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ABSTRACT

This s’cucly represents a peclestrian
archaeological survey of the Sniper Rauge on Natural
Resource Management Unit D7, and shovel test survey
of a portion of Natural Resource Management Unit
D7.2 in Liberty County. A total of 322.5 ha were
survayecl for this project. The sniper area contains
unexplode& ordnance and can not be tested using
subsurface methods. The scope of work Bpecilf‘iecl that
this 93.5 ha area be pedestrian surveyed as high
probability using transects spaced at 30 m intervals. Of
the remaining tract, 38 ha were specified as requiring
lugh pro]aa.]:ilit'y surveéy using transects and shovel tests
at 30 m intervals, while 191 ha were specifiecl as
needing only low probability survey, using transects at
30 meters, with shovel testing every 50 meters.

This work is }:e'mg done in order to comply
with the National Historic Preservation Act (Public
Law 89-065, as amended by Public Law 96-515),
Guidelines for Federal Agency Responsibilities, under
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Ac’c,
Army Regulaion AR 200-4 (Cultural Resources
Management) and 36CFRBO0 (Protection of Historic
and Cultural Properties). The project is administered for
the United States Army ]:)y the National Park Service
(NPS) . Southeast Regional Oﬁiee.

The primary purtpose of this investigation is to
ic].enti:gy the atchaeological remaing present on the
survey tract at Fort Stewart. These investigations
incorporaiecl a review of previously repori:ecl site files
located at the office of the Cultural Resources
Management Specialist (CRMS). No Prevlously
recorded sites were located in the survey tracts. A
previous survey suggests, however, that some portion of
the ca. 1930 Bland Town community, situated at the
intersection of F.S. Road 36 and 37D in the Taylors
Creek Maintenance Area may extend southward into
the current st'uc[y tract. In addition, the post's Historic
Preservation Plan was consulted regarcli.ng sites or
structures on the National Register of Historic Places

within the survey area. Historic maps of the project area
were also examined.

One archaeological site (9LI8Z5) and one
isolated occurrence (w}ﬁcll was also assignecl a site
number, 9LI874) were identified during the survey of
Natural Resource Management Unit D7.2. No
archaeological resources were identified in the Sniper
Range, which evidenced considerable ground alteration
and disturbance, By definition the isolated find is
recommended not e]jgi:ble for inclusion on the National
Register. Site 9LI8YS, altllougl'l possil:ly associated
with the Bland Town community, is recommended not
e]igi}ale based on the extent of ground disturhance and
the its iual:ility to address significant research questions.
As a result, no further management activities are
recornmen&ed, pen&i_ng concurrence ljy the lead agency
a,ncl the Georgia State Historic Preservation Division.
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INTRODUCTION

Survey Backeround

These investigations incorporated a portion of
Natura] Resource Management Unit D7.2 and the
adjacent sniper range, all southeast of the Ta.ylor Creek
Maintenance Area on Fort Stewart, Georgia. These
investigations were conducted by Rachel Campo of
Chicora Foundation, Inc. for the National Park
Service. This survey tract consists of 322.5 ha. Fort
Stewart is located in southcastern (eorgia and
encompasses portions of Liberty, Long, Tattnall, Bvans,
and Bryan counties (Figure 1). Trainjng Area D7 is
located in the northern portion of Liberty County
{Figure 2).

Georgia State Highway 144, which travels
east-west, and Georgia State Hig}lway 119, which
travels north-south, are the two major Lig]nwa.ys that
run ’clnough the post. Intersecting these main roads at
various locations within the post are a network of
primary and secon&ary clay or sand roads. The clay
based, primary roads provicle access to a number of
seeonclary perimeter and firebreak roads, as well as
random two-rut vehicle tracts. A number of these roads
follow eighteent]:l and nineteenth century roac].l)ecls, such
as Georgia State Highway 144 which follows Hencart
Road (or Old Hencart Road).

The survey tract, situated within Training Area
DY, is bounded to ’che northwest I)y F.5. Road 36, to
the northeast ]:y a swamp &r&i_nage {2 tri]:uf:a.ry of
Canaochee C}:eﬂk) and a portion of E.S. Roa,cl 37D, to
the east by F.S. Road 37C, to the south by F.S. Road
37, to the west }Jy F.S. Roads 37A {on the southern
e&ge) and 37D (on the northern eclge), and to the
northwest by F.S. Road 36 (Figure 3). The high
pro}:»a.l:\ilii'y survey zone is situated in the morthwest
corner of the survey tract, separate& from the sniper
range to the east by a dirt trail and from the low
pro})a}:i]ity gurvey area to south ]JY F.S. Road 37D.

This same road also forms the Loun&a.ry between the
low pro]:ual:;ility tract to the south and the sniper range

tract to the north.

The survey tract features a number of different
vegetation types. In the hxgh prol‘:al:ility ares is among
the nghest grouncl in the purvey tract, with elevations
slopi.ng to the southeast. In the ln'gher areas there are
mixed hardwoods and pines, with some low scrub brush
and palmet'foes. In the lower elevations, especiaﬂy near
the various swamp areas the vegetation 1is
characteriﬁrtica]]y cypress. Forest margins tend to exhibit
dense brush and briars. The sniper range consists
prima.rily of open, grassecl range with varying areas of -
good visihility, ranging up to 50%. The remainder is
wooded with pines and a few mixed hardwoods. Along
the creek margin the area is swampy with thick
underbrush and cypress, In these arcas there was no
'VlBl]Jllﬂ:y The Tange area exhibits }Jeavy use with much
land modification. Tn addition, the range and the areas
immec]ja’cely surrou.nd.ing the range contain occasional
uuexploclecl ordnance.

The lugl-l prol:sa.l:\i].i{'y a-urvey area, consisting of
38 ha in the northwest corner of the survey tract was
surveyed using transects apacecl 30 m apart and shovel
tests excavated every 30 m. In the low probability tract
to the south transects were again S'paced at 30 meters,
with shovel tests excavated every 50 m. The sniper range
was examined using a pecles*trian survey with transects
spaced at 30 m intervals. Shovel testing was not
Permit‘l:ecl in this tract due to the presence of
unexploaed ordnance. Should artifacts be identified
during the field survey, an intensive surface collection
would be 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 compha.nce with the
National Park Service scope of work, were taken using
roetric units. In order to maintain consistency
tl:u‘oughout this research, all measurements are providecl
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INTRODUCTION

Table 1.

Metric Equ_iva.lenta

LENGTH
kilometer km 0.62 miles
meter m 39.37 inches or 3.28 feat
centimeter em 0.39 inches
millimeter mm 0.04 inches
AREA
hectare ha 2.47 acres
square km Lm?2 0.3861 square miles
WEIGHT
metric ton t 1.1 Bnglish tons
TEMPERATURE

CwFEF=(C"x18+32=0F

using metric units and Table 1 provides conversions to
English measures. The only exception is the contours
on gite maps in feet, which are taken from United
States Geological Survey maps.

Historic background research was undertaken
in Chicora's library. Historic map research was
conducted using maps provitlecl by consulting
archaeologist Mr, David McKivergan at Fort Stewart.
Published reports regarcling previous surveys were also
consulted, No preﬁously recorded sites were noted for
this survey tract. As will be discussed below, we were
notified that a previous survey had identified a historic
community, Bland Town, at the intersection of F.S.
Roads 36 and 37D on the Taylors Creck Maintenance
Area to the north of our survey tract (I.i’ftle et al.
2000:70).

Cne site and one isolated occurrence were
identified in the survey tract — both in the area
Bquectecl to the l—ug]:l pro]aa]:ility survey. The isolated
find (QLI874) is a single white clay pipestem. The one
identified site (91.I875) seems to represents the remains
of one or more historic structures, possibly associated
with the Bland Town community. The materials present
are consistent with a ca. 1930 date. The site, however,
has been ex’censively impacted by mi]ita.ry operations.
This site and find are recommended ineligi]:le for the
National Register of Historic Places.

Surveys were conducted from November 3
through 12, 1999 and November 29-30, 1999.
Principal Investigator for the project was Dr. Michael
Trinlzley and Field Director for the project was Ms,
Rachel Campo. Field crew consisted of Mr. Jason
Butler, Ms. Andrea Rombaur, Mr. Van Steen, and Ms.
Kate Sullivan.

Curation

Archaeological site forms have been filed with
the Ceorgia Arcl'laeological Site Files. The field notes,
p]:otograplu'c materials, artifact catalogs, and artifacts
resulting from this investigation have been curated at
Fort Stewart using their accessioning and cataloging
systern. The materials were assigne& accession number
055. All records and duplicate copies have been
provic].ecl to Fort Stewart and will he maintained ]ay that
institution in perpetuity. .




A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7.2




NATURAL SETTING

Physiopraphy and Drainage

Fort Stewart, Wln'cl'l encompasses a]:iout
103,550 ha, forms a roughly rectangular shape
measuring about 32 km north-south by about 56 km
east-west, The fort's most distinctive feature is perl'laps
its lack of relief. Elevations range from about 50 m in
the west to about 3 m in the east.

Located entirely within the Coastal Plain
Province on the southeastern Atlantic coast of Georgia,
this area is often referred to as the Atlantic Coast
Hlatwoods (Looper 1982:66). The coastal plain is best
known for its featureless plains and marshes in the east.
The flatwoods are characterized l)y their nearly level
topography and pootly drained soils. The most[y aamly
loam to sanl:ly topsoi]s are underlain Ly marine sancla,
loams, or c[aya. The 'soils genera]ly have lngh water
tables and are often found to he unsuitable for a broad
range of residential and industrial activities (Hodler and
Schretter 1986:36). The area is also characterized Ly
inlets and creeks r_].rain'mg an extensive system of
drowned river systems and shallow marsh-filled coastal
lagoons. The topography consists of subtle undulations
in the [anc].acape revea.]jng the riclge and ]:)ay topograplly
of the beach ri&ge Plains (Mathews et al. 1080:137).

Fort Stewart is la.tgely confined to what ia
often called the Barrier Island District — an area of
Blig}lt to moderate dissection created Ly the advance and
retreat of former sea 1eva]ﬁ. As a result, there are six
shoreline clepoait complexee found parauel to the
coastline in a step-lilze progression of decteasing
elevations. This dissection has also resulted in marshes
that exist in p-oorly drained lowlands. To the northwest
are the Vidalia Uplanc].s, a modera‘l:ely dissected uplan&
with a well cleveloped dendritic strearn pattern based on
graveuy, clayey sands. The ﬂoorlplams are ’cypica}]ly
narrow, exoept along the major rivers where wi:;ler,
bordering swamps are often found (Hodler and
Schretter 19086:17).

A number of relatively small streams and
creelzs, which are part of the Ogeechea River clraina.ge
system, make up Fort Stewart's drainage pattern. The
Canoochee River i the main drainage for the post and
flows west to east t}lrougl’l the center of the reservation.
A number of smaller tributaries such as Canoochee,
Taylors, and Savage creeks flow into the Canoochee
River. The eastern boundary of Fort Stewart is defined
l'Jy the Ogeecilee River (Figure 4).

T]:I.E survey tract, Iocatecl in NRMIUJ D)7, lies
south of Georgia State HHighway 14 and west of
Ceorgia State Highway 119. Watersheds in the tract
drain into the Canoochee Creelz, lovated northeast of
the tract. ;

Modifications to the physical lanc]scape in the
gurvey area are great. The area has been repeaterﬂy used
for rm'.]i’cary training, resulting in modifications such as
the construction of now deserted bunkers {Figure 5).
The vegetation is dominated l:uy managecl pine forests,
often with a dense undemtory (Figure 6). Natural
la.nclscape c]:la.ugeﬁ have been procluced ]‘J}' floods that

clepusitecl alluvial soils in some areas.
Geolopy and Soils

The surface geology of Fort Stewart is
dominated by sediments of Quaternary age (Hodler and
Schretter 1986:12-13). Sand, silts, and clays originally
derived from the Appalachian Mountains and the
interior Piedmont are orga.nized into coastal fluvial and
aeolian deposiﬁs which virtuauy blanket the Coast.
These sediments were ttansportec}. seaward and deposite&
cluring the Quaternary perio&. Un&erlyiug the surface
sediments are bedrock seclilnentary strata of Tertiary
and Mesozoic age which are almost uni_‘Eorrnly eroded
and Variously lithified (Ma.’t}news ot al. 1980:2). The
Mesozoic and Terl:ia.ry sedimentary rocks are
infrequently exposed, uauauy in river banks and
l}ottoms, in cleep tidal c]:na.nnela, and in man-made
quarries.




Figure 4. Watersheds in Fort Stewart, Georgia {adapted from Camplaeﬂ et al. 1906:Figure 2-9).
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Table 2.
Soil Series in the Survey Tract (adapted from Looper 1982)

Soil Series Drainage Water Table A Horizon B Horizon L

Ellabelle very poor <18 em 0-58 o, loamy sand 58 cm-1.83 m, andy loam to sandy
clay loam

Johnaton very poor <46 em 0-1.09 m, mucky loam 1.09-1.52 m, Eﬂnd}' loam*

Leefield somewhat poor 46-76 e 0-55.88 cm, loamy sand 55.88 cm -1.83 m, sandy loam to sandy
Clﬂy ],mm

Mascotte poor purface- <31 am 0-36 cm, fine eand; and 36-53 cm, fine sand; and 81 cm-

53.81 em, firrxe sand 1.78 m sandy clay laam

Pelbam poor 15-46 cm 0-64 em, loamy sand 64 cm-1.60 m, sandy loam to sandy
dlay loam

Stilson moderately well 76-91 cm 0-73.66 em, loamy sand 73.66 cm-1.91 m, sandy clay loam to
C]a.y

;Repruents C Horizon, no B Horzon present

Of pethaps greatest significance in this
discussion of coastal geology is an overview of chert
resources. While agate, chalcedony, and jasper were also
used by prehistoric groups, these materials occur in
Ceorgia in very small amounts (Ledbetter et al. 1981:1-
2), gspecial[y when compared to chert (Coad 1979:2).
Cherl:, on the other hand, while occurring
djscontinuously, is present througllout the Coastal
Pla.i.n, pri:na.rily associated with Paleozoic and Terﬁa.ry
Period limestones. Depencling on the various chemical
impurities, Georgia chert ranges in color from black or
brown to white, yeﬂow, gray, and oream . Some cherts
are {ossiliferous.

While the Piedmont contributes a broad range
of voleanic and metavoleanic materials important to
prel’u'atoric occupants, and may even contribute small
quantitiea of jasper-lilee and agate material (Goad
1979:5), chert is found prima_rily in the Riclge and
Vaﬂey Province in the extreme northwestern corner of
the state and the Coastal Plain. Ledbetter and his
Goﬂeagues note that chert-like materials may also occur
"spottily” in the 20 km wide "hinge zone" between the
Towa]jga-Har‘rWEH Fault and the Middleton

10

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 Hocene
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, a.long the Faﬂ Line, a.nri in southeast Georgia
along the Savannah River below Augusta.”

Coastal Plain chert may be found as residual
nodules and ]:noulclers, scattered along streams and
riclges, oT ag cropping beds. (Goad notes that different
strata have recogniza]:le chert forms, although the great
ranhge in variation among Coastal Plain chert makes the
identification of s'peciﬁc 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, Bulloch, Burke, Calhoun, Crisp, Decatur, Dooly,
Dougherty, Early, Crady, Houston, Jefferson, Laurens,




Lee, Macon, Miller, Mitchell, Pulaski, Randolph,
Richmond, Screven, Se'minole,. Ste\’.'art, Sumter,
Thomas, Twiggs, Quitman, Washington, and Worth
counties (Goad 1979:81-88). The closest sources to
Fort Stewart are found in Bulloch County, about 50
km north of the stucly area. This chert, which has a
dull luster and is grainy, ranges in color from black or
tan to recl, yeuow, cream and w]:dte. The chert is
fossiliferous ancl, when lieatacl, resembles the Claiborne
Stage cherts {described below) in color and texture.
Other cherts include dark grays, slate l)].anks, clears,
creams, Lrovms, W}litf.‘ﬂ, and blue-whites or mottled
colors, and textures can Tange from smooth to grainy.
All are fossiliferous with a du]l, soft luster. Heat
treatment procluces a g[ossy surface with yeﬂow to dark
red colors (Goad 1979:23-24),

In nearby Burke Ciounty, cherts are associated
with Claihorne Group cleposits from the Bocene Epoch.
These cherts range in color from recl, yeﬂow, oream, and
blue to mottled or striped. They ‘cypicaﬂy have a dult
sheen and are heavily fossiliferous. When heat treated
the material turns to pink, dark red, or even bright
orange. The fossil inclusions turn white, giving the

chert a "spotted” appearance. Porous flints, jasper, and -

chalcedony are also present with the cherts in these
deposits (Goad 1979:21).

Chert sources from the O]igocene Epoch ocour
in Laurens County, about 150 km %o the northwest of
the project area. This chert is typically dense and
compact, vitreous, and ranges in color fxrom translucent
to recl, yeuow, or }Jrown, with few fossil inclusions. Heat
treated specimens are typica]ly glossy and red or cleep
browm. Qccasional jasper nodules are associated with

this chert (Goacl 1979:24),

The geomorp]:tology of the area is great]:y
influenced lay the vaising and lowering of sea level
cluring the Pleistocene and Holocene epochs, when
gllaciers repeatedly advanced and retreated in the
northern portions of the United States. While these ice
masses did not extend southward to Georgia, fhey
nevertheless dramatically affected the area's geology by
inﬂuencing the ocean levels which generatecl a series of
marine terraces (Hodler and Schretter 1986:27; Looper
1982:2-3; Camp}:-eﬂ et al. 1996:19). Fort Stewart
incorporates portions of the Sunderland, Wicomica,

NATURAL SETTING

Pen.‘noloway, Taﬂ:o’c, and Pamlico marine terraces which
range in elevation from 52 m above mean sea level
(AMSL) to 8 m AMBSL (Ho&lex and Schretter
1986:27; Camp]:eu et al. 1996:19-22). A recent
geoarc]aaeological overview of soils and buried site
po’cential on Fort Stewart has heen Preparecl IJy Leig}l
and Ivester (1998},

Toc].ay, modern  soil science iclentifies 11
gene.ral 8ol units in Li]aerty County. Qverall, the sl
profiles in this county exhibits characteristics that
refleat “moderately well drained and somewhat poorly
drained soils on riclges, and poor}y drained and very
poorly drained soils on flood plain.s and in broad low
areas, depressions, mamshes, and drainageways" (Looper
1682:1).

