law 89-665, as amended by Public Law 96-
515) Guidelines for Federal Agency Responsibilities,
under Section 110 of the National Historic
Preservation Agt, Army Regulation AR 2004, and
36CFR800 (Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties).

Altllough gurveys at Fort Stewart normaﬂy
allow us to address a range of secon&.ary goafls, 'mclu&'mg
research and methoaological issues, the pedesb:ian
survey rnethod.ologies, employed out of sa.{ety concerns,
only permit us to endagde in a discussion of secon&ary
goals that address site location, 'Eunction, rlura’cion, and
clnonology.

Each of the sites discovered represents some
form of human oceupation. This may range from a
prehistoﬁc hunﬁng camp or seasonal ccoupation to a
contact periocl frontier settlement, to a mid-twentieth
century rural settlement. The s’cucly of recovered
a.rchaeological data provic]a a time frame for these sites,
thus the temp-ora.l duration of these settlements. The
functional purpose of these sites may become apparent
from the sfu&y of tool assem]:lages or from personal
iterns. TI‘ley also offer the chance to determine changes
in land use patterns over an extended periocl of time.

No major ana.ly'tical hypotl'lasea were created
prior to the field work and data analysia, a.lf}mug]l
certain expectations regarcling the seconclary goals will
be outlined in these discussions. The research cleaign
proposacl for this stucly is, as discussed }Jy Gooclyear et
al. (1979:2), Elnd.amentaﬂy explorative and explicative.

As stated above, the primary goals of this

survey were to ic]cenﬁfy and record arclnaeological sites
within the survey tract. Normally this is accomphshecl
’t]:\.tough the application of the criteria for eligi]:ui]ity for
the National Register of Historic Places described ]Jy
36CFR60.4. Typica]}y, archaeological sites are
considered eligi]a]e based on Chriterion D, because they
“have yielc}.ecl, or may be 11'12e1y to yielcl, information
important in prelajstory or l:listory." National Register
Bulletin 36 (Townsend et al. 19G3) providee an
evaluative process that contains HpeciEic steps for
{onmng a clem:l'y defined exp]ici’c rationale for either the
site's eligihility or lack of eligibility.

In this case, however, we do not attempt to
assess these sites’ e]jgﬂ)i.].ity because t]:tey are situated in
areas of unexploded ordnance. Fort Stewart has
prev-icm.sly determined that sites located in such areas —
where it is too cla.ugerous for personnel to conduct

subsurface testing or data Tecovery — will be considered
ineligi]ale-. This wes concurred with l::y the Georgia State
Historic Preservation Division, which stated, “the
information that rmakes the site e].igij:)le for the national
Register under Criterion ‘D' is inaccessible due to the
presence of unexplo&ﬂ& ordnance” (letter from Mr.
Richard Cloues, Deputy State Historic Preservation
Offscer to Lt. Colonel Carey W. Brown dated June
22, 1998).

One of the secondary goa.].ﬂ we outline is to
examine the location of both ‘prehistoric and historic
sites in relation to landforms, soil types, proximity to
water, and soil clrainage. Our goal in this effort is to
simp}y add information to the current pre:c]icrtiva model
for Fort Stewart. We are not able to explore or address
lanclform, soil, or cl.rai.nage issues to settlement or
provicle comparative discussions on the expec‘tec]. range
of site c].en.sit'y for the Fort Stewart area. During these
cliscussions, the reader should lzeap in mind that no
subsurface testing was undertaken in this survey tract,
Iimit'mg cur a]n]ﬂ:y to address such issues.

Ancther goal was to determine site function
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and duration baged on artifact content. Sassaman et al,
(1990) have suggested that examining the tool to
ciebitage ratio can provi&e functional information about
asite. For instance, a low tool—da]:i’tage ratio will reflect
either "locations of intensive lithic taol production, or
locations were tools or cores were modified but not
discarded" (Sasgaman et al. 1990:224), A high tool-
de]:)i‘cage ratio correspon& to "relatfvely in’fensivel‘y
utilized locations (e.g. field stations) away from bases
and/or sources of lithic raw material" (Sassaman et al.
1990:224). Astifact clenaity is also & method of
examining site function since it reflects the "relative
intensity of material discard at a site. By extension, the
amount of discard is assumed to be proportional to the
cumiulative duration of site occupation and/or the total
number of site occupants, andfor the intensity of
activities from which discarded dehris was generated”
(Bassaman et al. 1990:223). Diversity of the
aaseml)la.ge can aleo measure the Ieng’cl-x of occupation
since the discard rate of class one artifacts (such as
hafted hifaces, pots, atlatls, ete.) is 8o low that all classes
of artifacts will only be found together at sites with long
occupational histories (Sassaman et al. 1990:224).
This length of occcupation can also he measured ]:Jy the
number of components present (Saseaman et al. 1990),

Density studies have also been he[pﬁx]. in
cleterrmmi.ng site function and duration at historic sites.
There has hsen an extensive amount of work done
&efim‘ng site function and duration cluring European
contact, colonial, and post—colonial historic pe:iocls.
Extengive studies, conducted at colonial plantation and
settlement sites throughout South Carclina (Lewis
1984, 1985; South 1993; Ferguson and Babson n.d.;
Trinkley et al. 19935) utilize ceramic typologie,s‘
Eu.ropea.n, Native American, and African American
earthenwares answer guestions related to the function
and duration of these sites. Quite often, social status
and position may be determined as well. Related land
use studies may be enhanced Ly this data.

As well, the nature of Fort Stewart as an active
military bhase has puﬁcularly affected the historic
arc]la.eologieal resources found there. A number of
studies have heen conducted at locations where mj]ita.ty
activity was instrumental in either the cleposit-ion or
removal of cultural resources related to their operation

(Legg and Smith 1989; Trinkley 1996, Trinkley et al.
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1996). Initial a::cha.eologica[ studies at these sitea tend
to find a paucity of material. At Fort Stewart this is
due to the removal of historie structures found on the
base at the time of land acquisition ljy the United
States government in the early 1940s, and regular
policing of areas of mi itary activities according to
milita.ry regula.tiona. At Fort Stewart, favored hivouac
areas tend to be located where previous historic sites
have been recovered. The lack of cultural materials at
these sites may be related to ongoing activities by the
military, personal collection of artifacts, and camp
cleanup.
Axchival Research

Site records Provirled ]Jy the Consulti.ng
Azu]aaeologiat at Fort Stewart were used in the
Laclzgrouncl research rather than those at either the
University of Geotgia. site files in Athens or
Department of Natural Resources files in Atlanta.

A historic map stucly of the survey tract was
conducted in the Chicora offices using maps ptovic].ecl ]Jy
the Consulting Archaeologist. This study was initially
l)egu.n as a method to determine if these re].atively small
farmstead sites were ]3e1.ng identified in tbe feld. If sites
documented to have heen present in the ea:ly twenticth
century were not found by our field crews, we felt that
this would indicate that the methodology being
employecl was not s‘u.EEiciently robust to allow these types
of sites to he IECOVEl:ec]., assuming of courae that there
was no evidence of posﬂcleposiﬁonai modification.

Based on previcus surveys (see for exa.mple,
Campo et al. 19992:161-171 and Campo et al.
1999b:97-101) we have found evidence tentatively
suggesting that hoth metllodology and also post-
cleposi’ciona_l activities have an affect on the
identification of these sites. In general, it seems that
these sites are often ep]:lemeral and are difficult to
recover, yet it seems that many have heen obliterated
from the lanclscape 'l:l:lrou.gh malltary activities.

Cur map Et‘ucly, therefore, Legins with an
evaluation of where these farmsteads should he located
and this information is available in the field. However,
our initial methodology is not clramaticauy altered.
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N
Figure 18. Ordnance in the survey tract, view to the south.
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Figure 19. QOrdnance in the survey tract, view to the southeast.
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Figure 20. Transects in the survey tract.
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Transects are laid out as Bpeci_&a& by the scope of wark
using the standard interval. Shovel tests or, in the case
of this Burvey, pecleshian gurvey, asre conducted as they
normaﬂy would be. We do instruct field crews to be
parl:ioularly attentive on lines where these structures
should be present. In this way we are able to Perform to
the level ex'pe:c’cecl ]:ny the scope of worlz, not uncluly bias
the recovery of iuf;orma.tion, and still be able to make
some statement regarding the recovery rate of these site.

Field Met]:lotlologv

As Bpeci:[:.iecl }Jy the Ceorgia State Historic
Preservation Division, an archa.eological site is defined
as a concentration of more than five artifacts in a 20 m
area or any two consecutive positive ghovel tests. An
isolated occurrence consists of five or less artifacts, All
arclueological sites and occurrences were assigne& state

site numbers.

The presence of unexploclecl ordnance in the
survey tract made it necessary for us to undertake only
a peclesl:ria.n survey of the project area, Ordnance is
scattered t]:roughoui the tract, both within Red Cloud
Alp]:m Range and in the forested areas outside of the
rangde, ag i8 showm in Figures 18 and 19). We
performecl no subsurface testing, as requea'tecl }Jy Fort
Stewart's Consu.lﬁng A.tchaeologist We examined the
survey tract by walking 30 m transects, collecting
artifats, and noting the location a.long the transects,
Ground vuu]:ullty ra.nged from no vmllnhty in forested
areas with dense leaf Iii:ter, to 75% in areas of Red
Cloud Alp]:la Range. Susrvey transects were ploﬁe& and
numbered on a project feld map. During the course of
this project a total of 367 transects were traversed
{(Figure 20).