Tl'lese genera.l Eoil units are Jr-url:]:uer J.lwcle& into
soil series, which consist of soils with stmilar pmﬁles
and rajor horizons. Soil series are then divided into
several soil phases, such as Pooler aanc}y loam {Paulk
1980:14). The soil series described by Looper (1982)
are examp]es of ty'plcal soils, inclu&.ing a discussion of
the depths, hues, values and chromes for each A and B
horizon, A brief descripﬁon of these soil series is found
in Table 2. The foﬂowing paragrap}].s will address the
soils in the survey tract, with particula.r attention given
Lo the percentages of soil types and clra.ining
characteristics present in the survey area.

" 'The survey tract consiste of Ellabelle, Johnston
and Bﬂ)}?, Leefislc‘., Mascotte, Peﬂ:tam, and Sﬁlﬂon soils
(Looper 1982; see Figure 7). The soil series have water
tables that occur from the surface to nearly a meter
below the Suljface (Tal:)le 2). Wet swampy areas in the
survey area were found a.long the eastern aclge of the
sniper tract and in much of the low pro]:a]::ﬂity survey
area. The soils on the tract can not he generalizecl, but
represent a range of loams to sandy clays (T able 2).

Considering all three tracts together, the most
common soils are the Mascotte fine sancls, which
comprise 52.0% of the three tracts. The next most
common soil is the ]ol'mson-BilJl) Association, which is
found in 29% of the area. This is followed I)y the
Leefield soils, consisting of 10.4%, and the Pelham
soils at 7.1%. The BEllehelle and Stilson soils both
consist of less than 1% of the tract. In other words, less
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liaeological survey
Table 3. MoB,

L o {(McKivergan  1998).
Soils in the Survey Tracts (as %) The revised predic’tive
del  considers the

High Low oecbability of locati

t
Soil Series Ptol:a_]:i.]itv Pro]:a]:liji’cy Sniper Com]:n'ulec_l P;O 2 i v ig &oc t:nmg
=R 08 05 sites at specitic distances
e - : from water, and the
Johnson-Bibb 6.7 33.7 28.2 29.0 robability of locating
Leefield 378 1.4 16.9 10.4 I:il:ea on certain soil
Maacotte 333 54.1 54.9 52.2 types McKivergan
g:‘iam 1?.4 10.0 1.1 1 998) notes  that
wilson 8 0.8 0.5 distance to water is not

than 1% of the 322.5 ha are well drained and only
10.4% is classified even as somewhat poorly drained.

Table 3 shows the scils found in each tract.
While the tract defined as }llgl'l pro]:a.]:i]i’cy does contain
the most well drained soil (t]:le Stilson Series accounts
{or '7.8% of the tract) and the two poorest drained soils
are relaﬁvely sparse (there are no Ellehelle soils and the
Johnsen-Bibb soils account for only 6.7% of the tract),
poorly drained to somewhat poorly drained Mascotte
and Leefield soils still account for over two-thirds of the
area, Al’though the survey was conducted during a
rela.tively dry periad, it is clear that all three tracts are
very low, poozly drained, and exhibit few areas conducive
to permanent settlement.

Soils and Site Locations

Accorcl'mg to the Fort Stewart and Hunter
Army Ajrj[iel'a’ Historic Preservation PJ"cm, soils are
Clesignate& as very l‘ligll pro]aal:ili’cy, ]11g11 prol)a.l)i.]ity,
medium prol:al)ilit-y or low prol)a]ai]ity (Campbel] et. al
1996:202). The criterta for probability designations can
be found in the Fort Stawart and Hunter Army Aiqg'e’cl
Historic Preservation Plan {Campljeu et al. 1996:203).
In general, the prolna]ni]i‘l:y is based on proximity to
tivers and streams, the type of J.tai.nage, and the soil.

Predictive modeling for Fort Stewart suggests
that sites will be located in certain l'ngl-n prol)a]::i]ity soi.]s,
many of which are somewhat poorly drained to well
drained (Campljaﬂ et al. 1996:209). A draft for a
revised predic’cive model for the post examines the
preclictive model from the HPP based on 15,378 ba of

a practical moc]el, as

almost a third of the
post contains surface water, Based on data from these
a,rchaeological surveys, soils are classified as 1—1aving a
high, incle’cerminate, or low pro]yal:ility of containing
arcl-meological siles, Higl'm prol:al:ﬂi‘cy soils have a !nig]uex
ratio of ohserved sites than ex'peoled sites, those with a
ratio higher than 1.00. Indeterminate soils have a ratio
of 1.00 observed to expactecl gites. Low P’:olnalai]ity soils
have a ratio of less than 1.00 observed to expected

1
sites.

The current stu&y, which identified only one
site (QLIBZS), provides relatively little additional data
for the examination of soils and site locations. The
single identified site is on Stilson soils, which are
universaﬂy considered to have a l'ug]n potential for
arc]naeological sites, The Observed Sites/Expectecl Sites
ratio is 2.28, fifth highest of all soils found on Fort
Stewart (McKivergan 1698) — and the Inghest of those

soils in the survey tract. [t is therefore not unex‘pecl:ec].
that the soils would exhibit historic occupation.

The isolated find (OLI874) was recovered from
Leefield soils. These are given a high prohabi]ity rating
by McKivergan (1998), although the Observed
Si’testxpec’ced Sites ratio is only 1.12. This soil ranks
14th in McKivergan's model, with 16 soils ranked
lower. Therefors, while there are slig}ltly more sites
found on these soils than migh’c ke expected, they still

! The source document does not specifically explain
the basis on which the “observed” or “expected” sites were
compu’cecl, other tlian tlxa.t a.“ aiSCussionB are in the context o{

acres, not hectares,

13
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do not appear to represent primary areas of occupation
at Fort Stewart.

While there is no doubt that soils are an
important attribute, we also believe that histeric sites
are located in proximity te roads and transportation
areas, such as railroad c].epo’cs, rather than exclusively in
association with speci{-ic soils.

Climate

The southeastern Atlantic coast of Georgia is
usually hot and humid in the summer with a winter that
is cool to occasionally bitter cold. CGeorgia's highest
temperatures normally ocour in ]uly and, in the Fort
Stewart area the summer average clai.ly temperature is
80°F. The lowest temperature ocouss in January and
winter temperatures average 53° F. The average
growing season in the Fort Stewart area ranges from

greatest rainfall in southeagtern 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 em — about 55% of the normal rainfall.
Campbell et al. (1996:13) suggest that floods are

y more common, typi occurdng in the winter
and spring. The ﬂoo&-proclucing rains are usually caused
with slow-moving low pressure centers and may he
associated with tropical storms or prolongecl thunder
storm activity.

During the late Pleistocene and early Holocene
peﬁoas temperatures were consu:leral)}y cooler than they
are today. Temperatures L-egan to moderate and

approach modern

T . 2 ').._ x._: _4.9-;& ool
igure 8. Managed pine forest with light grass and palmetto understory.

temperatures along
the Southeast
_ Atlantic Slope
around 7,000 B.P.
(Wright 1976:594).
A more tl‘xorough
discussion is
p':ovidscl below
relating vegetational
change to these
climatic ranges.

Floristics and

Palecenvironment

The Coastal
Plain in the vicinity
of Fort Stewart is
toc]ay dominated Iay
longlea.f-a]_a.ah pines

about 260 to 270 days (Hodler and Schretter
1986:40).

Qccasional tropical storms, coupled with the

flow of tnoist air from the Gulf of Mexico over the
warm land s-ur[ace, make the late summer the season of
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with caks and yeuow
poplar found as
cornmon associates {Hodler and Schretter 1986:52;
Shantz and Zon 1936:5). Al‘l:l'xough forests of 1arge,
equal—age pines were noted }:;y explorers in the
seventeenth century, this vegetation is largely the result
of intentional action by humans. Described as = fize
subclimax foreat, these monosPeciﬁc stands are
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maintained ]:y petioclic ];ummg which exclude the young

of most other arboreal species.

Kiichler (1964) identifies the potential natural
vegetation, that expected without the interference of
lmmans, as a Southern Mixed Forest. These are tall
forests of broadleaf deciduous and evergreen and
needleleaf evergreen trees. The clominante; are beech,
sweet gum, southern magnolia, white oalz, and laurel
oak. Slash and loblouy pines are also dominants,
altliougln t}:ey would not be as prevalent as t]:le'y are in
today's fire subclimate setting. Other components
include maplea, hick.oﬁes, &ogwuo:l, and palme'l:l:o
(Kachler 1964:112). Along the major drainages
Kiichler identified Seuthern Floodplain Forests —
dense, medium tall to tall forests of broadleaf deciduous
and evergreen trees and shrubs and needleleaf deciduous
trees such as tupa]o, oal, bald cypress, alon.g with
maploﬂ, lliclzori&e, a.sh, sweet gum, oa}es, and elm

and slope are the major factors aEecting vegetation and

a range of different gpecies, inclucling live oaks,
hicko:ies, palmettoea, ]nouies, and !:»a'ya will ke foand.

Today, the survey tract studied is heavily
ma.uagecl. This inclucles, but is not Limited to, the
cutting of firebreaks and perioaic burns, and use of the
sniper range for active training, Areas that have not
been clearqd are dominated l:uy open pine forests with an
unclerstory vegetation which Tanges from very dense in
areas found a.long clrainages or wetland areas to very
spatse in others (Figures 6 and 8). Historic site
locations quite often contain oaks and ornamental
vegetation (Figure 9), wheress low swampy areas
genera.uy contain a dense undergrowth of sorub 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 (Hlﬂ.la:cl

1984:Map 44). By
the 1940s only
about a third of
these two counties
was cropped with
most of the land
I:eing forested
(Hodler and
Schretter
1986:127). At the
time Fort Stewart
was acquire& Ly the
U.S. Army,
Ca.mp]::ell et al
(1996:10)  report
that most of the
p]ots were small to

p medium size
H < AT e > e X AN —_.:": Z .- - A WOO&IOtS. To&ay,
[Figure 9.Hardwoods and more open vegetation in the area of 9LI875, view to the west. sbout  20%  of

(Kichler 1964:113).

Today, suggestions of these potential natural
forests are found on]'y in more mesic, e&ap]:nica.uy
favorable and ﬁre-protecte& areas (Camp]aell et al.
1996:14). Tn such areas, drainage, soil types, elevation,

Liberty and Long
counties is farmland,
with about 13% actually under cultivation {Clements
1989.:251, 255). Cotion and rice were historicaﬂy
produced on the bottomlands (Campbell et al. 1996:79-
80). By the late antebellum there seems to have been a
focused shift to small tracts of peas, sweet potatoes, and
corn. Rice was largely abandoned by 1860 and cotton
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was little more than a Euljsicliary interest (Camp]:eu et
al. 1996:106-107). By the poa‘cl:ellum cotton and corn
were still plan'ced, al’chongh potatoes, oats, cane,
peac}_les, Bgs, grapes, and pecans were also Leing grown,
at least in small quantities (Knight 1917:1256).
Lumber and live stock were also growing industries.
Today the principal agricultural activity for much of the
area is Iath}liJlg, while the principal crops are corm and
Boy]JE'a‘n.B, except in Tattnall County, where Vidalia
omions are the most commeon crop. Logging remains a
substantial economic activity (Clements 1989:251,
255).

The naval stores inclustry has playecl a major
part in Georgia's Coastal Plain economy since the
nineteenth century (Campl)eu et al. 1996:79-80; see also
Butler 1998, Little et al. 2000:52-72). Obtained by
heating the resin-filled heartwood of pine logs, pitch and
tar were replaced as major exports by turpentine and
rosin. These pto&ucte are distifled from the raw gum
exuded ]:y ].wmg pine trees. Growing t]:.rou.gh the late
antebellum and early pos‘llje].lu.m, Georg'ia dominated
U.8. gum production, accounting for about 50% hy the
1890s. It lost considerable ground to adjacent Florida in
the next four dEC&IlEB, but recovered its lead in the late
19306 and early 1940s. In 1970, Georgia contributed
about 85% of the U.S. gum naval store production,
alt]:xougl:l the Bi.gniﬁcance of the gum market has declined
dramatically in the mid to late twentisth century as the
tall oil or sulfate production increased. Exacerl)a.ﬁng the
gituation is a continuing severe labor shortage brouglnt
about ]3y the low wages, the seasonal nature of the work,
and its focus on hot and dirty manual labor (Hodler and
Schretter 1986:148).

Pollen cores obtained from the Southeast
Coastal Plain indicate a sequence of successional forest
types from the Full Clacial t]:u:oug]a the Post Glacial
periocls (Watts 1971; Whitehead 1965). Before strong
evidence of human population {pre-15,000 B.P.), cold-
aclapted vegetation preclomina’cecl }Jy spruce and ]'aclz
pine was found in the Piedmont and Coastal Plain area.
Other less common specieg included oak and ironwood.
All of these species suggest a much colder and drier
environment than found today (Watts 1980:326).
Some have Suggestecl that this climate was much like
today's eastern Canadian boreal forests, dominated Lyy
pine and spruce distributed in a mosaic pattern of stands
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within seclge—domjnated praivies. Campbell et al.

(1996:34), however, also present evidence sugdesting
that while the climate was colder, it may not have been

drastic enoug]i to support a full boreal 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. Northern hardwoods, such as oalz,
]J.iclzory, Leacln, birch, and elm ]}egan repla,cing the
spruce and jacle pine populations. This cl’lange
corresponcls 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 mocleta’tely well documented evidence for human
occupation (Watts 1080; Sassaman et al. 1990). This
periocl was a transitional perio& between the glacial Late
Pleistocene and the essen’ciaﬂy modern  climatic
conditions of the Holocene. The resulting megic JEorest,
with its relat'rvely hg]n petcentages of beech and hickory,
has no modern analog and was the result of the coal,
moist conditions which characterized this transition.

During the Post Glacial (10,000 B.P. to
present) oak and }n'clzory dominated the region, Other
species such as walnut, hemlock, and hazelnut
disappeared from the pollen record. By 9,500 B.P.
Licl!ory and ironwood species declined and were replaced
]Jy Fweetgum and ]Dlaclagum. These changea 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 changes would have created a clynarnic
ecosystem requiring constant arlaptive adjustments on
the part of ea.rly groups (Cable and Mueller 1980:7).

In the Georgia Coastal Plain, southern pine
communities displaced 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;
Ca.mp]:en et al. 1996:35-36). This vegetational cl'la.nge
pro]:aal)ly had an effect on pra}u's’toric land use du.ring
certain times of the year, since nut masts were Prolaalj}y
more isolated and concentrated rather than widespread.
Couple& with these vegetational changee was a cooler,
moister climate {(Watts 1971 and 1980).

Camphell et sl. (1996:35-39) suggest a




NATURAL SETTING

possi]:-le cause and effect relationsl-u'p between climate
cl'langes hginm‘.ng about 8,300 B.P. and the rise of
pine foresta. Ti’ley note that as the climate shifted from
less rainfall to a seasonab}y variable moisture regime
there was also an increase in lightrﬁng-pmduoing spring
storms. These storms, t}ley suggest, created the nglrt
conditions for Erequent natural fires which would
encourage, and maintain the presence of longlea{ pine.
They note that even toclay the mesic climatic regime
"eontinues to provi&e an ideal environment for the
longleaf pine and the Southern Evergreen Forest”
(Campbell et al. 1996:38).

‘ From about 5,000 B.P. and continuing to the
present, Whitehead (1973) found pine inoreasing
slightly, aithough oak appearecl to remain dominant in
natural forest stands. The precontact environment of
the Piedmont Southeastern United States was termed
"temperate deciduous forest” by Shelford (197:4:56-88)
with oak and hicliory in{:ersperse:l with pine, maple, asi:t,
and other deciduous species (fora grap]:ic representation
see Shantz and Zon 1936). Kichler (1964) further
supports this reconsiruction,

Camphell et al. (1996:38-39) also suggest that
other vegetational "adjustments” have included the
Bl]ing in of Carolina ans with peat to form extensive
pocosin wetlands and the expansion of coastal Swamps
under the influence of mising sea levels.

By the historic perioc]. the lower coastal plain
was dominated Ly 'lob‘loﬂy pine. The lobloﬂy is also
known as the "bull pine” because of its prodigious size
and remarkable ability to invade dry, flat terrain and
even the lu]ly uplan&s. The pines formed vast, open
forests interrupted only Ly the occasional inland swamp

and its accompanying hardwoods.

This area of the Coastal Plain, the soil, and
the vegetation ﬁequently attracted the attention of
observant commentators. In the early eiglnteenth

century John Wesley mentioned that:

the Land is of four Sorts, Pine-
barren, Qakland, Swamp and Marsh.
The Pine-Land is of {ar the greatest
Extent, especially near the Sea-

Coasts, The Soil of this, is a dry,

whitish Sand, producing Shrubs of
several sorts, a.ncl between them a
spiry, coarse Urass which Cattle do
not love to feed. But here and there
is a little of a better kind, especiaﬂy
in the Savannahs (so they call the
low, watry Meaclows, which are
usually intermixt with Pine-Lands)
(Reese 1974:232-233).

Throu.ghcm’t Georgia's l]is'l:ory, these "pi_ne-]aarrens" were
known as land of less value than other, more fertile
tracts, Fven as early as 1740, William Stephens
proviclecl an account which o]:)servecl, "the American
dialect distinguishes land into pine, oak and ljiclzory,
swamp, savannah, and marsh" (Frech and Swindler
1973:79). He commented that where cak and lu'clzory
trees grew "the soil is in general of a strong nature, and
very well esteemed for planting, ]Jeing found }Jy
experience to Pro&uce the best crops of Indian Comn,
and most sorts of grain" (Frech and Swindler 1973:79).
The awamp soils, with their "black mqulc]s" were best for
rice, The savannahs and marshes, while proclucing no
trees, did contain large numbers of "canes," which were
reportecl to be excellent winter Eorage for cattle. Only ’
for the pine lands, "of a sandy surface,” could Stephens
find nothing encouraging to say.

Engllslj oceupation of the couni:ry'sicle,
inclucling occupation of Georgia's pine ljarrens,
graclually changecl its appearance. The pines which
dominated the topography, for example, began to give
way to scrubby hardwoods by the early 1800s (Silver
1990:187). It is almost certain that the process was
largely completecl ]Jy the mid-1800s. Yet there were
other, equa]ly momentous cl-mngea. Tutlzeya and other
wild fow] were less common, while the ﬂocles of Carolina
paml?eets and passenger pigeons ap‘proacl'lecl extinction.
Buffaloes were a]ready gone from the neig}ﬂ)oring
Piedmont. In the lowland swamps the Leavers, otters,
and mlnl‘x's were close to extinct, as were other
occasional visitors such as laears, wolves, panthers, and

bobcats,

The countrysicle was ]Jeooming increasingly
dominated I)y small farms. The new ecology, created l:uy
clearing and {'arrm'ng grains, encouraged flocks of quail.