When artifacts or brick rubble were locatec], a
surface collection was undertaken using a gricl that
incorporated 10 m or 20 m collection units. The
southwest corner was consisl:en{:ly used to &eﬂignate the
gricl location, Positive collection units were recorded on
site maps in order to determine the surface houndaries
of each site. In addition, the location of brick was also
noted on these maps to llelp determine site boundaries.
Field notes for positive surface coﬂecﬁons, site notes,
and site maps were also recorded. At each site, a sketch
map was drawn to scale B}Lowing the locations of surface

collsction 1units, positive units, natural and man-made
feahu'es, and the location at which GPS points were
taken.

The GPS positions were taken with a Garmin
OPS 12XL Personal Navigator™ rover used with a
Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver™. At each site, af
feast 50 positions were recorded since averaging providee
some improvement on accuracy. GPS accuracy is
generaﬂy affected by a number of sources of error,
including selective availability, errors with satellite
clocks, and mtﬂﬁpathing. Satellite clock errors can
occur when the satellite’s clock is a little as a
millisecond off, or when the orhit is slig}_ltly aslzew,
reaulting in a distance error. Multipa’clnjng occurs when
the signal received from the satellites bounces off trees,
chain lmk fences, ancl }Joclies of water. The most

Table 8.
UTM Coordinates for Sites
in All Survey Tracts
GPS Map Interpolntion
Site N E N B

9LI733 3544651 438252
QLI734 3544089 439781
QL1735 35456127 439763

3544660 433250
3544980 439780
3545120 4309760

extreme source of OPS error is selective avaﬂa]ni]i’cy
(SA). This is the deliberate mistiming of satellite signals
introduced by the Department of Defense. This
degradation results in horizontal errors of up to 100 m
95% of the time and vertical errors of up to 173 m
05% of the time.

GPS reatlings taken with SA active can be
corrected ]:|y comparing them to data collected
si_mul’ca.neously at a kmown location or base station,
known as differential correction {or DGPS). This was
undertaken with the Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver
which processes differential correction and records the
corrected OPS UTM coordinates on the Garmin
Personal Navigator.

The critical parameters used ]:)y the Chicora
rover aﬁemptec}; to maximize both data q'uali’cy and
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quantity, using the Garmin recommended fault settings
(for example, the PDOP mask, which is an indication
of the accuracy of the GPS positions which are
Calcujatecl, is set at 6, with PDOPs below 4 l)eing
excellent and above 8 being poor). Unlike other surveys
undertaken on post, we did not encounter any pro]::lenm
with data collection durmg the survey of a portion of
Training Area B-11 and the Red Cloud Alpha Range.

As discussed in the pravious reporl (Campo et
al. 1999:74), GPS coordinates used in previous surveys
have been unsatis{‘ac‘tory partially due to the use of
NAD (North American Datum) 83 setting at both the
base station at Fort Stewart and the rover used by
Chicora, while USGS topographic maps are still printed
using NAD 27. Many of these proviously gathered
coorc]inates were also aﬂecl:ecl Ly multipa‘l:lling, cause&
]:uy the dense tree cover in the gurvey tracts during the
sammer, We seem to have met with greater success
during this survey. As Table 8 shows, the OPS
coordinates are extremely dlose to the hand plottecl
coordinates. The location of two sites at interseoting
roads and the end of a road shown on the USGS maps
ensure that the hand plof:tecl locations are the correct
locations, allowing us to accurately compare the two
coordinates for each site.

The reason for this improved level of GPS
accuracy can possi.l:ly be attributed to the use of an
antennae with an 18-foot extension capability. This
may have eliminated prolalems Previously encountered
with multipat}]ing, providing a clear view for satellites.

No deviations from the origina.l metlmclology
described in the Scope of Work other than those
mentioned before occurred du_ring the field work. No
other unusual or expectecl prol:lema occurred cluring the
stucly which affects the qua].lty of the data.

La]:ora‘l:orv Methotls

The cleaning of artifacts and cataloging of the
specimens was conducted at Chicora laboratories in
Columbia in August 1999. The materials have been
curated at Fort Stewart and have been ca‘talogecl using
that institution's accessioning practices which are an
adapta{‘ion of those used by the University of Georgia at
Athens. No speciinens were identified which requixed
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conservation or stabilization. Specimens were pacl:zecl in
pla&rl:ic ]:Jags and hoxed. Field notes were Prepare& on pH
neu’craL alkaline buffered paper and p}mtogtaplﬁc
materials were processed to archival standards. All field
notes, with archival copies, have also been curated with
this facility.

Diagnostic projecﬁle points were likewise
comparecl. to publisltle& type &esoriptions (such as Coe
1964 or Bullen 1975). Georgia has, however, borrowed
lleavil'y from neighboring states. Often the type
clescriptions are poor and frequently the materials are
pootly recognizecl or J.uplioate types in other states, We
have tried, where ever possi]:)le, to simp]ify rather than
make more complex, the identification of points.

Arlal'ysis of the historic collections follow
professiona]ly accepted standards with a level of
suitakility to the quantity and quality of the remains,
In genera.l, the temporal, cultural, and typological
classifications of historic remains follow such authors as
Clshion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), Miller (1980,
1991), Nael Hume (1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965),
Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South (1977, and
Walton {1976). Class artifacts are identified using
sources such as Jones (1986), jones and Sullivan
{1985), McKearin and McKearin {1972), McNaﬂy
(1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton and Arkush {1996)
provicle an excellent overview of a broad range of other
historic material, al‘chough primary sources will ‘cypical]y
be provic}.e& in the text if the remains require a more
detailed ana}ysis.




RESULTS OF SURVEY

Intro rlucﬁon

The cultural resources identified during the
intensive survey of 372.31 ha, encompassing Red Cloud
Alpha Range, Training Area B11.3, and a portion of
Training Area B11.5, consisted of two historio sites and
one prel’u's'toric isolated occurrence (T able 9).

All three sites are recommended as ineligﬂ)le
for the National Register. Fort Stewart has determined
that it is too clangerou.s for personnel to do subsurface
testing or data recovery in areas of unexploclerl ordnance
and the (eorgia State Historic Preservation Division
has concurred that “the information that makes |a) site
eligible for the National Register under Criterion ‘D’ is
inaccessible due to the presence of unexploclecl ordnance
(letter from Mr. Richard Cloues, Deputy State Historic
Preservation officer to Lt. Colonel Carey W. Brown,
dated Ju.ne 22, 1998). The size, component, qua.r] map,
artifact number, and e]igibi]ity recommendations for

("anoochee River. Site 9LI733 is located in the
southern portion of the site at the intersection of Fort
Stewart Road 22C and an unnamed dirt road. Site
QLI734 is located at the end of an unnamed dirt voad
near the Canoochee River (Figure 21).

9LIZ33

Site 9LI733 is a historio scatter measuring
120 m Ly 120 (Figure 22). The site is located at the
intersection of Fort Stewart Road 22C and an
unnamed dirt road that runs rougljly east west from
Bravo Range. The central GPS UTM coordinates are
N3544651 B438252 and the elevation is 18 meters
above mean sea level (AMSL).

Investigation of the site was based on the
surface observation of a mound of bricks visible from
the unnamed dirt road. No structural remnants were
found in conjunction with the brick. A total of 146 10

m Ly 10 m surface collection

units were examined. O{: ’chase,

Table 9. 10 were positive, producing 23

Archaeological Sites in Survey Tracts artifacts. Twenty-two of the

units contained brick

Site Component Size Astifact #  (uad Man Blipihility fragments. Artifacts occur on

QLI733 Historiesite 10,800 m 107 Willie IH both sides of the road and in
9LI734  Histore site 2,800 m? 71 Willse IE the road (F'igure 22).

QLIZ35  Isolated find 1 m2 1 Willie IE

o North of the unnamed

IE:‘“l‘g‘HE dirt roa&, we noliced two small

earthworks associated with the

remains of milita.ry vehicles

each site are shown in Table 9. (Figure 23). Further investigation of the areas

Sites Recorded in the Survey Tract

Three cultural rescurces were located c]mring a
peclestriﬂn survey of the tract. These sites include two
higtoric pites, 9LI733 and Q1. 734, and an isolated
prehistoric find, 9LI735. Find QL1735 is located in
the northern portion of the tract just south of the

surrounding the site indicated that there were a number
of m.i.li’tary vehicle parts scattered ’c]:lroug]nout the area,
pro]:al)ly related to the near}:y Bravo range. The area
has o}wiously been used as partt of training exercises,
affecting the integrity of the site.

O{ the 23 artifacts recovered from the surface
of the site, only three are clearly dateable. One of these
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Figare 21. Sites located in the survey tract.

60



RESULTS OF SURVEY

%~
% hn e i v e
2 1|||4&1L‘L1L1f1p|_f /
z | | P _ _
ay L1 jeie] 1| L _
> =z :
s mwmm A T N B N
2582 N I N O A Bl L e _
. m gLyt T i glal®el \ \
|| tu 3 m 9w L 1= \ \ -
gz I o e \ \
by rg @ o (Y A A . W -
= r __® _ \, N
;L _ \.. \-
o //
~N. -
~

A S T I

!

_160E 170E 180E 120E 200E 210E 220E 230E 240E 250E 260E 270E 280E

| 1@ @1 l1elele|e], i
I T e T B s fantn ks it -
T Telelel AT
SRS R Sl s ey ol =t s s s ek ik et it e -
R P s a0 ot N N N N R _
ﬂ1W|TJfJ1Jﬂ_m_|qwﬂ.% RorTr
Y IR S O DU N - A0 S R0 S S B —- _
i i = Ve ol - el il R
N N AN TN VRO P g U IS A SV S ST PR SN B _
h z z z z z z z z z z z 2
./&ll\NI-Immmmmmmmmmmm

61

igure 22. Map of Site GLI733.
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Table 10
Astifacts Recovered from Site 9LI733