While the minks and otters gave way to hunﬁng
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pressures, tl'ley were quiclzly repla.cacl Ly the opossum.
By the nineteenth century the most common anim
were the ca’ct]e, hogs, and s]:eep Broug]:n’c ]::y the Cloastal
Plain settlers. Silver notes that, "fewer canebrakes and
overgrazed mixed hardwood forests attest to the Jf‘oa:aatge
habits of these Qld World Beasts" {Silver 1990:187-
188). The cl’mnges were dramatic, gra.clually giving rise
to the lower Coastal Plain we know today.
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PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC OVERVIEW

Previous Research

Relaﬁve]y few in-cleptln studies have been
conducted at Fort Stewart. The majority of those
readily available have been contracts, let ljy the United
States Axmy, in an eHort to determine ’c]:le'extenlz of
cultural resources located on the base.

The earliest Bhl&y of any intensity was that
conduc’cerl n 1980 and 1981 Ly Professional Anal .
Ine. (Miller et al. 1983). The goal of the study was to
conduct a sa.mple survey in order to produce a predictive
model for the entire {‘amh‘cy (Ca.mplaeﬂ et al.
1996:174!). The Eampie universe was established as all
five breaks less than F-years old. These were stratified Ly
soil association and a pedash"iau gurvey was conducted.
On]y the actual fire break was examined and no shovel
tests were excavated. Camphell et al. (1996:174) report
that the total coverage was 370 bm. Assuming that the
fire breaks were an average of 3 m in width, this would
account for about 111 ha. This represents a 0.1%

purvey of the entire base.

In addition to the stratified sample survey, a
ju_clgmenta.[ survey was conducted of base food pIots and
an effort was appa:en'cly made to relocate a number of
previously identified sites on the base (Camphell st al.
1996:176). In all, 29 previously recorded

archaeological sites were revisited.

The survey identified a total of 85 pites,
including 50 prehistoric sites, 17 historic sites, and 18
prehisl:oric and historic sites. In all, 145 components
wetre representecl. This survey found a c]ensiby of about
1 site per ha. The site types included lithic scatters
(many without diagnosﬁc Temains), viﬂages, a burial
mouncl, and rivetine Camps. Historic sites dated
Primarily to the late nineteenth century. Historic
research also iclentifie&, as Potential sites, 24 historic
properties.

"This study forms the nucleus of Fort Stewart's
predictive model. Miller et al. (1983 quoted in
Campl)eu et al. 1966:203) identified four prol:;al)ilii'y

ZOoneat

Very high probalji_]ity — locations
which include well-drained bluffs
along the Ogeechse and Canoochee
Rivers.

High prol)a])i.lity —- areas where well-

ained soﬂs, such  as Cravan,

~ Lakeland, Tifton, Pooler, Ocilla,

Puquay, and Stilson, oceur. Also

included are areas in proximity {o
high order streams.

Medium prolaal:i.]jty — areas which
include all of the soil types that are
not excessively drained or very poorly
7cltained, representing the vast
majority of the base. These areas
esaenﬁaﬂy represent portions of Fort
Stewart for which the survey coverage
was inadequate to  allow any
reasonable precl»iction of prol:al)ility.

Low probabi[ity — areas where the
‘ soils, such as Ru‘cledge, Manc].arin,
Osier, ]o}msrton, Ellabelle, and Bihb,

are either excessively drained or very

poorly drained.

Camp]:-eﬂ et al. (1996:211-228) provide a
detailed ana.lysis of this movle], which has recently been
updated by McKivergan (1998). Most importantly,
they provicle a detailed lisrting of soils, assigning a
prol:a.’nﬂi’cy ra.nlang While the B'mgle minded reliance l:y
Miller et al. (1983) on soil and drainage to predict
archaeological Prol:a]:)ﬂit'y can be criticized, it does offer
an initial foous for future efforts at Fort Stewart. This
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current stuc}y, in fact, is at least parﬁaﬂy based on the
ea.rly predicﬁve work ljy Miller and his coﬂeagues.

Other investigations in the area have incladed
a 1088 survey conducted in the Brigacle Maneuver area
of Fort Stewart I)y Carolina Archaeological Services
(Jackson 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 peclestrian
(Jackson et al. 1G88:22; Campbell et al. 1996:181).

* During this survey of the Brigac[e Maneuver
area, {orty-f:l-lree archaeological siles were reportecl,
inclucli.ng Early Axchaic and Early Woodland remains,
and historic sites dating primarily from the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Campbeﬂ et
al. 1996:181).

Four site types were jdentified during the
Carolina Archaeologieai Bervices survey (Campheﬂ etal.
1996:191):

Site Type 1- Prehistoric campsites or
lithic scatters — contain cliagnostic
or non—&iagnosﬁc lithic debris amlfor
ceramic  sherds  indicative pf

ahoriginal subsistence activities.

Site Type 2 - Late nineteenth and
early twentieth century farmsteads
and activity losi — contain
cliagnos‘cic lu'stotic ma’terial, often in
association with l)riclz, features
and/or alignecl trees, or ornamental
vegetation (i.e., orcharcls, groves,

garclens).

Site Type 3 - Historic Cemeleries —
contain marked or unmarked human
interments.

Site Type 4 - Multicomponent sites
(historic fazmsteacls/ach\nty locus and
prehistoric activity locus) — contain
debris  associated with historic
Jrarmateac]s or activity Ioci, plua
prehis’coric activitiea.
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Early Archaic and Late Woodland components
were found to co-occur on the same sites within the
(latolina A:co}laeological Services s‘m&y Uaclason et al.
1988:46).

The s’cucly at Brigacle Maneuver area in
general (see Campbell et al. 1996:212.213), supports
the pro]:val:i]ﬂ:y assessments cstablished }Jy Miller et al.
(1983). Jackson et al. (1988), however, note that site
clensity may be ]:Ligher than initiaﬁy suggwt'ecl for Fort
Stewart. Although only 1 site per 24.6 ha was recorded,
few of the lngh pro]:a]nl]ty soils were encountered in
their survey (Campbhell 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 (T rinlaley
et al. 1996). These included two prehistoric sites and
two historio sites.

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

Prehistoric sites recorded during the 1995-96
Chicora Foundation survey contained artifacts spanning
the Early Axchaic to Mississippian periclc]s. The three
historic  sites, inclu(ling the Taylors Creek town,
contained artifacts from the late eighteen’ch century to
the twentieth centuty.

In 1996-97 C]jicora F‘ounrlaﬁon concluctecl an
809 ha shovel test survey (survey tract "A") in portions
of training areas E-16 and BE-20 (Trinkley et al. 1997).
Seventeen sites and 14 isolated oceurrences were
identified. These included three prehistoric sites, 14
historic sites, one of which was the small community of
Shady  Grove, and one mulﬁcomponent
Pre]:is‘toﬁcﬂlistoric site, The prelqistoric sites contained
artifacts that date to the Misgissippian perio&.

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

Although four historic sites were identified in this
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survey tract, no p‘re]:listoric sites were identified.

"The historic sites recorded clm-i.ng the 1096-97
Chicora Foundation survey, date {'mm the mid-
nineteenth century o the twentieth century.

In 1998, the Chicora Foundation conducted
a survey covering nine survey tracts, including A9.1,
A12.1, A12.2, B7.2, B7.3, E6.3, E8.3, F7.2, and
F17.3 {Campo et al. 1999a). A total of 26 sites and
19 isolated sites were identified, including two
pre}ﬂstoric sites acljacent to Taylors C'reelz, three
cemeteries, a taijroacl, and an eart]:len c]arn in Taylors
Creck. The prehistoric sites contained artifacts that
date to the Dep&o:cl periocl.

Chicora Poundation conducted an additional
survey in late 1998 of three survey tracts, including
Training Area Ab.4, AB.1, and B24.2. These surveys
identified two prel’ﬁstoric ﬁncls, two historic £u:lc]s, and
five historic sites (Campo 1999k). Only one of these
sites, 9BN186, the Roding Range, was found to be
indeterminate (potentially eligible) for inclusion on the
National Register.

A 1999 survey of a portion of Red Cloud
Alpha Range (NRMUs B11.3 and B11.5) identified
orxly two sites and one isolated occurrence. The two sites
were historic scatters, while the one irolated find was a
sing}e exhausted Savannah River Stemmed point
(Campo et al. 1999).

Most recen’cly Panamerican Consultants (Liﬁ:le
et al. 2000) has completed a survey of 3,938.8 ha on
Fort Stewsrt. The closest NRMU, D11.1 tothe west,
yielded 14 isolated occurrences, all historic, and six
sites, 'mciu&'mg three prehieﬂ:oric, and three with both
prehiston'c and historic components. Of these sites,
only one, 9LG213 (a historic site perhaps dating from
the early nineteenth century) was recommended
potentially eligible or indeterminate. Recovery of sites in
this area was enhanced By the distribution of better
drained soils.

The Chicora Foundation stuclies, in genera]
{sec 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 prol:abﬂi’fy assessments

established ]J'y Miller et al. (1983). Tnnleley et al.
(1996), however, note that the site density is slightly
lower in the JABCK Drop Zone survey tract (0.76 sites
per kmn?) than that suggea'ted for Fort Stewart (1.1 sites
per lzmz), whereas the Taylors Creek survey tract
exhibits o higher site density (2.5 sites per km?).
Assessment of the data recovered during the 1996-
1997 survey found a site &ensity in survey tract "A"
{portions of Trmmng Areas B-16 and E-20) of 3.83
sites per km?2 and a site density in survey tract "B”
{portions of Training Arcas E-14 and E-15) of 1.49
giles per km?2,

The Campbell et al. (1996) predictive model
esaenﬁaﬂy relies on sail clrainage, while the revised
predictive model (McKivergan 1998) relies on both scil
&rainage and proximity to water, The Chicora {1990
and 1998) studies determined that site prol)a]ailities are
best based on a broad range of factors. The location of
prehistoric sites may be dependent on factors such as
clistance to water. Historic sites locations seem to he
determined }:ry commercia.l, industrial, and broad
agricultm:a.l needs rather than on stn'ctly defined soil,

water, or topography criteria.
Prehistoric Overview

Overviews for Ceorgia's prehistory, while of
differing lengt}:ls and complexity, are available in
virh.ta}ly every comp].iance report prep&red for Fort
Stewart. Of special interest is the Historic Preservation
Plan for Fort Stewart which provides a lengthy overview
of the pre]:tistoric cultural sequence (Camplje]l et al,
1996:45-69). In addition, there are some "classic"
sources well worth attention, such as Williams' edited
works of Antonio J. Waring, Jr. (Williams 1968).

These can he supplemented with a broad range
of theses and dissertations, such as Lewis Larson's
examination of coastal subsistence tecl’mology (Larson
1969), Chester DePratter's discussion of Southeastern
chiefdoms (DePratter 1983), or Morgan Crook's
examination of Mississippian community organization

along the coast (Croolz 19'78).

Also extrsmely lmelp{ul, perhaps even essential,
are o handful of recent local synt]aetic statements, such
as that offered by Anderson and Sassaman {1996) for
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Regional Phases
GEORGIA
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Figure 10. Cultural periods for the Georgia coastal region (adapted from Braley 1990; DePratter 1979:Table
30; Sassaman et al., 1990:Table 1).

the Early _Arcllaic, Sasgaman and Anderson {1994) for
the Middle and Late Archaic, and Anderson et al.
(1960) {for the Paleoindian. Only a few of the many
available sources are included in this s‘l:ucly, but these
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should he a.dequ.a’te to give the reader a "feel" for the area
and help establish a context for the various sites
identified in the current S’cu&y. For those clesiring a
more general Byn’c]:esis, perha.ps the most readable and
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well balanced is that offered by Judith Bense {1994),
Archaea’ogy of the Southeastern United ~ States:
Palecindian to World War I. Figure 10 offers a
generalizecl view of Georgia's cultural pe.rioc]s.

Pa]eoim:].ian Period

The Paleoindian Period, most commonly dated
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P, altl'xough it has
been suggestecl lJy some arcl'laeologiats that the
beg'mning date for the Paleoindian Period be pushecl to
as early as 14,000 B.P. (Qliver 1981), Lithic tools
associated with the Paleoindian Period include Lasa.ﬂy
thinned, side-notched proiec’cile points, ﬂuted,
lanceolate projectile points, side acrapers, end SCrapers,
and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1968).
Non-fluted points such as the Hardaway Side-Notched
and Palmer Corner-Notched types, usua]:ly accepl:e& ag
Early Archaic, are occasionaﬂy seen as representatives

 of the tenminal phase of the Paleoindian Period (Figure
11). This view, verbally suggested by Coe for a number
of years, has considerable tecl—mological appaa.[.l For the
North Carolina area QOliver suggests a continuity from
the Harc].away Blade tl'lrough the Har&away—Dalton to
the Harclaway Si&e—Notc}lecL event‘ua]ly to the Palmer
Corner-Notched (Oliver 1985:199-200}. While
couvi.ncingly a.tgue&, this approach is not un_iversaﬁy
acceptecl and there appears to be no such continuum in
Georgia.

The Palecindian occupation, while v.riclac_rpreac[,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
mosk {requent}y found along major river r:lrainagea,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy "oriented toward the exploi’caﬁon of now
extinct mega-{-.mna" (Miclﬁa 1977:124). Survey data
for Palecindian tools, most notalnly fluted points, is

! While never discussed by Coe at length, he did
observe that many of the Hardaway points, especially from the
lowest contexts, had facial ﬂuﬁng or tllirming wlﬁch, "in cases
where the side-notches or basal portions were missing, . . .
could he mistaken for fluted points of the Paleo-Indian
period” (Coe 1964:64). While not an especially strong
statement, it does reveal the formation of the concept.
Further i.nsight is offered ]J)" Ward's (1983:63) all too brief
comtments on the more recont investigations at the Hardaway
gite {pee also Daniel 1992).

rather sparse for Georgia (Le&l)et'ter et al. 1996). In
spite of this, the distribution offered by Anderson
(1992:Figure 5.1) reveals a rather general, and
wiclesprea&, occurrence tl:u-oug]:out the region. The
recognition of Palecindian sites in Georgia is hindered
not only ]ay a lack of research, but also by the small size
of ty‘pical sites (often the Paleoindian 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).

Distinctive projecﬁle points include lanceolates

I such as Clovis, Dalton, Suwannee, and perlmps the

Hardaway (Anderson 1990:7-9).During the later
portion of the Paleoindian, many researchers (see Snow
1977:3-4, F‘igure 1 for example) borrow from Florida
and suggest that these more classic lnrge lanceolate
points were replaced Ly smaller points with concave
Lages, such as the Sante Fe, and Beaver Lake (Bullen
1975:45-4!?; Milanich ancl Fairl)anlzs 1980:4*5). In
addition, points such as the Bolen Plain and Bolen
Beveled (Bullen 1975:44, 49-53; Milanich and
Fairbanks 1980:45) are t}:lou.g]nt to be intermediate
between the Late Palecindian and Early Archaic in
much the same way as the Palmer of South and North

Carolina is regarclecl.

Unforl:unately, relaﬁvely little is known about
Palecindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems,
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 1992 for
an excellent overview and synthesis of what is known).
GeneraHy, arc]:meologisfs agree that the Palevindian
groups were al a band level of society {see Dervice
1966), were nomadic, and were both hunters and
ﬁ)rag!ers. While Populaﬁon clensity, based on isolated
finds, is t‘::ought to have been low, Walthall supgesis
that toward the end of the pericd, "there was an increase
in population clensity and in ten"itoria]i’ty and that a
number of new resource areas were })aginning to be

exploited" (Walthall 1980:30).

According to Campbell et al. (1996:47-49) no
Paleoindian sites have been identified on Fort Stewart
tb.rougl: pro{ess'ional research {excepting the recovery of
a Dalton proie-ctile point from 9LI276 and a
Hardaway-Dalton from 9BN36), although at least one
local collector has reporl:acl ea.rly points from the general
area. This near absence is attributed to the lack of
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Figure 11. Diagnostic Paleoindian projectile points and suggested chronology for Georgia and the Carolinas
(adapted from Anderson 1992:Figure 3.1).
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reaclily available raw materials, Should Palecindian
materials be enaounterec]1 Georgia has clevelopecl a
rather detailed preservation p‘ian which outlines 2 broad

range of appropriate research questions (Anderson et al.
1990).

The prevalence of Palecindian occupation is
dramatically increased, however, if Bolen and Palmer
points are included. Campbell et al. (1996:52) note
that several sites have proc].ucec]. these maten'ﬂle, which
they attribute to the Early Aschaio. In aclclition, Snow
comments that "large choppers, unifacial blades, and
scrapers’ are found in the Coastal Plain, but can be
attributed to the Paleoindian Period on.ly on the basis of

their "patination; some appear chaﬂzy, and clieplay a

genera.l likeness to Paleg-Indian material of known

antiquity” (Snow 1977:3).
Axchaic Period

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.%, does not form a sharp hreak with the
Palecindian Periocl, but is a slow transition
characterized Ly a modern climate and an increase in
the diveteity of material culture. Associated with this'is
a reliance on a broad gpectrum of small mammals,
a.lt]noug]l the white tailed clee:_waa ].ilaely the most
commonly exploitecl animal.  Archaic period

assem]:lages, exempliﬁecl }Jy corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projectﬂe points, are fairly common, perhaps

! The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Palecindizn 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 fiber-
temperecl Sta]liugs ware, will be included as Archaio, or will
he included with the Woodland. Oliver, for example, argues
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes
"eomplicates and confuses classification and interpretation
needlessly” (Qliver 1081:20). He comments that according to
the Original definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizen" and that "the presence of ceramics
provic]es a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Others would
counter that such an approach ignores cultural continuity and
forces an artiﬁuia], and per]:lups unrﬂa]isﬁc, separation,
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:38-44), for example, indlude
Stallings and Thom's Creek wates in their discussion of "Late
Archaic Pottery."

because the swamps and c].rai.uages offered especia]ly
attractive ecotones.