Prov. Blue Manganese Clear Brown Lt Green  Am.* Whiteware Stoneware  Miscellaneous

}N190 B230 1

N190 E250 1

N150 E260 1
N190 E270

N200 B260 1
N200 B270 7
NZ00 E290

N210 E200

N2I0 E270

N230 E220

to

2

2 flat thin iron

1 “tin” can lid

Total 1 1 g 2

*Arnathyst

i p) 3 3 (23)

artifacts is a clear gla.ss {Ta.gment with & maker's matk
that is attributed to the Owens lllinais Glass Company
of Toledo, Chio, This firm was formed in 1929 and
operated until 1966 (Toulowse 1971:403). This
pa.rﬁcula.r mark indicates that the bottle was
manufactared from 192G-1954, suggesting that the

site was occupied until after 1929. Two whiteware
ﬁagments also suggest the site was occupied in the late
nineteenth to patly twenticth century, when whiteware
was ptoducecl. The two whiteware lt_ragmen’cs only
provicle general dates and can not provicla cl—u‘onologica.l
control for the site. Other artifacts recovered from the
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—

Figure 24. Seasonal m north of 9LIY ncl 35, ewto

._/' B
the north. )

surface are listed in Table 10. Bristol glaze stoneware

{Iagments with a Q-inch rim diameter and a “tin” can
lid with a 286-inch diameter suggest that this site may
represent a domestic site.

As has been notecl, pubsurface testing could
not be undertaken in this survey tract due to the
Ppresence of unexploclecl ordnance in the area. For this
reason, the subsurface condition.s of the soils cannot be
addressed. However, we can cletem:u'ne, based on soil
maps, that 9LI733 is located on Johnston and Bibb

soils. These soils generauy have lugh water tables and
are poorly and very poorly drained.

As we have menﬁoned, Fort Stewart has
already determined that sites located in the survey tract
are recommended as ineligilzle for the National Register
of Hisioric Places. For this reason, the eligil:ility
assessment issues that we would notmauy ac].c].t&ﬁﬁ, such
as the site's data sets, the site's context, important
research questions that the site may be able to address,
and the evaluation of the site's archaeological integrity,
will not be reviewed in detail. Nevertheless, site 911733
is recommended as ineligi]:le for the National Register

based on the surface guTvVeEy and availal)le coﬂecﬁon.
QL1734

Site 9LI734 is a historic scatter located near
the Canoochee River at the northeastern corner of the
gurvey tract, The site was located while the survey
boundaries were Leing examined with the consulting
archaeologist. At this time, we completed a small
general surface collection of artifacts, Later, an
intensive surface collection was undertaken. The site is
lacated 250 m west of the Canoochee River. The GPS
UTM coordinates are N3544357 E439781. The
elevation at 911734 is 15 m AMSL.

The vegetation at 9LI734 includes large oaks,
mized hardwoods, and pines. .Approxima’cely 60 m
north of the site, the fopography changes to a seasonal
swamp located just south of the Canoochee River
(Figure 24i). The vegetation also changes with a more
dense serub underbrush and cypress trees appearing in
The swamp contained both

waterloggecl and r.lry areas, with vegetation in c]_ry areas
ex]:jl:riting water lines. The topography is ]:u'ghest in the

the gwamp area.
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area where the site is located. It slopes nort]:,
nor’tlleast, and west toward the Canoochee River and a
creek located west of the site. We also noted a 1nrge
number of ordnance in this area.

An intensive surface collection consisting of
10m }Jy 10 m units and 20 m }Jy 10 m units was used
to determine the site's surface ljounaﬂries, which
measure 80 m by 30 m (Figure 25). Normally,
Collection Unit N180 E210 would have been
designated 2s a separate site under site definitions
proviclecl in the scope of work. However, we noticed that
the artifact from N180 H210 mended with an artifact
from N140 E210, indicating that N180 E210 was
indeed part of 9LI734. Surface visﬂnﬂity in the area
ranged from no visibility of the ground to 75%
visibility. Two positive units produced seven artifacts,
i.ncludi.ug three green glaaa Eragmen’cs, and four
manganese glasa ﬁagmenta. All of tl'le green gla.ss men&
together and represent the base and part of the ]aocly of
a soda bottle. The base is embossed with
“HINESVILLE/GA PAT. DES. NQ. 70281." The
l:ro‘rl:le's I)ocly, which ]:las a orown cap, is eml)ossecl witll
“SODA WATER/BOTTLING CO. CON. 6 FL.
O(Z)" and “(SODA WAT)ER/({  }A-

concurrence with Fort Stewart, and based on the
surface survey and available collections, 911734 is
recommended as not e].igil:le for indusion on the
National Register of Historic Placea.

911735

Find 9LI735 is an isolated Savarmah River
point. It was located clurmg the intensive surface
collection for 911734, Find 911735 is located 90 m
north of Site 911734 in a swampy FHoodplain
approximately 30 m south of the Cancochee River (see
Figure 25). The central GPS UTM coordinates are
N3545127 E439763. The elevation is 15 m AMSL.
Field technicians noted that the point was located in an
area that appeare& to have recently been disturbed Ly an

animal.

The chert Savannah River stemmed point
appears to have been used to exhaustion (Figure 26).
The point measures 40.6 mm in length and 40.1 mm
in width, The stem width is 24.1 mm and-the thicknese
is 10.2 mm. Savannah River stemmed points date to
the Late Archaic periocL

COLA." Crown caps post date 1895, placi_ng
the oconpation of the site in the late
nineteenth to ea.rly twentieth century.
Artifacts recovered from the general surface
collection include two albany slip stoneware
fragments, four manganege glass f-ra.gmants,
and a Htampe& tin aspirin container lid,
measuring 1%-inch }Jy 1%-inch.  These
artifacts suggest that the site may have served
a domestic funcﬁon, although tlle clata from
the site is too sparse to determine the site's

function with absclute certainty.

The site is located on Pelham loamy
sand , 2 pcorly drained soil that is flooded
l)rieﬂy in winter and has a l'ugl'_l water table
(Looper 1982:32). In genetal, Pelham soils
have up to 64 em of A l'mrizon, overly’ing aB
horizon of sa.ncly loam and aancly clay loam.

Due to the presence of unexplo&ecl
ordnance in the survey tract, no subgurface
testing was undertaken at the site. In

Figure 26. Exhausted Savannah River Stemmed projectile point from|
9LI735
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9LI735 is located on Osier and Bibb soils,
which make up abaut 5% of the total soils on the tract.
These soils, which are common on flood plains, are
poor_ly drained and £requent1y flooded clu:cing the winter
and spring (Looper 1982:32).

The presence of unexpiodecl ordnance on the
survey tract proln']:i‘ts subsurface testing and Fort
Stewart has determined that sites in these areas have
ina,ccessilnle_ c}ata, malzing the sites ine’igjlale for
inclusion on the National Register, Consequently,
9L1735 is recommended not eligil:le.
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CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

As a result of the pedestrian survey of the
372.31 ha in survey tracls encompassing Red Cloud
Alp}la Range, NRMU B11.3 and a portion of NRMU
B11l.5, two historic pites and an isolated find were
identified. All three sites are recommended as not
eligible for inclusion on the National Register, The
presence of unexplo&e& ordnance on the survey tract
prohibits subsurface testing, and the Ceorgia State
Historic Preservation Division has determined that
sites in these areas have inacceasi.lale cla.’ca, therefore

mal::ing the sites ineligi]ale for the National Register.

Issues discussed in these conclusions include
an overview of current pre&ic’c'w& moc]teling, which
includes an examination of locational c]ata, the use of
historie maps as an indicator of historic sites on the
survey traot, and an overview of what has been learmed

concerning the cultural p]nases present in the s'tucly area.

The Pembroke 1920 USGS qua& map was
examnined in order to determine which structures shown
on the maps should be present in the field. The survey
tract was overlaid on the 1920 map, with our best
efforts made to match land £orms, such as c:eel'cs, the
viver, and roads, Georgia State Highway 119 is not
shown on the 1920 map, which made the task of
imposing the survey tract onto the 1920 map very
difficult. The resulting map, Pigure 27, should not be
considered an exact match between the two maps, but e
close approximation. Structures within the survey tract
are highlighte& with amows and the one identified
structure (shown on this map) is marked with its site
number.

Two historic sites were located du_ring the
survey. One of theﬂe, Site 9LI733, can be matched
with a structure shown on the 1920 Pembroke map
(Figare 27).  Site 9LI734 does not have =

corresponding structure shown on the 1920 map.

An additional three historic structures are
shown on the 1920 map that were not located during
the pedestrian survey in spite of extra vigilance by the
field crew. Two of these structures appear to be located
in the immediate vicinity of Red Cloud Alpha Range.
By 1950, the Pembroke USGS quad shows no
structures in the area of the survey tract (Figure 28).
However, a few roads that are shown on both the 1920
Pembroke map and the Willie 1958PR73 map ate not
shown on the 1950 Pembroke map. This suggests that
the 1950 map may not have reaorded as much detail as
the 1920 or 1958PR73 maps.

There are two’ possible reasons for the low
expression of these historic sites located clu.n'ng the
survey. The first most obvious reason is that a
Peclestrian sui:vey will on}y locate sites with visible
surface remains in an area with goocl grounc]. v1s1]31]1ty
Surface visibility in this tract was generally far less than
509%, with a denge leaf litter covering the ground. Any
sites that may have been recogn.izecl t]Jroug]:l ertifact
surface scatters would not have been visible under these
conditions of poor grcuncl visi]:ili’cy. Attempts were
made to be especia]ly aware of surface artifacts and Inick
rubble in areas with Iatge oaks or pecan trees, which are
often a goocl indication of historic sites. The second
reason these sites were not located may be due to the
use of the area by the U.S. Army from the time it
acquired this property to the present day. In general,
when land was acqui.rer}., many of the ]Du.ilc}.ings were
razed, tleatroying above ground. features. The.
construction of the Red Cloud Alpha Range in 1975
proba]:)ly necessitated further clearing of the area.
Ml.lltBIy' training in the area may also have clamagecl any

a.rchaeological gitee in the area.