The review of availahle survey data }Jy Camp}:ueﬂ
et al. (1996:52-54) suggest that there was a noticeable
population increase from the Palecindian (seven Early
Archaic components were noted) to the Late Archaic
{20 Late Archaic components were noted). The increase
in components over time certainly con’esponds with
generalizecl findings of other researchers, and may be
tentatively associated with a greater emplmsis on
foraging, Campbell et al. (1996:52) note, however, that
consi&.eral}ly [ewer Early and Middle Archaic remains
are found than seemingly should be present, based on
compaml)le suUTVeYB elsewhere in the region. Tkey
suggest this may be the result of the sites Leing "buried
in deep subsurface contexts" (Campbell et al. 1996:52).
Unfort-una’cely, t]:tey prov‘ic]:e no substantive reasoning,
geomorphological studies, or rationale for this
assessment, | heir conparative data consists of only one
other survey, the Ebenezer Watershed (Fish 1976). Nor
do they explore other explanations for the J.isparity
between Archaic settlement in the Fort Stewart area
and in this one other Btu&'y area.

Diagnostic Early Archaic artifacts include the
Kirk Corner Notched point. As previously discussed,
Palmer and Bolen points may be included with either
the Palecindian or Archaic periocl, depencling on
theoretical perspective. As the climate hecame hotter
and drier than the previcus Paleoindian periocl, reeulﬁng
in vege‘mﬁonal changes, it also affected settlement
patterning as evidenced l)y a long—term Kirk pluase
midden deposit at the Hardaway site (Coe 1064:60).
This is believed to have been the result of a change in
subsistence strategies. Other hallmarks of the Ear]y
Archaic are often considered to include a continued
reliance on ]:ligh quality lithic raw materials, a higlnly
curated tool kit, ]:ngn geograpln'o mo]:)i]ity, and perioclic
ageregation of band-sized groups (see Anderson and
Hanson 1988; Daniel 1992).

Settlements cluring the Early Archaic suggest
the presence of a few very 1a.rge, and epparently
intensively oceupiecl, sites which can best be considered
hase camps. Hardaway might be one such site. In
aclcliﬁon, there were numerous small sites which protluce
only a few artifacts — these are the "network of tracks"
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mentioned by Ward (1983:65). The base camps -

proﬁnce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials
which has suggesterl to many researchers long-term,
perl'laps seasonal or multi—aea.sonal, occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites may be t]:lought of as special
purpase or foragi_ng'sites.

There are several in’cemyively occupiec'l Early
Archaic sites which are of Epecia.l importance in our
uncletsfaucliug of this period, inclucling the Lewis East
and Pen Point sites in South Carolina (Sassaman and
Anderson 1694.:84.85) and the Taylor Hill site in
Georgia (Elliott and Doyon 1981).

Middle Axchaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P)
cliagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain,
Guilford, Halifax and Stanly projectile points. Ledbetter
remarks that a possi]:le regional variant includes the
side-notched or corner-notched pointa similar 1o
Halifax, as well as an elongate& point known as the
Brier Creek Lanceloate (Ledbetter 1995:12; Michie
1968; Sassaman and Anderson 1994:27). Also
observed during this period is the MALA (Middle
Axchaic-Late Archaic) point, which are typically made
from heat-treated chert and considered ljy gome to be a
regional variant of the Benton type {sce Sassaman
1985; see also Sassaman and Anderson 1994:27-29

for a more upclated discussion).

Much of our best information on the Middle
Archaic comes from sites investigated west of the
Appalac]m'an Mountains, such as the work 1)}' }eﬁ
Chapma.n and his students in the Little Tennessee River
Valley (for a general overview see Chapman 1977,
19854, 19851:) Closer to Georgia, 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 good evidence that Middle Archaic
lithic 'lecl—mologies changecl c[ramaﬁca]ly. End scrapers,
at times associated with Paleoindian tra&iﬁons, are
cliscon{'muecl, raw materials tend to reflect J(:]:1& greater
use of 1ocally available materials, and mortars are
iru'ﬁauy introduced. Curated tools are less common.
Associated with these tec}mological clla,nges there seem
to also be some significant cultural medifications.
Prepared burials I)egin to more commonly oceur and
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storage pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic
river va]ley gites, with their evidence of a diverse floral
and faunal subsistence basa, seems to stand in stark
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quart=
Iﬂclustry" of QGeorgia and the Carolinas, where axes,
clloppers, and grouncl and po]jshecl stone tools are very
rare.

Coastal Plain settlement models for the Middle
Archaic have fraclitiona.ﬂy focused on the near absence
of diagnostic material. It has been suggested that the
"Pine Barrens" were unattractive or could not support
dense ocoupation. This view has been espouse& Ly
Larson (1980). As Sassaman and  Anderson
(1994:149) suggest, it may be that Middle Archaic
groups avoided the coastal p]a.'m not because the area
was impoveris]ned, but rather hecause the available
resources were patchy and this "patchiness" resulted in
high "hidden" costs such as comstant movement,
increasing specia}.izaﬁon, and the need to store larger
quantities of food.

Sassaman and Anderson (1994:180-153) also
l:rieﬂy review the evidence supporting a focus on swamp
floodplains during the Middle Archaic, noting that while
such environmental pettings can be difficult to icIen‘tify,
they do seem to be associated with latge,
mulﬁcomponen‘l: pites. In a&clition, tl-ley illugtrate the
mounting evidence to support seasonal roands or
seasonal transhumance between the coast and the
interior (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, Bquare stemmed Savannah River
projectile points {Coe 1964). In addition, research in
the Georgia Coastal Plain suggests the presence of Gary
Points, havi.ng a triangular blade, squared sl'lou]ders, a
contracting stem, and a rounded or occasiona]ly pointerl
base (see Smith 1978 for examples from Laurens
County, Georgia), These Late Archaic people continued
to i.l'ltensively exploit the up]ancls althoug]n the available
Fort Stewart data for this periocl reveal that the sites are
Bpteacl over a variety of environmental zones with no

obvious patterning (Campbell et al. 1996:52-53),

One of the more dohated issues of the Late
Archaic is the typology of the Savannah River Stemmed
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and its various diminutive forms. Oliver, refining Coe's
{(1964) original Savannah River Stemmed type,
tlevelope& a comp‘lete sequence of stemmed points that
decrease uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981,
1985). Specifically, he sees the progression from
Savannah River Stemmed to Small Savannah River
Stemmed to Gypoy 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 2 number of
a.rcllaeologists expressing concern with what they see as
’cypological overlap and a.m}:)iguii-y. T]:ley point to a
dearth of radiocarbon dates and goo& excavation
contexts at the same time tl'ley expreds COnCern with the
app]icaﬁon of this ty'pology outside the North Carolina
Piedmont where it was originally developed (sce, for a
synopsis, Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162,
1994:35).

In addition to the presence of Savannah River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (see Sassaraan 1993), polished and
pec]zecl stone artifacts, and grincli_ng stones. Some also
include the introduction of E'L]Jer-’cempered pottery about
4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic (for a discussion see
Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-44; Sassaman
1993:16-41). This innovation is of special importance
anng the (eorgia and South Carolina coasts.

Couplecl with the Presence of fi}:er-temperecl
Stallings or St. Simons pottery (Gnlq:m 194:3;
DePratter 1991:159-162) are also a broad range of
worked bone and shell items, such as engra,vecl bone
pins, whelk columella I)ead.s, and antler projech'.les.
Coupled with these artifacts are shell Tings — dough-
nut slmpecl laeaps of shells tangding 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 grac].ua]ly {ormed habitation sites with
occupation taking place on the rings. The sites appear
to reflect permanent, year-rOuncl occupation suggesting
that the coastal St. Simons and coeval Thom's Creek
(founcl 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 during the Late Archaic

the climate ]aegan to approximate modern climatic
conditions. Rainfall increased resul’cing in a more lush
vegetation patterm, The poﬂen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oalz—]u'c]zory nut
masts which previou.sly were go mclespreacl This clmnge
pro]:a.]aly affected settlement patterning since nut masts
were now more isolated and concentrated, From
research in the Savannah River valley near Aiken,
South Carclina, Sassaman has found considerable
c]iversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring
in w'rl:ua]ly 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 unlikely
that this model can be simply 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.

Woocuantl Period

Sassaman (1993:55) recalls the cautions of
Joseph Caldwell, who found "the regional landscape of
the Ear]y Woodland ceramic traditions" a "fascinating
array of local clevelopmen’cs and diverse extralocal
influences.” As a consequence, the Early Woodland
becomes quickly confused and difficult to interpret.

As previously cliscussecl, there are those who
see the Woodland Leginning with the introduction of
pottery. Under this scenario the Early Woodland may
begin as early as 4,500 B.P. and continued to about
2,300 B.P. Diagnostics would inchude the small variety
of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stemmed point
(Qliver 1985) and pottery of the Stallings, St. Simons,
and (to a lesser extent) Thoms Creck series {Griffin
194:3; Trinkley 1976; DePrattex 1991:159-162). The
{:i]:uer-temperecl S‘I:aulngs and St. Simons wares and the
sancly paste Thoms Creck wares are decorated uging
punctations, jal)—ancl-clrag, and incised designs (T n'nle_ley
1976).

Others would have the Woodland I)eginning
about 3,000 B.P. with the introduction of the Refuge
wares, also characterized Ly sa.ncly paste, but often
having Only a Plain or clentata-s‘l:ampecl surface
(DePratter 1976, 1991:163-167; Waring 1968).
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There is evidence that the punc‘ta’recl and dentate surface
decorations are gracluaﬂy raplace& ]’JY plain and simple
stampe& treatments. Sassaman et al. {1990:191)
report a distribution similar to the earlier ﬁl)er-tempered
and Thom's Creek wares, and suggdest th.;‘t the Re{uge
wares evolved clirec’tly from these eatlier antecedents.

On the (Georgia coast, Reﬁlge has been
subdivided into three sulbphases, with plain and dentate
stamping found cluring the entire periocl. Toward the
end, lincar and check stamping is introducecl,
sometimes with grog or clay tempering. Ty'pica]ly these
sites are found on riclges or other lngh, Ba.ncly ground,
although DePratter also notes that many sitea have been
inundated by the rising sea level and are situated in the
marsh {DePratter 1976:6-8).

Qemler ceramics, which aclmitte&ly are poo;:ly
understood (DePratter 1979:177; see also DePratter
1991:42-59), are likely a Refuge-Deptford transition.
DePratter describes the pottery's check sta.mpmg as
consisting:

of Bma.n, rhomlmicl or diamond
checlaﬂ, care'[‘uﬂy appliecl to the vessel
surface without overstamping. The .
[Oemler] complicated stamping is
somewhat u.mmual, consisting of
small, carefuliy executed line-filled
‘rﬁangles, nested diamonds, and other
motifs (DePratter 1979:117).

He ohserves that the 1arg€5’c aamp]Le comes from the
Qemler site and that other researchers have cocasionally
called the poH;efy Deptforcl Ceometrio S’tampec].. The
pottery is so uncommon that it may well represent only
a variety of either Ra{'uge or Dept{orcl.

In spite of the relative lack of detailed
investigations at Early Woodland sites, it seems ]J'lzely
that the subsistence economy was based primarﬂy on
deer hunting and Eshjng, with supplemental inclusions
of small mamma.lﬂ, 1111(15, reptilee, and shellﬁs}l. Tl‘us is
based on an impression that there was a contimuation of
& generalizecl Late Axchaic pattern, which may or may
not be appropriate.

Fort Stewart hae apparently ptoducec]. no

Refuge sites and Campbell et al. {1996:60) doubt that
such sites will exist in the Coastal Plain unless possi]:ly
associated with earlier ﬁ]:)er-temperecl gites, They note,
]:mwever, that the Qeorgia State Site files report the
presence of at least four Refuge/Qemler components at
gsites on Fort Stewart (Camp]:)eﬂ et al. 1986:57).
Conaequently, it is difficult to assess the potenﬁa] for
Refuge sites at Fort Stewart.

Somewhat more information is available for
the Middle Wood]m&, typica.uy given the range of about
2,500 B.P. to about 1,200 B.P. The most
characteristic pottery of this time period is Deptforc!,
although both Swift Creek and Wilmington are likely
late additions. Regardless, the Middle Woodland is best
understood in the context of Dept‘forcl, which has been
carefully described by DePratter (1979:118-119, 123-
127), who suggests two divisions with check stamping
and cord ma.r_l?in.g gracluaﬂy Leing supplemen’cecl ]ny
cqmp]icated stamping. The introduction of clay or grog
temnpered Wilmington wares follows on the heels of the
Dept‘forcl phase.

We do not, however, mean to imply that the
origin of the Middle Woodland is well understood. In
fact, Sassaman takes some pains to emphasize that the
transition from Refuge to Deptford is not well
understood:

the Refuge-DeptEor& pro}:ﬁem i the
result of numerous regional processes
that converge in the Savannah River
region between 3000 and 2000 B.P.
The sociopolitical entities that
existed on the coast and in the
interior  during  the fourth
millennium dissolved after about
2400 B.P., resulﬁng in the clispersal
of small Populations across the
region. . . Pottery designs changed
from  highly individualistic
punctation and incision to the
(seerningly) anohymous use of dowels
for stamping. . . the use of a carved
pa&&l& for simple stamping should
mark the "blending" of Refuge and
Depl{or& au.lture, or, more
a.ccmrately, reflect the su]asumpﬁon of
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Refuge culture by the expanding
Deptford  complex.  (Sassaman
1993:118-119).

The WOI'IQ l)y Milanich (1971) and Smi’c]:l
(1972), coupled with the considerable additional site-
specific research (see, for example, DePratter 1991;
Sassaman 1993:110-125; Thomas and Larsen 1979)
Provi&es an exceptional laaclzgrouncl for this par{'icular
phase. Milanich's (1971) interpretation of a coastal-
estuarine settlement model with interior occupation
limited to short-term extractive activities, while still
useful, has been modified through the discovery of a
number of interior base camps. [n fact, there scems to
be evidence for a number of interior seasonal or Per]:laps
even permanent base camps, altlwugh there i as yet no
convincing evidence of horticulture. Anderson
(1985:48) provides a brief overview of some very
significani concerns. He notes that Milanich's
interpretation that the interior river valleys wore used }:)y
small, residentiany mobile {ora.gi.ng groups which
:lispersecl from large coastal vi]lagea is clearly not
correct, In {act, just the opposite appears more likel .
with coastal use and settlement being seasonal
(Anclerson 1985:4'8—4‘9).

DePratter (1979:119, 128-131; 1991) takes
the position that Wilmington pottery post-&a’ces
Deptford and ushers in the use of grog or clay as a
lempering material in the late Middle Woodland. The
chedk stamping and complicatecl stampe& motifs found
in the DeptEcrcl continue, except with alay tempering,
for a short time. These wares are called Walthour l)y
DePratter (1991:174-176), ah:]nough thsy exhibit a
paste virl'u.a]ly identical to Wilmington wares. Regan:ﬂess
of what 'rhey are called, ’chey apparen'dy existed for only
a short periocl of time before ]:1eing completely replacecl
}Jy cord marl?.ing {DePratter 197G:119).

Wi].ming’fon phase sites are rather poorly
understood in the Georgia Coastal Plain. Not only has
there been little effort to cleve].op settlement models
incorporating the Wi]mington, there is very little
tec}mo]ogical research on the pottery itself. The
potenﬁal importance of the Wilmington pl’lase i8
pethaps evidenced by Snow's (1977) survey of the
Ocmulgee Big Bend area, where Ia.rge quantities of what
he called "Ocmulgee 1" pottery was found. He

specificaﬂy states that this ware "is not Wilmington"
(Snow 1977:442), noting that while there is some clay
tempering (certainly not the abundant grog tempering
of classic Wilmington), much of the pottery has a sandy
paste (Snow 1977:36). Perhaps the most distinctive
characteristic of this pottery (which is associated with at
least one hurial mound) is a heavy folded rim. Folded
rims seem lo graclua.uy clrop out, while the paste
hecomes increasingly more gritty in Bucceecling

Qecmulgee 1T and IIT types.”

Curious] f couplecl with  the coastal
Wilmjngton material is what the W.P.A. researchers
called Chatham County Cord Marked {DePratter
1991:179-180), a grit-tempered (rather than clay-
tempered) heavy cord marked pottery. DePratter
remarks this is possibly related to the "sand temperecl"
pottery that Stoltman {1974:63), further up the
Savannah River, called "Wilmington."

Tt seems that Georgia, just like South Carolina
and North Carolina, is struggling to compre]:lend, and

deal with, a broad array of Middle Woodland cord
marked pottery.

Although Dept{ord pottery is well recognized,
the associated lithic technology is not. For Florida,
Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:75-76) mention only
that "medium-sized trian.gula.r" points are present.
Yadkin-like tria.ngular points are reporl:ecl to be found
with Wilmington sites {Anonymous 1940). Snow
(1977:Figure 47) reports a broad range of small
triangular points with his QOemulgee 1, 11, 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
ap‘preciate& wi’c]:ou’c reference to HDpeweuimm 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
gooc]s Sassaman et al. note that while there is a lack of
"obvious" Hopeweuian influence in the Savannah aren,
there is nevertheless evidence of a "higher order of
sociopolitical complexity” (Sassaman et al. 1990:14).
Tl'iey note that the broad similarities in ceramic clesign
evidence the movement of ideas, or "interprovincial
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integration," not seen in the Early Woodland. The
presence of coastal shells found at interior sites
demonstrates the movement of goocls.

At Fort Stewart the Middle Woodland Peﬁo&
is better represented than the Barly Woodland, Twenty-
three sites have Prorlucecl Dept{orcl remains. Of these
23 Depl‘[orcl aites, four also pro&uoe& Wilmington
pottery, and one proclucecl Refuge and Wilmjng’con
pottery in addition to Deptforcl pottery (Camp}:)eu et al,
1996:56-57) Two sites noted by Camp]:-a]l et al.
(1996:57) produced only Wiknington . pottery.
Camp]:eu et al. (1996:57) fail to discuss lithic
resources, so it i# not possilnle 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 be characterized as a
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural
assemblages. While outside the Carolinas and Georgia
there were major cultural c}mnges, such as the
continued clevelopment and elaboration of agriculture,
the coastal South Carolina and Ceorgia groups settled
into a ]J'feway not apprecial)ly different from that
observed for the previous 500-700 years. From the
vantage point of Middle Savannah Valley Sasssman and
his coﬂea,gues note that, "the Late Woodland is difficult
to delineate ty'pologicauy {rom its antecedent or from
the subsequent Mississippian period" (Sassaman et al.
1990:14). This situation would remain 1unchanged until
the &eve]mpmen't of the Sonth Appalachian
Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 1971). Anderson
(1994:306-368) provides a hasic review of the Late
Woodland and Mississippian ceramic sequence at the
mouth of the Savannah River. This review is
pa.rticularly useful since it also commpares and contrasts
these clevelopmenis to those in the middle and upper
reaches of the Savannah (A.uclerson 1994:368-377).

Milanich (1971:148-149) and Caldwell
(1970:91) saw the St. Catherines pottery, which
seemingly characterizes the Late Woodland, as an
important aspect in the graﬁual progression from
Deptford to Wilmington to St. Catherines to
Savannah. Perl’mps the most succinct summary of the
Georgia Late Woodland St. Catherines phase is that
offered l)y DePratter and Howard (1980:16-17).
Signiﬁcantly, they note that most of the Georgia data
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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
tange of artifact types — shell lbeads, worked whelk shell
bowls or dnnkulg cups, hone pins, and ’criangular
projectile points. Not only is little known ahout village
]_ife, nothing is known concerning residential structures
and there is no goocl evidence of agricu]hu:al arops.
Once again, the Late Woodland is presentecl as little

more than an extension of the previous Middle
Woodland lifeways.

DePratter (1979:119) provides a genecralized
introduction to the St. Catherines phase, noting its
original definition by Caldwell (1971} and remarking

that the ceramics are:

characterized IJY finer cla.y tempering
than that of preceding Wilmington
types and Ly the increased care with
which the ceramics were finished.
The lumpy contorted surface of
Wi]mington types was replacer:l lJy
ca.re{uﬂy smoothed and  often
burnished interiors and exteriors
{DePratter 1979:119).

DePratter also notes that the temper in the St.
Catherines pottery consists of "crushed sherd or crushed
low-fired clay fragments" (DePratter 1979:131). One
of the few studies of prohistoric temper which involved
detailed chemical and petrographjc a.ualy'ses included 2
sample of six St. Catherines sherds {Donahue et al.
n.d.) The study found that the trend toward decreasing
grain size of the apla,sﬁc component, }Jegun in the
Middle Woodland, continues into the Late Woodland.
In contrast, the grog inclusions are coarse, ranging from
about 2 to 3 mm, and they contain quartz grains
(perha.ps reﬂecﬁng the temper of the crushed sherds).

More recent investigation of St. Catherines
pottery in South Carclina found that while there is
considerable variability in both size and {-requency of
temper, there is no compe]]ing evidence that sherds were
]!Jeing crushed and used as temper. The most hlzely
explanation for the observed simj]arity of both paste and
temper is that the temper represents dried lu_m]_:vs of cla.y
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which have been incorporated back into the clay clunng
the forrnil:lg of vessels. On the ather ]:1anc1, the same
shlcly also found that there appear {o be distinct
chemical differences between the paste and temper. This
suggests that the dried clay used as tempering was
perhaps "left-over" from earlier potting episodes
(Trinkley and Adams 1994:58-60).

.Al’tllough the conventional wisdom is that the
St. Catherines phase drew to a close around A.D. 1150,
there is mounling evidence that the phase may extend
into the thirteenth or fourteenth century A.D. (s=e
Trinkley and Adams 1994:108-110, 114-115). There
may be a blurring of Middle and Late Woodland
iifeways well into later perio:la. The resulhng cultural
conservativism may I’IEIP explain the presence of
rela’cively few large Late Woodland v-iﬂages and the
apparent absence of corn agricultuxe until very late
along the coast.

On the coast, Hopewellian influences may be
more obvious than origina.]ly thoug[-d:, if the multitude
of sand burial mounds lne'mg invesﬁgatecl ]Jy the
American Museum of Natural History are as eatly as
reporl:ev:L For example, the investigations at South End
Mound 11 on St. Catherines Island suggest the earliest
burial, placecl in a pit about A.D. 1000, was associated
with a copper sheet, had copper earspools, and included
a diabase-like pendant (Larsen and Thomas 1986:25).

Moving away from the coast and into the inner
Coastal Plain there is considera.lnly less data. It is
cli)EEicult, for example, to cleterrnine how far inlancl St
Catherines wares are reportecl, or if they exist at all.
Once again rely'ing on Snow's examination of the
Qcmulgee Big Bend area, there is no evidence of St.
Catherines pottery. Inﬂ'l:eacl, it seems that the cord
marked Ocmulgee wares fill the gap. Snow even
mentions that his Ocmulgee 111 pottery, which is found
with small triangular points, shows "some traits
suggestive of closer ties with coastal Savammah II
Cordmarked ceramics” (Snow 1977:43), suggesting
that the Cemulgee 1T wares may he Late Woodland.
This may 1'1e1p explain w!ly no St. Catherines sites have
heen found at Port Stewart (Campbell et al. 1996:60),
altlnough clearly the lack of detailed surveys cannot be

ignoresl.

Better known is the Swift Creek Phaae, often
viewed as either late Middle Woodland or Late
Woodland. Swift Creek materials extend from the Gulf
of Florida, where the PIJ.EBB was first popu.larizec]; (W illey
1949:378-383) into t]:le coasgtal Pla.in and piea.mont of
Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina. Diagnostic
artifacts include pottery with intricate, weﬂ-executecl,
curvilinear complica’ced B’ta.mpe& motifs (Eor a brief
Erynthesis of the Swift Creek wares, sce Williams and
Thompson 1999:122-125), Also present are accastonal
suggestions of Hopeweu ritual, es‘peoiauy among the
burials, Sites include semi-permanent villagea, gome
with burial mounds and occasiona]ly small platform-lil?e
mou.u&s, as well as small camps Oeﬁeries 1964, Keller
et al. 1962; see also Sears 1956:53-54, Sassaman et
al. 1990:205-206, Wiliams and Elliott 1998 for
regional overviews). _Al’c]:lougln there are few appropriate
local studies (Williams and Ellictt 1998}, Snow does
illustrate a number of ear_ly and late Swift Creek sherds
from the Ocmulgee Big Bend area (Snow 1977:Figure
6a, 7a, 713) This suggests that Swift Creek pl:lase sites
may be found in the Fort Stewart area.

South Appalacllia.n Misgissippian

As Schnell and Wright (1993:2) observe,
"Mississippian” means different things to different
people — even to its earliest researchers. 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 adaptivs strategy. The meaning is further distorted,
or at least aHectecl, when the issue is viewed from a
strict temporal or chronological orientation, such as this
presentation (since to us, the Periocl covers the periocl

from about A.D. 900 to A.D, 1500).

The Mississippian is viewed rather basically Ly
Campbell et al. {1996:61-62). They focus on a simple
coastal cl'u:onology based almost en‘tirely on the results
of excavations at Trene (Caldwell and McCann 1941}
and the resulﬁng syn’clmsis 1)y DePratter (1979:Ta131e
30; 1991:183-193). In this scenario the Savannah
Phase, consisting of three su]:\pl—lases, ia followed by the
Irene, broken into two subphases. While following
essentially the same sequences, Anderson (1994:366-
368) provides considerably more detail.
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The Savannsh, characterized by cord marking,
is seen as J.eveloping from earlier cultures. Present are
ﬂa’c-toppec[ temple mounds, alt]:lough these are seen by
some researchers to be less common i the Altamaha
region. While the settlement system is very similar to
that of the Late Woodlancl, there are also nucleated
settlements found near estuaries and along freshwater
rivers further inland. Alt]nough a.gricrulture is geen l)y
many as almost essential, there is no good evidence for
corn or other domesticated crops.

Savannah II s disﬁnguishecl by the
introduction of check stamping and Savannah IIT is
defined }Jy the presence of complica.‘ce& stamping. The
Savannah I1I Complicated Stamped pottery is primarily
curvilinaar, oﬂen of concentric circles or oval motifs.
_ Sassaman et al. (1990:207) suggest that the current
temporal ranges arte 1&1@&1}; too restrictive for these
m.r.l:phases and suggest instead broader period of perh_aps
A.D. 1100 to 1200 for Savannah IT and perhaps A.D.
1200 te 1300 for Savannah 111

The Savannah Phase, a.ccorcli_ng to Campl:eﬂ
et al. (1996:64), is the best represented of any period at
Fort Stewart, with 35 sites producing Savannah
pottery. T}ley also note that not on[y are the sites more
numerous, but the collections from the sites are 1arger,
"suggesting that the Fort Stewart/Hunter Arrny Airfield
area was a place more ]aeaw'ly oocupied by Savannah
popu.laﬁons than the eatier groups discussed above
(Camp]aeH et al. 1696:64). Most important among the
Savannah sites appears to be the Lewis Mound
(9BN39) and associated habitation area.

The Savannah p]:ase gives way to what is often
called the Irene Phase, probably beginning about A.D.
1300. The Irene I_P]:lase is identified 13y the appearance
of Irene Complicatecl S’(ampecl pottery using the filfot
crose and line block motifs. Not on]y are these motifs
different from the earlier Savannah Complicated
Starnpec}. clesigna, but the Trene ware is characterized Ly
grit inclusions and a coarse texture, comparec]. to the
Savannah's sa.nclty inclusions and fine to medium-
grainecl paste.

Also present in Irene collections are a range of
im decotaﬁons, inclu:ling nodes, rosettes, and fillet

appliqueﬂ. Altl'mugh incising is found in very low

32

quantities cluring this ear_ly periocl, the succeecling Irene
11 p]:laﬂe is characterized l)y bold incising. The mouth of
the Savannah River, however, was likely abandoned by
the end of the Irene I Phase sinc little inecising is found
in this area. Anderson (1994:290-294) provides a
detailed discussion of the co]lapse and abandonment of
the Irene site, focusing on the dramatic changes and
their meaning in a broader socio—po]iﬁcal context,

Larson {1955) sought to distinguish his
central coastal Pine Harbor incised material from the
Irene wares of the northern coast. Braley (1990:98)
suggests that the Pine Harbor material is both
geograp}ﬁcaﬂy and ’cemporauy distinct from Trene. He
also suggests that the presence of the Pine Harbor
Phase on the middle coast may ]:lelp explain the
apparent abandonment of the Savannah area,
suggesting that the coastal proups shifted southward in
order to make themselves more accessible to the interior
QOconee chiefdoms (Braley 1990:99G).

The situation, howavet, become consi.cleralnly
more muddled when the view is shifted inland — to the
Pine Barrens in the viginity of Fort Stewart, for
exa.mple. Schnell and Wrig]:rl: exp]ain that "almost
nothing can be found in the literature” (Schnell and
Wright 19093:41). :

Using data from several Ocmulgee Big Bend
pites, Ehey note that there is a small collection of cord
marked pottery, sometimes incorporatecl in an
asseml)lage of plain and roug]:lenecl Wares, which dates
from perhaps A.D. 800 to A.D. 1400 — falling within
the temporal limits of the Mississippian. They note that
Crook, who defined a Middle Ocmu]gee Phase cla‘ting
from A.D. 200 to about 900 and a Late Qcmulgee
Phase from about A.D. 900 to 1600, clistinguishes the
two by increasing frequenoiea of triangular points and
cord marked pottery. T}Jey also note that Crook
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 C]Iainages, defines what he calls the Square Ground
Lamar ceramic assem_lplage which apparen’tly is coeval
with late Irene (Snow 1990). Prior to this, the area is
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apparently dominated by the cord marked Oemulgee I11
pottery. The Square Ground wares have 10 to 12
incised lines around the rim and below a slamp
consisting of a central dot with four lines radiating out.
Each of the resulting four quaclrants is uauauy filled
with chevrons (Snow 1990:Figure 5). He suggests that
the "Square Ground Lamar pottery may equate with
[the] Hitchiti people" of the lower Ocmulgee {Snow
1990:87).

The simple importance of these discussions is
that there is far too little information preseiltly available
to allow any clear or certain understanding of what may
be present in Fort Stewart area. Consequently, while
Campbell et al. (1996:68) note that only four Trene
sites have been found at Fort Stewart, it seems
premature to argue that Lamar influences are rare, or
that the Pine Barrens were deserted, or even sparsely
occupiecl.

Protohistoric and Historic Contact

The Protohistoric ceramic assem])lages along
the immediate coast are ty'picaﬂy identified as Altamaha
(DePratter 1979), King George (Caldwell 1943), San
Marcos (Smith 1048), and Sunderland Bluff (Larson
1978). The period is often dated from about A.D. 1550
to 1700, although Green (1991:100) argues that
mi.njmauy it should be extended to 1715 in order to
include the Yemassee—pro&ucefl potiery of South
Carolina and Perhaps even as late as 1763 to coincide
with Smith's (1948) St. Augustine period.

Regardless of precise dating, the ware is
thought to include complicated stamping (including
rectilinear and curvilinear mo‘d{B), check stamping,
incising, plain, burnished plain, and a red filmed ware.
Green suggests a continuum from Irene to Altamaha,
Vessel forms include jars, ljowlls, Pla’ces, and pitchera.
Some include strap and loop handles as well as foot
rings, clearly revea['mg a strong European influence.
The San Marcos poltery is associated with limestone
tempering, while the Altamaha and King QCeorge wares
exhibit fine grit or sand.

Snow (1990:92-G3) reports a dramatic
decrease in the number of Altamaha sites cornpare& to
the prece&ing Square Grownd sites in the Pine Barrens

of the Qcmulgee Big Bend area. He also notes that in
addition to Altamaha ceramics, there are also examplea
of "Miller ceramics from the Apalachee region of
northwest Flon'cla," "2 smoothed-over check B‘Eampecl
ware, similar to Leon Check Stamped from mission
gites in north Florida" and even "Ocmulgee Check
Stamped known from the Macon Plateau site.” Also
present are "Huropean trade items such as glass beads
and copper" (Snow 1990:93). All are representative of
FEuropean contact and suggest that there was
counsiderahle movement late in the l'ljsf:ory of the region.
From the historic periocl, Snow reports the presence of
both Oomulgee Fields, Chattahoochee Brushed,
Mission Red Filmed, and Leon-Jefferson Complicated
Stampecl pottery — all presu.ma])ly associated with
Creelz gites (Snow 1990:93). Unfortunate}y, little more
than the presence of these various wares is known ahout
the historic or contact peno& sites in the area.

Historic OQverview

The Native American population of
southeastern North America first  encountered -
Buropeans during the 1539-1542 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 outpost
ancl mission on the islancl (Coleman 1960:1; see alao
Jones 1978). Georgia's coast began to export grain and
citrus fruits and ]3y the ear.ly 1600s, missions were well
established in fertile south and central Georgia (Hocﬂer
and Schretter 1986:70; see also Thomas 1987 and
Larsen 1990).

By 1663 the ownership of lands within the
confines of Georgia would become the center of great
debates, dialogues, and eventuaﬂy armed combat
between szmiﬁl:. and Enghsh interests. In granting the
Carolina colony, Charles II had established that
Spanish-held St. Augustine would constitute the
southern houn&a:y of the colony. With the presence of
Spanis]n presiclioa and intensified English l'racling with
Native American populaﬂons going on in the lands
between Charles Towme and St. Augu.ﬂ’cine, tensions
mounted between the two European powers.
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The Origins of Georgia

The settlement of the Georgia colony is
attributed to a perceivecl need lny the English Crown to
establish a mﬂitary buffer zone hetween Spanis]:l lands
to the north of the Altamaha River and the Eng]is}:l
settlement of Charles Towne a.[ong the Atlantic coast of
present day South Carolina (Coleman 1960:2). There
was, as well, a strong Carolinian interest in tapping
Georgia,'s potenﬁal for the deer skin trade and the use of
Native Americans in military alliances against the other
European powers. By eHecﬁvely P[acing these lands
under one sovereign, i.e,, Englancl, a number of these

problems between Engla.ncl and Spain would Be resolved.

The charter for the Georgia colony was gmnted
in july of 1732, and Ly November James Oglethorpe set
sail from England with the first shiploa.cl of colonists
(Coleman 1960:5; DePratter and Howard 1980:42).
South Carolina had relinquisliecl terrifory to create
Georgia and the new co]ony's original western ]Jounc].ary
was the "South Seas," or the Pacific Ocean. By 1763,
the boundary became the Mississippi River and, in
1802, Georgia ceded to the United States what would
become Mississippi and Alabama and assumed ite

present form (Hodler and Schretter 1986:71).

The original ae’c'tlars, numberi:ng from 11410
125 souls, established a gettlement 29 km from the
coast along the Savannah River on Yamacraw Bluff on
Febrary 12, 1733 {Coleman 1960:5; DePratter and
Howard 1980:42; Hvidt et al. 1980:35).

Ahhougl-l Og‘lethorpe was appoin‘\:e& as
representative for the colony's Trustees, he actua]ly held
no legislative or authoritarian powers over the colonists.
Yet, he a‘l:temptecl to establish the Georgia Colony in
a more p}:lilantl'lropic manner than its neiglnlaoring
colony of Carolina to the north (Coleman 19608)
Oglethorpe's philanthropic views may have been in
direct response to pro]nlems encountered }Jy the Carolina
Proprietors. The trade in deer skins and the use of
Native Americans as slaves cluring the early colonial
perio& had caused personal and poliﬁca] pro}:lems for
South Carolina's elite rulers (Weir 1983). Oglethorpe
hoped to eliminate this and prol:lems associated with the

ownership of African American slaves within the
Georgia colony.
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While South Carolina became quicl'ely
dominated ]Jy large planta’clom, primarﬂy i_n&igo and
Tice, which opera.’fed under the forced labor of thousands
of African Americans, Oglethorpe envisioned a "kinder
and genﬂer“ colony of small land owners growing a
broad range of crops. He foresaw land granted in small
parcels and ensured that both slavery and rum were
outlawed in 1736 (DePratter and Howard 1980:43).

Unfod‘unately Ceorgia was unable to retain its
vision as a colony of sober men living off their own
labor and rewards contributed tlu'ough the worlzing of
small farms. Changes within the colony's structure were
already evident when, in 1743, Oglet}lorpe was replaced
]Jy the Board of Trustees for the colony with William
Stephens. As early as 1740 maximum land holdings
were increased to 2000 acres, allowing the formation of
small plantations (DePratter and Howard 1080:44).
By 1750 the ban on the imnportation of slaves was
droppecl. Elite land owners and investors from South
Carolina ]Jegan to purc]:ase lands a.long the Savannah
River (-Rowla.tl.cl 1987), and the timbre of Georgia
society began to change. By 1750 African Americans
oconstituted 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 Assembly established a govemmentaf
framework as part of the official church act. The
province was divided into eight parishes {W.P.A.
Writers' Program 1990:39). The tract which is toclay
Fort Stewart lay prilnan'ly in the parisl'les of St. Jol’ms
and St. Phiﬂips, with some western porlions {aﬂjng into
St. Andrews Parigh (Campbell et al. 1995:73).