As previous studies have Sugges‘tecl {Campo et
al. 199Q9a, 1999]3) R ]aistoric giteg are Iilzely to l'.\a found
a.long roads. This holds true for structures shown on
the historic mapsa for this survey tract. Likewise,
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Figure 27, Historic sites and structures shown in approximate survey tract (base map is Pembroke 1920).
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previous surveys conducted ]J'y Chicora have also found
that historic structures shown on historic maps along
highways, well maintained roa.cls, and areas activaly used
for military training are less ].ilzely to be preservecl than
those located on roads that are not maintained. The
current survey also supports this ﬁnclmg

The Current Predictive Model and Iéncl Uge

As was }Jrieﬂy discussed in the Natural
Setting chapter, Fort Stewart's predictive model has
recently been revised ta]zing into account the more than
15,378 ha of arc]:laeological gurveys undertaken on post
{McKivergan 1998). McKivergan (1998:1) discounts
distance to water as a aritical factor in site Prolmljijity
hased on the post's excessive surface waters. Aﬂcorcling
to McKivergan (1998:1), less than 687 hectares of the
entire post are more than 500 meters from a surface
water source. The revised prec]icﬁva model placee more
importance on soil types, rather than distance to water,
as an indication of sites t]nroughou’c the post. Based on
the 15,378 hectares of archaeological survey, soil
probabilities have been revised, and continue to be
revised a8 more acreage is Surveye&.

Currently, Aﬂ)any loamy fine sands, Blanton
sand, Bonifay fine sand, Dothan loamy sand (with
slopes less than 2%), Puquay loamy sand (with less than
50/0 SlOPeS), LeeEleL:l loa.rny Sancl, Oci].[a Ioamy {:i.ne Band
and complex, Osier Boils, Pelham loa.my sancls, Stilson
loamy sand, and Tifton loamy sand soils are classified as
]:ugh prol:abﬂity soi]s, suggesting that these soils will
have a higher number of archaeological remains than
other prol)al)ility soils.

The pedestrian survey undertaken limits our
interpretations of the current pl:er.}ic’tive modsl.
Without subsurface testing, any comparison between
site locations and soil pro]aa]:i]i’cies would be ineffectual.
For this reason, this discussion is limited to a
clescrip’cive purpose only in the Bopes that this
information will help further refine the current
predicﬁve model, During this survey, two Listoric sites
and an isolated prellistoric find were located. Site
QL1733 is located on Johnston and Bibb soils, a ‘poorly
drained soil, malzing up 23% of the total soils on the
tract. Site GLIZ34, a historic site, is located on
Cl'_\ipley aan&, a moclemtely well drained soil that mekes

10

up 7% of the total soils on the survey tract. Find
911735 is located on Osier and Bibb soi]s, which make
up 5% of the total soils on the tract.

Historic site locations tend to be found near
roa&s; a majority of which were publio prior to the
acquisition of the Fort Stewart property in the 1940s,
as can be seen in the location of structures along roads
on the historic maps for the survey tracts. Both historic
sites located during the survey were found in an area
that was c].irectly adjacent to roads.

A trend for historic site location has been
noted in previous survey reports (Campo et al.
1999a:177; Campo et al. 1999]3:98). Two historic
sites located during the 1998 survey of NRMU A6 4,
AB.1, and B24.2 were located along historic roads. A
survey of nine tracts in Bvans and Lilaer’cy Counties
found that of 38 historic sites and isolated occcurrences .
on.ly six were not lacated a.long roads, but found between
50-200 m of a road (Campo et al. 1999:1 7). In the
survey of tracts designated as “A-N,” it was found that
of the 30 historic sites, 13% were located at
intersections, 30%, were located on a road, and 57%
were within 50 to 510 m of a road fTrmHey et al.
1998). In the JAECK Drop Zone survey tract
(Trinkley et al. 1996) two historic sites were recovered,
both at intersections. Of the 32 sites recovered from
two survey tracts in 1997 (Tr].ule.ley et al. 1997a), nine, -
or 28% were found at intersections, aigh’t, or 25% were
found on a road, and 47% were within 90 to 390 m of
a road. dearly, there is a correlation between road and
historic site locations.

Although data from these studies is not
a,clequate to support revisions in the Fort Stewart
predic{-ive model, they do suggest, first, that site clensity
ig lllzely to exhibit considerable variation, and Beconcl,
that the factors a{{ecﬁng site locations are more
complex than the current model puggesta.