The 1740s and 17505 were a period of growth
in Georgia. Under the influence of her neighl:uor to the
north la.rge plan’cations ]Jegan to dot the lanclscape. The
introduction of upla,ncl and intertidal rice agriculture,
the advent of incligo procluction, and the naval stores
in&ush'y, broug]:nt on ]Jy world wide military and
economic events (Coclanis 1989; Weir 1983), would
rapid.l'y move Georgia into the mainstream of southern
P]ani:a.’cion agronomic produc’l:ion. Prior to the grant for
the Georgia colony, bounties were offered 13y England's
parliament to encourage the grow’ch of indigo and the
production of naval stores. In 1766 the Georgia
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aaseml:)ly, in an effort to infuse the naval stores
'mclush'y, passe& 1usg'us‘ta.‘cion which speciﬂe& standards
and volumes for the industry (Thomas 1975:2). This
would enable Georgia to compete with world markets.
Eventual\y Georgia evolved into a signjficant colony in
its own right.

By 1776, Georgia retained very little of its pre-
colonial concepta and contained a population of 40,000
to 50,000 people. A_pproxima’cely half of that number
were African American slaves (Coleman 1060:13;
DePratier and Howard 1980:44),

Liberty County was established in 1777. At
that time it included a part of present-clay Bryan and
Long counties, as well as all of McIntosh County. This
area was settled ea.rly clu.nng the proprietary periocl, most
no’fa.l:ly Ly South Carolinians. Puritans from the
abandoned town of Dorchester, South Carolina
established the river port of Sunlaury for the growth and
export of rice, 'mcligo, cotton, and lumber (Looper
1982:2, Groover 1987:33-344}.

Economic factors had also come into pIay
concerning the inland agricultutal rlevelopment of the
colony. The inland areas of the state were considered
better suited for the cultivation of uplancl cotton as
oppose& to rice, incligo, and sea island cotton, which
were the s'taple crops grown alon.g the coast. The relative
position of Li}Jerty County in the flat pine lands of
Ceorgia allowed the area to ra,pidly clliversi{y its
agricultural base. Im'ﬁa]ly, the rmﬂmg of lumber and
the naval stores inc[usi:ry were important economic
commodities {Groover 1987:33-34).

According to Herndon, "in the last two decades
before the Revolution Ceorgia exported over
21,000,000 feet of humber, 10,000,000 staves, and
36,000,000 shingles" to Englancl {(Herndon
1968:427). As well, hoth inland and intertidal rice,
indigo, and long and short staple cotton were early
crops. With the invention of the cotton gin ljy El
Whitney in Savannah in 1793 new impetus was given
to the commercial growth and export of uplancl cotton.

Yet, it was principally because of the early
diversification of Lll)erty County's agrlcu]{:ura.l base that

the naval stores induﬂtry remained in its in{ancy. The

rela.tionsln'p between the naval stores indusrtry and the
production of other agricml’mral commodities is hest
explained by Hernden (1968) who states that:

laln examination of the manner of
proclucing turpentine, tar, and pifch
will indicate the relaﬁonalnip between
the pro&ucﬁon of naval stores, the
expansion of the rice and incligo
plantaﬁon, large and smaﬂ, and the
1um]:|erh:1g inclusl:ry. Of the three
proclucts that constituted the naval
gtores inclus‘l:ry turpentine was of
least interest as Colonial Georgia
exporte& less than one-seventh as
much turpentine as tar and pitch.
Turpentine is a sap of the pine tree
obtained Ly ,malzi.ng incisions, or
]Joxes, at ’clle I:»a.ae of the tmnlz of the
tree. These boxes were usuaﬂy made
in January and Fe]:ruary and the
grou.n& at the foot of the tree was
cleared of leaves, brush, and
unclergrowt’n ... Around the middle
of March the sap lnegan to distill,
circulation commenced and increased
as the Wea.fher ]:Jecame warmer; tlle
Bap boxes had to be emptierl five o1
six times or more per season and the
upper edge of the hoxes c]nipped each
week to keep the sap running. When
the chill of the frost Beverely checked
the circulation the operation was
discontinued and the remainder of
the year was spent in preparatory
labor for the fo]lowing season. The
Pro&ueﬁon of turpentine was a year
round iol) rather than merely a
wintertime activity and since a tree
pro&uce& turpentine for several years
this activity did not in itself aid in
the clea.ring of 1ancl; consequently the
turpentine i.uclustry never grew past
the embryo stage.

The manufacture of tar and pitch

were wintertime activities, provicled a
supplementary income, and aided in
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the "improving” or clearing of land.
... To procure the tar from the
wood a kiln was prepared in the
fol]owing manner: the wood was cut
into pieces two are three feet long
and about three inches thick and
stacked on a raised concave earthen
mouncl, the center of which was
connected to a ditch or hole on the
cutside ]:;ry a conduit; the pila 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 gtaclual com}msﬁon, which
forced the tar from the wood causing
it to run down to the hottom of the
kiln and out into the ditch or hole.
The kiln was watched c].ay and njg}l’t
while Lurn'mg to keep the fire from
l)reaking 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 }Jy hea'l:ing it in furnaces or
Iarge Lettles (Hem&en
1968:428-430).

As seen in Table 4 the navwal stores industry never
became a 'h-uly viahle in&us’try &uring the Colonial

Period. Between 1755 and 1775 Georgia exported less -

than 1,000 barrels of turpentine, approximately 3,000
barrels of PifCIl,. and a little over 4,400 barzels of tar.

Tt wes during the post-Revolutionary War
period that we see considereble evolution in the
establishment of Ueorgia's counties. As Camp}Jeﬂ and
her co]leagues observe, poor transportation networks
and the increased need for govemman’tal services lead to
the creation of most new counties. Bryan COuni-y was
created in 1793 and Tattnall was created in 1801
{Campbell et al. 1995:98).

The Revolutionary War
Within the southem colonies the War for
American Independence was similar to that of the
American Civil War. Quite aften Jfarnﬂy loyalties were
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divided between l)y class and Eami}y (Coleman
1960:17). Other than the capture of major population
centers such as Charles Towm, Savannah, and Augusta
by the Britigh, much of the was was a series of small,
local engagements foug]l’c between ona]Jst troops and
their patriot counterparts (Coakley 1989; DePratter
and Howard 1980:44-45).

For most of 1779 the British held Savannah
and the su:rounc].ing groa.mcL The study area in 1779 ia
shown in Figure 12. In early fall of 1779 American and
French troops made an abortive attempt to take
Savannah. Among the 750 French and American
casualties was Count Casimir Pulaski, for whom Fort
Pulaski was named. It was not until July of 1782 that
the British abandoned Sava.nna.ll, encling British
ocoupation of Ceorgia (Coulter 1960:146-147;
DePratter and Howard 1980:48), Other nearby
skirmishes include the 1776 Battle of the Rice Boats at
Tyhee 1sland and the 1778 Battle of Bulltown Swamp
at Midway.

Table 4.

Naval Stores Exported from Georgia (1755-1775)
Yr Tugpentine (bble)  Pitch (bbla) Tar (bhls
1756 nfa n/a 45
1756 nfa n/a nfa
1757 ufa nfa 12
1758 nfa n/a nfa
1759 nfa 83 35
1760 nfa ofa 425
1761 160 nfa 235
1762 wn/a o/a 246
1763 8 23 175
1764 19 n/a 350
1765 nfa nfa 486
1766 32 506 723
1767 88 627 387
1768 202 436 107
1769 068 402 138
1770 103 a0 105
1771 45 193 102
1772 40 364 208
1773 nfa nfa n/a
1774 24 40 132
1715 44 84 217
Total 877 2,988 d 404
Som: HErnden 1968:4‘31-
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Altl'nougll Ogleﬂaorpe had established a number
of defensive communities west of Savannal’l, guch as
Fort Argyle on the Ogeechee River (see Blliatt 1997),
most of these settlements failed due to the poor
agricultural conditions of the Pine Barrens and lack of
communication and readily available shipping route fo
Savannah (DePratter and Howard 1980:43; see also
Figure 40}. Yet, tl:ley did set a precedent for settlement

once the Revolu’tionary War was resolved.

After the war, land at Fort Argyle clmngecl
hands many times, until 1781, when 500 acres of land
were put up for sale (Camphell et al. 1996:103). After
1800, the “Fort Axgyle" was popularly recogn_ize& asa
reference to the neighl)o:hood of the old fost site
(Camphell et al. 1996:104). Fort Argyle property
continued to clla.nge hands until after the Civil War,
when it was listed as having a popula.ﬁon of 15
(Campbell et al. 1996:121). After the 1890s, the Fort
Argyle land was used ];:y timber and turpentine
industries, and in the late nineteenth century, contained

a brick factory (Campljeu 1696:128-129). It is toclay
part of Fort Stewart.

With the war's conclusion, major treaties and
concessions from the Cherokee and Creek Indian trihes
(1782-1804) allowed the full scale development of lands
within central and eastern Ceorgia. While these
cessions have no direct ]:Jea.ring on our un&erstancling of
the Fort Stewart area, ’chsy are a Bigrﬁ{ioant aspect of
Ceorgia ]:nis'tory. Perllaps the most succinet overview is
that offered ]ny QGreen (1979:24-41). He recounts the
eaﬂy, and peacer{ul start of Enghsh—Creelz relaﬁons}ﬁps
with the 1733 and 1730 treaties skillfully brokered by
Oglethorpe and explores the graclual deterioration of
1e1a’tionships as the Englisla greeclily tusted for
expansion. Green also explores the careful balance
between the French, Spam'.sh, and English which Creck
aought to maintain in order to ensure their own survival
(Green 1979:26). As this power halance collapsed, the
English availed themselves of the Creek's weakness.
Falling d&eply into debt, the Creek nation ceded
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additional land on the Upper Savannah.

During the American Revolution the British
influence among the Creeks was slziﬂfu.l.l‘y maintained lay
Alexander McGillivray, a Creek with mixed Scots and

in August 1814.
The Antebellum Period

By 1820, 60% of upla.nd farmers were growing

cotton, and slavary

bavp

Figure 13. A portion of Finley's Georgia showing the project area in 1824,

; playecl an ever
; increasing role in that
growt]'l, clespita bans on
slave importation during
! the last decades of the
i cighteenth century. By
1820, 44% of Georgia'a

; population was black

/ o . I {(DePratter and Howard
, o) e RARS|  1980:45). Over 70%
"%._ of the population in the
ﬂ\L N & N J lw wlﬁj woulj
f e Y come iberty an
\;Za; - A % Long counties were
E qa:,‘q == former African
. & P xF p= =  American - slaves.
(% iy =| Further inland, in the
< =1=| '"Pine Barrens," the
0-?‘ ¥ proportion  of ) slaves
_?) — clroppecl to lesantl'lali
= 10% (Hilliar

Srfolled ‘ —_— 1684:Map 30).

. FXBY 5 -

- I A oL R — During  the
o, - ' antebellum Georgia

Legan to increase its

French ancestry. Even after the Revolution,
MeGﬂhmy continued to be an important council to the
Creelzs, as tlley strove to balance the power of the
Americans and the Spanish. By 1812 the Creeks were
cleeply divided ]:vy a factional conflict which escalated
into a civil war between those best described as classic
nativists and those who were Anglicizecl. This civil war
became the Creek War in 1813 as those land-hungry
Americans, like Andrew Iacleson, Ioolamg for a reason
to intervene found an excuse to wage a "just war."
Tennesseans, QGeorgians, and Mississippians jumpe

at the excuse to wage a "'war of extermination” in order
to free additional land. After the death of at least 3000
Creek nativists, the Treaty of Fort ]a,cluon was signed
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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.cly established river and road transportation
networks (Figure 13) were augmented by railroads
which connected Qeorgia's major port city, Savannah,
with other major urhan centers within the state and
region. By the time of the Civil War, railroads
connected Savatmall to Augusta, Macon, and Waycross.
Waycross provided access to coastal Brunswick and
Atlanta was accessed by hoth Augusta and Macon.
Branch lines ted togetl'ler Athens, COlumJaus, and
Albany, and Dalton in the northwest comer of Georgia.
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With the advent of industrialization Georgia's
economic base began to cliversify. Textile mills,
tanneries, lumbet miﬂs, and turpentine distilleries
became established t]:uroughout the state.

In 1850, Liberty County had a population of
2,020 whites and 5,908 black slaves. The populaﬁon,
however, had increased by only 94% from 1840. There
were 244 farms, incorporating 38,563 improved acres
and 303,518 u.nimprovecl acres, for an average farm
with 158 acres of i.mproved land valued at $3,317. The
county boasted 1,100 horses, 15,450 mules, 4,609
sheep, and 10,006 swine. Agriculh.lral proclucts
included 2,116 bushels.of wheat, 21,432 bushels of rye

and oats, 297,614 bushels of corn, 72,318 bushels of |

Trish potatoes, 26,470 bushels of peas and beans,
40,225 pou.ud_s of butter, 24 hogsheacls of cane,
11,640 gaﬂons of molasses, 1,892,462, pouncla of rice,
1,883 hales of ginned cotton, and 8,865 pounds of
wool. The 1850 census reported that slaughtered
ar_iimals were valued at $28,557. These £igures,

however, are misleading, since ’chey [ump together the
large, wealthy rice plantations (which gave "Riceboro" in
southern Li.laeri:y County #s name) with the smaller,
subsistence farms which bounded Taylora Creck and its
Clra.inages. For example, cleeper in the "Pine Barrens,"
Tattnall County had a populai:ion of 2,378 whites and
only 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 proclucecl only 47,800
pounds of rice and 321 bales 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]:l unknown, it is assumed that a portion of this
invested capital wad in the form of copper stills, acquired
from the Scotch 1iquor in&ustry, for the distillation of
turpentine. Employment fj.gures would not be reflected
in these figures, for by the 1840s and 1850s it became
common for sfave labor to be used in the cutting of

trees and the collection of gum {Thomas 1975:3-4).
The Civil War
The advent of the Civil War and its after

effects would haunt the state of Georgia for years.
Seceding from the Union on January 19, 1861,
Georgia {Dﬂowecl Soui'h Caro]ina, Missiﬂsippi, F‘loricla,
and Alabama into the folds of the confecleracy.
Ceorgia, 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 S’cep}lens became Vice President of the new
Confecleracy and Robert Toombs was made Secretary of
State.

The war }Jegan eaai.ly for Geo:gia. In ]anuary
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,
alwa.y’s associated in my mind with rain and super
abundance of red-clay mud” (quoted in Lane 1993h: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 Dal'xlonega
(DePratter and Howard 1980:46). Additional arsenals
were eﬁ’ta]:].lshecl in Atlanta, Savannall, Macon, Augﬁst,
and Columbus. The state penitentiary at Miue&geviue
was converted into a rifle fac‘tory and the Athens
Founclry became a cannon factory.

These gains were quicl?iy offset lay the Union
blockade along the coast in late 1861 and the fall of
Ceorgia's coastal island fortifications in March of 1862,
Fort Pulaski on C'oc]asp'ux Island was retaken by Federal
troops in April of that year ({or a review of the historical
documents associa’ce& wiﬂl this event, see An&erson
1998). 'The loss of Fort Pulaski effectively closed the
port of Savannah to all those but the hardiest hlockade
runner. Cut off from the sea, New batteries were thrown
up around the cities and paving stones were rip]_:er}. up
from the streets to serve as ballast to sink obstructions
in the river.

Other coastal engagements included miner
battles at Whitemarsh Island in Apnl of 1862 and Fort
McAllister in March of 1863 {Lane 1993]:;:xi).
Additional Union incursions occurred in June 1863
when the bridge over the Turtle River near Brunswick
was destroyed and in July when the coastal town of
Darien was burned.
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Except for Fort MeAllister on the Ogeeches
River, all of coastal Georgia was under Federal control.
It wasn't, however, until early 1864 when Confedesate
troops began to build obstructions above Savannah that
the aity's citizens began to realize both that they were
lneing abandoned and also that the war was lost.

In May 1864 the irterior of Georgia felt the
fall bruat of the war (Lane 1993b:xi). That Spring,
General Sherman lolt Cha{:tanooga and Leg‘an his long
fight to the sea with an army of 300,000 Union troops

{(Figure 14). Following the route of Western and
Atlantic Kailroad, Sherman faced Confederate forces of
about 41,000 troops commanded by General Joseph E.
Johnston and later By General ]ohn B. Hood. While
initiaﬂy stymied, Sherman managed to cutilank the
Confederate positions, forcing them into Atlanta's
trenches. After forty clays of ]Jom]:arciment, part of the
Union fores Fwanhyg south of the city, t‘ureatening
Confederate sapply lines to Macon. At that point, on
Sspteml:er 1, Hood evacuated Atlanta. From May to
Septemt:ez, 4,988 Union soldiers  and 3,044

Confederates were killed in
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Figura 14 The Civil War in Ceorgia, showing the project area.

Georgia. Those hospitatized
- ‘ from malaria, typl’mici fever,
cliarr}sea. &ysentary, measles,
and other Jiseasea agcounted
for an additional 46,000
Confederate troops and nearly
63,000 Union sotdiers.

After talaing Ailanta
in Septermnber 1864, Sherman's
rovte to Savennah iay open.
He wrote his wife, “We have
devoured the land. All the
people retite before us and
desalation is behind, To tealize
what war is one should follow
out tracks”’ (Lane 1093h:xiv).
By Navermber 16th, Sherman
was done with Atlants and had
to decide whether he would
retreat  to  lennesses or.
continue hits  march  to
Savannsh. By {alzing
Sa.wnnalq, Sherman would he
able to create a new base on the
Atlantic coast which would

504 decrease the Jength of his

supply line {(Nevins 1971:158).
T}I?.S WD“ICE asgsist i‘\l&‘l‘l in ]‘)iﬁ

tmove north to harass Lee's rear

I lines south of Potershurg. It

was also Sherman's intent to
live off the land and by do'mg
50, &eatroy as much {ooc’.,
rumitions, and infrastructure

as he eoul&, thus eliminaﬁng
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the threat posecl l:y Jo[mson and Hood's wide ranging

armies.

Sherman left Atlanta with 60,000 in.{a.nh'y
and 5,500 cava]xy. He would lose less than 850 men
rlur'u:lg 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 throughbut the Georgia countryside (Nevins
1971:158). "Sherman's line o£ march followed the
Georgia Central Rai]:oad, covering a wide belt on either
sicle, and ecast, of Louisville . . . between the Ogeecl:lee
and Savarnah Rivers" (Guernsey and Alden 1977:686
[1866]). Sherman's right wing:

commanded IJy Major-Genera.[ Qliver
Howard, moved thtough ]onesl}oro,
Manticello, Gordon, [and] Irwinton.
The left wing under Major-Cleneral
H.W. Slocum headed to Covington,
Madsson, Eatonton, [aml]
Milledgeville. Brigadier-General
Judson Kilpatrick led a cavalry which
struck toward Macon, £eu hack to
Gordon and rejoinecl Sherman at

Milledgeville (Lane 1993b:xvii).

By November 22 Sherman's army had
capturecl the state capita.l in Miﬂedgeviﬂe and had
crossed the Ogeechee by the end of November (Figure
15). One account, of Mary Jones of Liberty County,
expressecl the anguish of local residents:

Clouds and darkness are around us.
The hand of the Al:mgl:’ty is laid in
sore judgemen’c upon us. We are a
desolated & smitten people (Lane
1993h:220).

Sherman faced kittle resistance and fmaﬂy capt-ured
Savannah from the west on December 21, one day after
the city was ahandoned }ry the Confecleracy.

Campbell et al. (1996:117) note that Union
troops visited Fort Argyle, the near}Jy area of Dillon's
Ferry, and the Canoachee River Bri&ge below Eden and
Ta.ylors Creek. T]Jey obsenre, ]:Lowever, that there is no
mention of the Taylors Creek community. At nearby

Bryan Courthouse (Eden), the Union military erected
eart]aworlz‘.s, wl—lile other regiments Hprea,cl out to defend
their new territory (Campbell et al. 1996:118),

The damage done by Sherman's armies (as well
ag retreating Clonfederate {orces) to Georgia's
agriculture and industrial infrastructure in J(:lli_rl:y-fcn.u.r
short days would take decades to overcome. Sherman
estimated the clamage to the state c]mring 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” (Guernsey and Alden 1977:690-691
[1866]; Neving 1970;159). Between Howard's right
wing and Slocum's left wing, the Union army, during
the campaign from Atlanta to Savannah, set free over
3,000 African 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 fo&cler, over 4‘3,000 l)ales o{ cotton, Ja.na &esiroye&
over 310 miles of railroad to where "scarcely a te or
rail, a lari&ge or culvert," remained in central Georgia
(Cuernsey and Alden 1977:692 [1866); Nevins
19771:159). Various strategic support indusiries were
alsa destroyed. These included "machine shops, tum-
tables, depots, water-tanks, cotton gins and presses"
(Guemsey and Alden 1977:692 [1866]) Bn'gaclier-
General Kilpatrick's operations would add 14,000 bales
of cotton, 12,900 bushels of corn and 160,000 poumls

of fodder to Howard's and Slocum's totals.

By Apnl of 1865 the war would he over ]:lu‘c,
because of the war's destruction, life, as it had been
known to the residents of central and coastal Georgia,
ended in December 1864, Campbaﬂ and her coueaguea
provide an overview of the impact the Civil War had on
the local residents. Here, like in many other small
Southern communities, Sherman and his troops tend

to be vilified (Camplnell et al. 1996:118).

Sherman's march tl’lrough Georgia, however,
had other affects on llisrl:ory. As Sherman marched
tluough Georgia, many slaves deserted their Plan’cationa
and sought refuge with the Union forces. In what may
have been a wise mﬂita.ry decision, Sherman made a
very poor po]_itical iudgemen’t, turning most of these
freedmen away. Large numbers were re-enslaved by the
remnants of the Confederate Army — creating a major
political scanda) for President Lincoln (Frie&heim and
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Jackson 1996:132).

Lincoln dispatchetl Secretary of War Edwin
Stanton to Georgia to investigate the situation. After
meetings with a number of African-American ministers
in Sa.vanna.ll, Sl’lermjm issued his famous Field Otder
Number 15, which set aside almost a hall-million acres
of cap‘ru:e& Confederate land, divic].ing it into small ploi‘s
for freed slaves. Alt]:lougl'l this approacll satisfied the
needs of the immediate poli’fical gituation, as Willie Lee
Rose discusses at lengtln, the North would eventunuy
turn their back on Southern blacks and relatively little
of this acreage would actually be distributed (Rose
1964:328f).

The combined force of Sherman, ccruple& with
the increasing number of {reed blacks and the use of
black troops ]ay the Nortll, resulted in the call Ly
Jelferson Davis, preeident of the Confederacy, for the
recruitment of slaves into the Confederate Army,

oﬁering them both pay and freedom. This proposal wag
passed by the Confederate Congress in early 1865. As
Friedheim and Jackson note, "the fact that the South
was Jﬁ:eeing Aftican Americans in order to save the
Confederacy was one last bit of dramatic evidence that

its war to preserve slavery was all but lost" (F‘riecu'lei.m
and Jackson 1996:133).

Reconstruction

The poﬂtl-neuum perioc]. within Georgia was
difficult for the state and its residents. Economic
recovery from a devastated industrial and agronomic
]33.59, as well as inter-related transportation systems,
would affect Georgia's recovery until the 1890s. The
Pro}ﬂsm was compou:nclad by nationwide &epreasiona
that lasted from 1873 to 1878 (DePratter and Howard
1080:46).

While Sherman left Georgia in January 1868,

it was June of that year-

Figure 15. The project area in 1865 (adapted from Atlas to Accompany the Official
Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Plate CXLIV).

before Federal au’clmrit'y
was extended from
Macon and Savannah
throug]:lout the rest of
the state. In May 1865
President Andrew
]ohnson proclaimec].
James Io}mson, a 1awyer
from Columbus, the
p'ro‘."isiona} governor of
Qeorgia, A convention
of onal Georgians
repeale& the secession
or&inance, alaolisl'lecl
alavery, and repucliate&
the Confederate debt in
Qctober 1865. A new
governor, C ]Jarles
Jen}eins, was elected and
the new [egislature
ratified the Thirteenth
Amendment and passed
additional  laws  to
guarantee the h]aerty of
the freedmen.
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Congdress, however, reacted angn'.ly to Southern
excesses and pa.ssecl a rm']ikary reconstruction act in
March 1867. Georgia's new government was abolished
and the state returned to mi]itary rule. State
government was again reorga.nizecl, only this time there
were even more blacks and fewer whites in the
legislature.

In April 1868 Rufus Bullock was elected
governor and in JuIy a new Iegislature ratified the
Fourteenth Amendment. The state capital was moved
&om Miﬂeclgeville to Atlanta. But }Jy December 1869
Congress once again became ol.lb:age& Lyy the excesses of
the Ku Khuz Klan and re-established m:]ltary rule, again
"re-organizing” the state government. Under this third
government, the Fifteenth Amendment was ratified and
Ceorgia was Ema.uy readmitted to the United States in
July 1870.

Economic and Political Reorgarl.iz.a.tion

While the po}.if:ical future of Georgia was in
upheaval, an effort was made to restore some Jegree of
the state's agricultural prosperity. Freedmen often
returned to the pla.ntations to work under white'bosses
rather than white owners, and were still tied to a task
gystern. Owning no lan&, freedmen and landless whites
formed the nucleus of a relatively new labor system of
tenancy. This new labor system grew c].rama.’ficauy, rising
from about 3% in 1890 to over 65% in 1910 and
peaking at ahout 68% in 1930 (Coleman 1991:259).
'The number of farm units increased from 224,00 in
1900 to 310, 132 in 1920, with the average size of the
farm unit clropping from 117 acres to only 82 acres.

While there were a variety of gystemns, tenants
usua[ly Paicl either a cash rental or hecame sharecroppem
who divided their crop with the landlord in return for
the a]ai]i‘l:y to work a poriion of the pla.n‘tation.
Interw’cingly, not only did the proportion of black
farmers in the flat pine lands decrease substanﬁaﬂy
between 1899 and 1910 so did the rate of tenancy.
Altlmugli 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 pine lands, only
the lower coastal plain contained fewer black tenants
than any other portion of the state (Harper 1922:329,

332, 358).

Cotton continued to he the major focus of
agricultural efforts — cnq:ering white land owners with
their onl'y 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. Al’tllough over half of the total value of
Georgia's agricultural pro&uction was wrappecl up in this
one product, in the pine lands only corn production (by
30%) exceeded the values of cotton (Harper
1922:341).% The overall dependence on cotton was the
result of a number of different factors. Kenneth
Coleman, for example, notes that force of habhit lzeep
many farmers growing cotton — they simply didn't
know any other crop. Many, he observes, didn't have
either the education or financial resources to cliversify
(Coleman 1991:257}. Oof equa.l importance was that
with smaﬂ, and concentrated urban popula’cions,
markets for fresh procluce were limited. This, couplecl
with the very poor iransportation network cripplecl
efforts to engage in truck fanm'ng until the Second
World War. Even as late as 1930 only 6% of Georgia's
farmers lived near pava& roads.

The reliance on cotton, combined with the
debilitating effects of the Civil War, created an intricate
web of clependency between tenants, land owmers, and
merchants. After the Civil War the crop lien gystem -
emergecl as the ouly viable source of short-term credit.
By the 1890s the system had expanded to the point to
trapping between 80 and 90% of Georgia's farmers. In
order to obtain aredit for p‘lanting, or sometimes for
even living, a farmer obtained a lien on his ungrown
crop from the furnisl')ing merchant. These merchants,
themselves hving on very little hard 03311, undertook to
finance what were often r'uslzy farming efforts.
Consequently they t'y'picauy c]’la.rged from 25% to as
much as '75% interest on their loans under the crop lien
system.

Iny the project area Campbell et al (1996:119)

*Ag stated by Harper (1922) it should be noted that
"acresge and y'ieln:] fluctuate from year to year, and the census
year may have been abnormal in one way or ancther, so that

figures should nat he taken too literally" (Harper 1922:341).
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observe that agricultural pror:luction was low, livestock
herds were small (probably etill suffering from the Civil
War at least a decade and a half latter) , and the farms
were typicauy small. The agriculharal censuses for the
Fort Stewart area, revea]in.g increased numbera of small
farms, paraﬂel those for much of a&iacent South
Carolina. Campljeﬂ and her colleaguea suggest the

census records are documenting the small land holclings
of freedmen — which is very f.i.kely.

The Liberty County Grange association toured
the Taylors Creek area in 1876, documenting the small
farms typical of the area (Campbell et al. 19G6:120).
Of the 17 examined Earms, 14 were "one horse farms."
At these 14, 12 used only family labor and only two
also used some &ay lahor. At the three "two-horse
farms," one used only fam_i.[y lahor, while the other two
lzep’c a hired hand. They Ieported [argely subsistence
crops of corn, rice, pugar cane, sweet potatoes, peas, and
oats. Cotton was ]jl:ely a relatively rare crop.

From the standpoint of corruption, Repu]:lican
rule during Reconstruction was lilzely no better, or
worse, than Demaocratic rule either hefore or afterwards.
In Georgiﬁ, for example, a white Reconstruction official
pushed the state's newly formed public school system to
purchase bhooks pubhshe& lzy the New York Harper
Brothers firm, in exchange for a $30,000 "loan"
(Friedheim and Jac}ason 1696:234). While the same
types of fraud were seen, regardless of political
affiliation, even the hint of corruption played into the
hands of ’[Vhose opposing Reconstruction.

A.ltlmugh the freedmen did exercise their
voting rights in 1867 and 1808, they never dominated
the Ceorgia po].itica‘l scene cluri.ug Reconstruction.
Threats of violence by the Ku Klux Klan eliminated any
real black influence and Ly Decerober 1870 the
Democrats won ovarwlnelmjng control of the state
fegislature. By 1873 this white legislature effectively
eliminated virtually all of the advances made by the
black electorate By extencli:ng Iesiclency requirernents for
state and county elections.

The 1870s and 1880s were & period of

economic reﬁtalizaﬁon, energy, and optimism, for rural
Georgia. Al’fl:lough the overall economic situation
changecl little, if at all, major changes did occur in the

e

manufacture of naval stores, particularly in the
turpentine industry. Since the late Colonial Period
North Carolina had led the nation in the Proclucﬁon of
naval stores, This was particular}y true of the
turpentine mclu.sf:ry Yet, lTy the late nineteenth century
a history of poor pla.nning had led to a decline in
production within that state (Thomas 1975:4).

After 1875, it was to Ceorgia that
many North Carolina turpentine
farmers moved to "set up Bhop" in
Ceorgia's great pine belt, south of the
fall line. Most of these North
Carolina farmers ]:u:ouglﬁ black
workers with them and returned each
year to obtain more workers from the
Carolinas. The farmers built vlﬂages
or quarters for them on the sites
since they had no other plac;a to live

(Thomas 1975:4-5).

From 1880 to 1905 Georgia led in the pmclucf:ion of
naval stores. Florida tock the lead until 1923 when
Ceorgia regaine& its position in the nava) stores in&ustry
(cf. Butler 1998). Yet, it should be noted that while
many of the state boasters forecasted a "New South" of
reconailiation and reform, much of the state remained
locked in poverty and ]::igoh:y nurtured By years of
slavery. In 1882, Qscar Wilde wrote from Augusta:

T write to you from the I:)eautiful,.
passionate, ruined Soutll, the land of
magnohas and music, roses and
romance, picturesque, too, in her
failure to Izeep pace with your keen
Northern pu.shing in’ceHec’c, hﬁng
c]:ieﬂy on eredit and on the mermory
of orushing defeats {quoted in Lane

In spite of the improvements seen in the urban
areas, Georgia remained rural and poor, In 1900, 85%
of the state's popula’tion still lived on farms or in small
villages and 60% continued to work in agriculture.
Fux’cher, the state's per capita income showed no
increase between 1880 and 1900 (Lane 1993a:xiii).

Cotton ptoclucﬁon on late nineteenth century
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tenant farms was [ittle different from that pracﬁcecl on
antebellum plantations. The planting, cultivation, and
piclzi.ug was |abor intensive, with the entire {amily, and
often a mule, devoting their entire energies to this
single minded pursuit, Yields were low and deht
continued to be hea.vy.

Lane (1993a:xiv) points out that debts which
could be repaid by a single hale of cotton in 1880
required two hales only five years later in 1885. A major
financial panic hit the country in 1893, followed by a
nearly seven year c{epresaion. Cotton prices Plu.nged to
less than 5¢ a pou.ncl and it wasn't until 1898 that the
recovery drove prices up to 7%¢ a pound. These hard
times forced {:urnishing merchants to Beversly regtriot
len&ing, even based on crop liens. This caused some
crop diversification, but little lastmg improvement,

Cotton prices did not increase signiﬁca.ntly
until the early twentieth century, when there was a
twenty year pet:iod of relative prosperity. Farmers turned
their backs on diversification and returned to "King
Cotton." The 3.5 million acres pla.td:ecl in cotton in
1900 were inoreased to over 5 million acres in 1916.
It was also at this time that the turpentine industry
gained new impetus for its production, Lrought ahout lay
Dr. Charles Holmes Herty:

Herty, a chemist at the University of
Ceorgia, was on a sabbatical to
Europe when he heard a German
PI‘O{ESBOI' rela.’ce how tl'le A.'mencan.s
"butchered the pine trees by cutting a
box into the tree to collect the resin
and sometimes ruined the future
grow‘rh of the tree. Herty was also
a.l)le to see cups, a new invention,
being used to collect gum at this
time. Herty returmed to Georgia late
in the summer of 1900 and started
his crusade to better the turpentine
industry with an initial visit to
Valdosta in Octoher of that year
(Themas 1975:5).

Eventually, he invented the clay, or Herty, cup
ta "replace the hox methad 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 procluoﬁon.

Many of the reﬁu]ting "turpentine towns" are
only vaguely rememllered l)y locals and poorly
documented in the historic records, A ty'pica.l twentieth
century turpentine still is shown in Figure 16.
Campbell et al. {1996:134-138) provide an interesting
sketch of Sf:rum}:)ay, in the Willie area, just west of
Rimes Cemetery in the location of what is to«lay
Training Area B-11, northeast 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 Legi_nning
around 1888 (Camp}::aﬂ et. al 1996:135). Postal
service 1)43gan around the same time in Si:m.m]:a.y, and
continued until at least 1906 (Campbell et. al -
1996:135). Before 1910, William Tuten built a depot
at S’cruml:ay &u_rmg 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 nearhy African-American community
of Stewart Town. Although even less information is
available about this commumity, its existence documents
the segregdation of services, communities, and even life
which characterized the South in the late nineteenth
and ea.rly twentieth centuries.

Immedial;ely before the First World War,
Georgians in general had greater prosperity than they
had seen since hefore the Civil War. The expansion of
Rural Free Delivery and the increase in automohiles and
talephones contributed to this appearance of prosperity
and well-being (Coleman 1991:261). Also contributing
was the clevelopment of inexpensive fextilizer which
]aegan to make the sandy soils of the pine barren woods
more proﬁtalﬂle. Campben and her coﬂeagueﬂ note that
land was cheap and by 1910 cotton was a much more
commonly Plan’ced crop, at least in the Liberty County
area. T]:ley note that only did the small owners take
a&vantage of fertilizer to increase their proclucﬁon, but
the "owners of large holding who had exhausted the
timber and turpentine potential of their tracts turned to
{arming, utilizi_ng tenant labor" (Campljeu et al.
1996:127).

The introduction of the boll weevil between
1915 and 1917 (Hodler and Schretter 1986:86),
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Figure 16. Typica.l twentieth century turpentine still (T]:tomas 1975:cover).
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coupled with increasing competition further north and
even outside the United States, sent prices PIummetjng.
Clotton prices dropped from 35¢ a pound to 17¢ in a
single season, Cotton yields {ell by a third to nea'rly a
half (Coleman 1991:263).

In spite of the spreac]. of tenancy, Bryan,
Liberty, and Long counties continued to have low tenancy
rates. For example, in 1930, at the hmght of tenancy,
these counties all had less than 35% tepnancy, while
counties just slightly further inland had ranges up to 80%
(Hodler and Schretter 1986:86). The project area
continued to be dominated ]ay small, priva’ce}y owned
farms (this is also noted by Ca.mp}:)en et al. 1996:139).

What industrial improvement the siate saw
focused on very basic extractive industries — cotton,
lumber, and paper mills — which plunclerecl the natural
environment and pai& very low wages, One enterprise in
particular — cotton mills — was Georgia's leading
industry throughout the half-century from 1890 to
1940. In Liberty County, by 1900, agriculture,
livestock, lumber, and naval stores were the primary
industries. In this year the county produced about 333
bales of cottan, 2,000 head of cattle and hogs, 2,000 feet
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of lumber, and approxin‘la.’fely 1,000 barrels of rosin and
turpentine (Groover 1987:70).