Site Density

The gurvey tract is located in the northern
portion of Fort Stewart, a.Iong Georgia State Highway
119. Three sites were located and recorded during this
pedestrian survey, yielding a site density of 0.81 sites
per kmz2, This is lower than the average for the previous
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Chicora survey (Camypo et al. 1999h:104), which had a
site density of 1.13 km? for three survey tracts. The
most logical and ohvious reason for this low site density
is the difference in metlaoclologiaa: the previous survey
tracts were intensivaly shovel tested and the current
purvey tract was pedestrian surveyed, lu-mhng the
recovery of nrc]:laeological gites.

Overview of the Fort Stewart Chronology

One of the questions raised in the overview of
the regional pre]:listor:ic cl—u:onologies was whether the
Fort Stewart area was closely tied to the cllronology
propoasd for the mouth of the Savannah River, or if the
chronology Bugges’te& }oy more interior Jocations, such as
the Ocmulgee Big Bend ares, might be more
appropriate. Ul:l.{orh.mately, the data are too gparse to
permit even any tentative stabs at angwering this
question.

Although in previous studies (T r'ml?ley et al.
19964} it was found that there seem to be agpects of
both coastal and interior coastal plain cultures present
on Fort Stewart, the present study found only one
isolated prehia'l:oric occurrendce, providing too little data
to infer that any pre]:istorio occupation oecurred in
these tracts. The one preluistoric find dates 1o the Late
Archaic periocl and was located in the flood plain of the

Ca.nooc}lee River.

Historic occupation of the post is found in the
form of dis'perae& settlements and small communities.
The two historic sites located during this survey,
QLI733 and 9LI7Z34, both date to the late nineteenth
and ea.rly twentieth century. Site 9LI733 may
represent a historic domestics site, altllougll the data is
too sparse to a.ecisively interpret this site. Par fewer
artifacts were located at Site 9LI734, and with no
supporting data from the historic map {or the area, we
are unable to assign a function to this site.

These interpretations are necesaari.ly brief and
deacripﬁve, based only on a pe&eﬁh’ian Burvey of the
tract. The presence of unexp‘iode& ordnance prevents
any subsurface tegting of the project area, ]imj’ting the
archaeologica.l information that can be obtained from
these three sites.
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APPENDIX 1.
CATALOG OF RECOVERED MATERIALS




Acc#1Box #]| Bag | County Site || Contractor Project Prov. Artifacts Date Catalog
054 |2 1  Liberty 9LI733 |Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S N{90E230 |1 blue glass 8-20-99 DH
054 1 2 Libarty 9LI733 { Chicora Fort Stewart 11 S N190E250 | 2 whiteware, undecorated 8-20-99 DH
054 |2 2 Liberty SLI733 | Chlcora I Fort Stewart 11 | S N1S0E250 |1 manganese glass i 8-20-99 -DH
054 |2 3 Libarty 9LI733 |Chicora {Fort Stewart 11 1S N160E260 | 1 clear glass™ 8-20-99 DH
054 |2 4 Liberty 9L1733 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 11 S N190E270 | 2 flat, thin Iron fragments | 8-20-99 DH
054 |2 5 Liberty 9LI733 Y Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 'S N200E260 1 clear glass §-20-99 DH
054 |1 6 Liberty 9LI733 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 11 S N200E270 |7 clear glass with maker's mark 8-20-99 DH
054 |1 7 Liberty [ L1733 | Chicora |Fort Stewart 11  ||S N200E290 |3 stoneware, bristol glaze 8-20-99 DH
054 (2 8 Liberty |9LI733 |[Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S N210E200 | 2 brown glass | 8-20-99 DH
054 |2 8 Liberty  /|9LI733 |Chicora [ Fort Stewart 11 S N210E200 | 1 light green glass 8-20-99 bH
054 |2 9 Liberty 6Li733 | Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S N210E270 | 1 purple glass | 8-20-98 DH
054 |2 10 | Libery 9L1733 | Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S N230E220 )1 ™n" can lid 8-20-99 1DH
054 |1 11 Liberty 9Li734 |Chicora |Forl Stawart 11 |'S General 2 stoneware, albany slip 8-20-99 DH
054 (|2 11 LIberty OLI734 |Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S General 4 manganese glass '8-20-99 DH
054 Y2 11 Liberty oLi734 | Chicora [ Fort Stewart 11 | 8 General 1 stamped tin lid B-20-98 DH
054 |1 12 Liberly 9L1734 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 11 S N140E210 | 2 green glass 8-20-99 DH
054 |2 13 !Lliberty |9LI734 |[Chicora |Fort Slewart 11 S N140E220 | 4 manganese glass 8-20-99 DH
054 |1 14 | Llberty OL1734 | Chicora |Fort Stewart 11 S N180E210 {1 green glass 8-20-99 DH
054 |1 15 [Liberty oLI735 ,‘ Chicora {Fort Stewart 11 ;'S N260E220 |1 exhausted chert Savannah River polnt i8—20-99 DH
N |
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