In western Liberty County large trects of
property were purchasecl l)y turpentine c].i.srl:illery
companies. The Lanier Turpentine Corporation ovmed a
aumber of tracts in the project area. As well, a number
of pxiva.tely owned stills were constructed t]uoug]:l out the
area. A 1arge still was owned and opera’ce& by Mr. Porter
of Taylors Creek (Trinkley et al. 1996) as was one owned
and operated ]:>y Ioaeph B. Wa.y in Hinesville (Groover
1987:81). Another is reported from the Willie area
(Jennifer Glover, personal communication 2000). As of
1901 Li!aerty County contained a total of 12 distilleries
(Thomas 1975:E—1).

Trade unions were virl‘ua]ly unheard of prior to
about 1890. During the first half of the twentieth
century most union activity fooused on skilled trades.
Textile workers used strikes on several occasions in an
effort to organize. The most notable accurred across the
state 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. '




PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC QVERVIEW

The railroads, one of the few truly successful
industries in Georgia, had expanclecl dra.maﬁcal}y I:Jy
1899. Much of this expansion was in central and
northern Ceorgia. The main line connected Savannah
with McIn’cos]:l, Wal’c]nour, Iolmson, and Jesup on the
southern edge of the project area, where lines then
extended nor‘c]n, Sou‘f}l, and west (Hocuer and Schretter
1986:171). The bulk of the Pine Barrens wouldn't be
reaclily accessible until at least 1939 (Hocuer and
Schretter 1986:172). In Liberty County several
railroads were constructed to access various portions 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 Darien and Western Railroad
1o the south and the Glennville and Register Railrcad to
the west. The (eorgia, Coast and Piedmont was
established in 1902. A fourth railroad, the
Flemingtan, Hinesville and Western ceased operation in
1919 (Groover 1987:70, 80). By 1919 there were six
[‘reig}l’c stations located in the county.

Campbell et al. (1996:127) briefly discusses
those railroa&s, gpur lines, and trams which were actua]}y
located on Fort Stewart, such as the “Dunlevie Railroad”
still shown on ml.lltmy maps as “dismantled railroad.” The
previously mentioned F]lemi.ug’ton, Hinesville and
Western also passed through Fort Stewart lands on its
route from Hinesville to McIntosh, alt]:tough Ca.mp]:rell
and her colleagues comment that this line “had no real
impact on the study area” (Campbell et al. 1996:127).
Another was the Savanna and Southern Railroad, also
Lnown as the Tuten Railroad (Jennifer Glover, personal

communication 2000).

Much like the orientation of small towns and
communities a.[ong river and road locations during the
cighteenth and nineteenth centuries (T rinlaley et al.
1996}, 2 number of small communities grew up along the
railroads. Altlmug]:l some of these communities still
exist, for example Johnstons Station hecame Ludowici, a
number failed to remain viable ’cluoug]:l the twentieth
century. Many of these Liberty County communities had
names like Mendes, Wee Fanny, Goosepond, 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 public high school. A number of privately

opera’ced achools supplemented the public system (CGroover
1987:83). One of these communities, Willie, is located
north of the current project area. Part of this town was
relocated clunug the 1998 Chicora surveys ((fampo et. al
1999a:61, 151-156). It has recently heen tested by TRC
Carrow and Associates (Epenshade et. al 1999:106-119,
150), and has been recommended as eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places. Willie was
also centored around the railroad &epot that opene& in
1911. The town eventually grew to include grocery
stores, a cotton gin, a sawmill, a turpentine still, a church
and a school (Campbell et al. 1996:136).

The Rise of Populiﬁm and Segregation

The Democratic Party, popular with Atlanta
businessmen, dominated Ceorgia's recovery. Farmers,
unhappy with the shift toward "hig business" and the
urban economy, were eaaily defeated l:py Democratic
appeals for unity against the threat of black 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 Congresgional Districts, took control of
the party, and easily won both the governorsllip and the
legislature {(Lane 1993a:xv),

Faint with power, these populists holted from
the Democratic party and LeQan an appeal to the common
interests of all farmers — black and white alike, Urging
economic reform and appea].ing to the discontent of bath
poor blacks and w]:.i’ces, the leader of this movement, Tom
Watson, drove the conservative Democrats to outlandish
clisplay's of election fraud. Blacks (and whjtes) were
provided free liq‘uor and barbecue, then driven to poﬂing
placea. 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 regis’terecl voters.

The Democratic responss to Tom Watson was
home 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. Si.rnply put, ina single generation freed
slaves had manage& to increase their land holc'ﬁ.ngs Ly a
million acres and reduce their rate of iﬂiteracy ]ny half.
The white population, still yearning for a world of
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"darkies" who knew their piace, viewed this kind of

progress with alarm. Lane recounts one Georglan who
put the view of the white popuiation very piainiy:

Aslongasa Negro izeeps his place 1
like him well enougii. Asa race, ti-iey
are vastiy inferior to whites and
deserve pity. This pity | am willing to
extend as iong as ’ciiey remain
Negroes, but the moment a nigger
tries to become a white man, | hate
him like hell (q-uoteci in Lane
1993a:xvii).

As the agrarian empire of Georgia inegan to-

coiia.pse, and white and black peopie i:)egan to move into
the cities, crossing traditional and accepte&i lines of
behavior, segregation sprang up almost crvemigii’c.
Georgia's first statewide segregation law was pa.sseci in
1891, with additional laws enacted in 1897, 1905, and
1908. Cities also i)egan to pass mummpai otdinances
against blacks {fot an overview, see Kenneci.y 1990),

As the economic conditions of the state
worsened there was a dramatic outhreak of iynci'xi.ngs,
which Lane auggests reflected the "poverty and
{rustrations" i:)rou.girﬂ: on i:y the coﬂﬂpse of cotton and
tim failure of Popuiiﬂt IG{DITI’LS (Lane 1993a:x'|.x).
Between 1889 and 1918 Georgians iyncheti. at least
386 people — more than any other state — and 93%
were blacks.

The white popu.iiats, iJeiieving that it would be
necessary to shackle blacks in order to achieve their own
economic freeclom, engageci in one of the dirtiest
campaigns ever seen in (Jeorgia. In the aftermath of
vitriolic oratory, Atlanta expio&eci ina iour-ciay race
riot. The new governor of Georgia, Hoke Smith,
pusi'iec]. tiuoug]n a constitutional amendment to
disenfranchise the black in 1908, making Georgia the
seventh Southern state to do po. As Lane oi:iserves, "a
half century after emancipation, Georgians had put the
black back 'in his Pla.ce"' {Lane 1993 a:xx; see also Ayres
1995 and Du Bois 19923).

At first aiowiy, and then in very ia.rge numbers

before and after the First World War, blacks engageci in
the "Great Migration," moving out of the South. There
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was a shift from sou‘cii to DOI‘ti‘l, rural to uri)an, and
from agrimii’mrai to industrial.

World War I stimulated some diversification of
Crops, but had few other economic impacts. 1t cer’cainiy
did not solve any of Georgia's economic or social ills.
Poiiowing the war, a series of economic crises struck.
Cotton prices continued to fall, the boll weevil
continued to aclvance, and cotton was taken out of
production. The state's farm popuia’tion declined i:ry
375,000. Fma.iiy, as if to seal the fate of Georgia, the
Great Depression hit in 1929.

The Depression and the Modern Era

The New Deal agricuih.lra.i poiicia of the
19305 to some degree helped large farms, but small
farmers and especiﬂ]iy tenants continued to suffer.
Farms were abandoned as the migration to the cities
continued. '

One of more successful programs  for
Georgians was the establishment of the Federal Land
Bank system, which served to undermine the crop lien
system i)y proviciing affordable credit (Coiemnn
1991:265). Another major change in the lives of the
ordinary Georgia farmer was the creation of the Rural
Electrification Administration in 1937. Prior to this
97% of the state's farmers lacked electrical service. By
1950 forty-three cooperatives had been created and
most of the farms in' Georgia were electrified.

While causing much hardship on tenants and
Biiarecroppers, the Depression and the associated
government programs also served to break "King
Cotton's” monopoly. To]:acco, which was airea.ciy the
state's second most important crop by 1927, doubled in
acreage by 1939. The 1930s also saw Georgia assume
the lead in national peanut pro&uotion. Pecan
prociuction increased and there was also a steaciy
increase in the commercial prociuciion of tomatoes,
]:ueama, cal:n]:age, can’caioupes, and other truck crops.

It was World War II, as much as any New
Deal program, which dragged America, and Georgia,
out of the Depression. Military bases pumpeci federal
dollars into the state and war prociuction expenciif:ures
encourageci even further economic cleveiopment
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(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‘th of inclustry and manufacturing.

Camp}JeH and her co]lengues have identified
one appra.isal report for a farm in the Fort Stewart area
(Clyde vicinity, northeast of the project area) which they
suggest may be typical. On the eve of World War 11, the

er:

cultivated about one-third of Lis 94.-
acre tract; the rest remained forested.
His homestead included a small
wood-frame cl\:veyu'u:lg‘r a garage,
smolrze housa, syrup shed, corn cril),
barn with attached al-xecl, a hen
llonse, and another shed with stalls
attached. The crib and hen house
were built of logs; the other ]:ru.ildings
all were of frame construction.
Around the yard stoad a Piel?.e’( fence.
Water came from an open well.
Twenty seecuing peach trees, several
weu-grown pecan trees and a grape
athor stood on the premises. Pine
trees suitable for pulpwoocl and saw
ti.rnl:er, as well as pine and cypress for
poles grew on the property, as did
Ppines usable for naval stores
production. In sum_matioﬁ, the
appraiser judged this to a "a fair farm
unit with the forest portion of the
tract in good condition" (Campbell et
al. 1996:143).

Several small cominunities, at least one
(Taylors Creele} cla’fing to the antebeﬂum, continued to
be ’clqel focal points for the project area, each
representing small, somewhat diﬁ.usely clustered
combinations of commercial and residential structures
held toge’cher ]:ry their cross-road locations. In spite of
this, it appears that even these surviving towmns had their
economic bases eroded I)y the boll weevil and the
exhaustion of the timberlands used for naval store

operations.

Camp})e” and her coueagues attempt to

categorize various sites as representative of different
historic perio&s, but with only limited success. They
note that, "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 pos’c]:eﬂum occupations. In
a.c]x:liﬁon, t}ley observe that there are an additional 150
sites which contain both nineteenth and twentieth
century materials, as well as an additional 21 sites with
ouly twentieth century remaina. Most of these sites
repregent scatters of materials, some of which have heen
recognized as razed structures (Camp}:»eﬂ et al.
1996:138). T]'ley point  out, however, that
archaeologicml testing of these historic sites is so gparse
that there is little information with which to attempt
any refinement of their 'tem'poral placement (Camplaeﬂ
et al. 1996:147). This pro]:ulem, of course, is
exacerbated by the relatively few ceramics providing good
J(:r.*mporal markers for the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

One town recently discussed b-y Panamerican
Consultants (Little et al. 2000:70} was Bland Town,
situated at the intersection of what are toclay E.8.
Roads 36 and 37D. A amall community grew up around
the turpentine disﬁ]lary opera.ted }Jy James Morgan
Bland in the 1930s. Largely kin-based, it consisted of
the farms and residences of Preston Bland, Prentice
Bland, Basil Dasher, and .M. Bland. In addition, the
community consisted of tenant or worker housing for
the African Americans collecting and processing the
gum to procluce turpentine, as well as various support
structures, such as a saw mill and store.

Fort Stewart, created in June 1940 with the
purchase of 2025 ha, was initially called Camp Stewart
and was intended to serve primarily as a training facility
for National Guard units }Jeing inducted into the
regular army (Campl:ell et al. 1996:150-151). The
acreage was quickly expanded, so by 1941 the base
incorporated 60,750 ha.

The area, selected for hoth its strategic
importance protecting Savannah as well as its
inexpensive land values, was thought initially to have a
relatively low clensity of families. Ea.rly government
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projections suggeeted that only a few hundred families
would he affected. By the time the base was £i.nn1y
entrenched, it appears to have clisplacecl upwarc].s of
6,000 people and 1,500 families (Campbell et al.
1996:151).

During the early years of World War 11 the
base was used primarily for antiaircraft 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
antiaireraft program ]:iega.n in December 1040 {U.5.
Army 1941:12.13), By 1942, 21 arl:iuery and
antiaireraft battalions were training at Camp Stewart,
and the camp contained the latgest antiaircraft training
center in the world (Campbell et al. 1096:148-149).
In 1944, the camp was used to train small numbers of

antiaircraft batteries, alt]:lough most of the personnel
had Bhippecl out IJY this time.

By late 1944, the pos’t's function shifted to
general troop training and by 1945 the focus was on
training cooks and Posl:a.l workers. In Iuly 1946 Ca.mp
Stewart, as it was called, was deactivated. With only a
skeleton force of mili’tary and civilian personnel
stationed there, the base fell into &isrepair and was used
primarily as a National Cuard summer camp {Campbell
et al. 1996:153).

In 1953 the base's function shifted to include
the training of tank units, altl'lough National Guard
units continued to use the camp clurmg the summer.
Peaks in activity occurred during the 1961 Berlin
Airlift and the 1962 Cuban missile orisis. During the
Vietnam Conflict the base was used by the Aviation
School Element and became 2 U.S. Army Fllghi
Training Center.

After Vietnam the base came close to cloaing,
but was eventuaﬂy saved lay the decision to organize an
in_‘[:a.rltry !:)rigacle and division. Camp]:ueu et al. (1996)
vnote that the First Brigade, 24th Infantry Division
became the first unit of this reorganization to use the
Fort Stewart facilities (Campbell et al. 1996:153). In
1080, the 24" Infantry Division was reassigned to the
Ra.picl Deploy'ment Force and became a mechanized
division {Campbell et al. 1996:154). In 1990-1991,
this division was involved in the Persian Gulf War. In
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1996, the 24™ Infantry was reflagged as the 34 Infantry
Division (Mechanized) (Epenshade et al. 1999:42),
The post continues toclay to be used for mili’cary

training.
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RGSB-B.IC]I GO&]B

The primary goal of this gurvey was to iclenti£y,
reconl and assess arc'.]:la.eological sites within the survey
tract, which included 322.5 ha on Fort Stewart. As
stated earlier, this work is }Jeing done in order to fulfill
compliance 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 Historio
Preservation Act, Army Regulation AR 200-4;, and
36CTFRB00 {Protection of Historic and Cubtural
Properties).

Preservation efforts offer important economic,
tourism, and education opportunities (see, for example,
Rypkema 1990). Yet, cleacly these are of little
consequence to a government agency whose mission
statement is national defense. In such a case, the
motivation is compliance with law. In apite of thia,
preservation offers intangible benefits, such as external
benefits to society, which are worthy of careful
consideration. U.S. Representative John Lewis from
Georgia has remarked that, "it is not enougll to learn
from ]:u'Btory or a movie, we must make sure that these
pregious pieces of our history are preserved.” Knowing
and unc[ersta.m]lng our past, many have arguec]., creates
better citizens and hence a better society.l Citizens take
greater pricle in their city's, county's, and country's
historical achievernents. This pricle natm:a]ly boosts
morale and enhances civic participation. Native
American and African American groups can rightly take
Pri&e in the expression of their unique ways of life, their
his’fory, and their contribution to our Nation.

! One of the earliest discussions of preservation for
patriotic reasons is Charles B. Hosmer, Jr.'s Presence of the
Past, a history of preservation in America up to 1926. He
reveals that long before even the Civil War, America's need to
create a national identity manifested itself in efforts to
preserve historic sites.

Exploration of our past reveals the heights of which
]aumam'ty is capal:le. The s’cucly aupp]ies continual
inspiration and promise. The exploration of the past
makes it possil:le to laeep on seeing, tlu'.n].zing, and
reﬂecting afresh — and this freshness and wiﬂingness to
explore the past is essential to the democratic process.
Exploration of the past may offer social commentary l)y
providing new insights into past lives, or how gociety
reacted to past pressures. [t may even help us to better
understand the {ailures of the past.

Ttis also important thata country which has so
Btrongly advocated educational improvement and reform
should also understand the irrepla.ceal)le role that
historic and prehistoric Tesources can play in ’feach.i.ng us
about out l‘.leritage. It is essential that the next
generation of citizens understand the stories hidden
within our archa.eological sites and in our historic
churches, houses, factories, and communities. The
al)L].d:y to reach out and touch the past, {orming a atrong
and clear link between yesterday and toclay, offers an
unforgeﬂa.l)le unc].ersfanclmg of another way of life and
Inelps our children better understand the fabric of life in
our country. By exploring and emphasizing African
American and Native American history it is possible to
Bh‘eng’chen the unclerstancling that our heritage is the
combined history and culture of all of our citizens.

Oftentimes historic preservation, tl:rough the
exploration of the past, may challenge rather than
reassure, and provoke rather than sooth. Archaeological
IES&BICll,. in many ways, offers much more than hifrl:ory
ever can, since llis'lory is Iargely written ]:Jy the well
e&ucatecl, the wealt]:ly, and the white. History tends to
ignore the poor, the unclerclass, the il[itetate, rna.king
them invisible people. History is what others want us to
lmow, arc}la.eology offers the opportunity to explore the
reality of the past without the filter of subjectivity added

some, per]naps many, historical  accounts.
Archaeology offers the pof:ential to explore the lives of
African American slaves that are largely known only
tlarougl-l the clry history of white slave-owmer account
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books and planta.ﬁon diaries. While slave owners were
concerned with how many acres a slave could hoe, or
how much ’chey had to be fed, the owner was raraly
interested in how slaves livecl, cllec]., ate, or made their
house a home. Likewise, our unc].erstanding of Native
American groups in the historic periocl is dominated by
traders and occasional visitors who had clear reasons for
colori.ng their accounts. Arcllaeology offers the only
opportunity for better unclerstan&ing the rea.li’cy of the
past

Part of this rea_lity is alzo the unclerata.tl&ing
that ln's’cory is not made up of Bi.ngle events, or great
people, or unique ideas alone. As Tony Wrenn and
Elizabeth Muuoy explainecl nearly two decades ado:

Events are only punctuation ma.tl?.s;
the process itvelf is ]:Lisl:ory. It takes
&ays and cla.ys of irritation and heat
and iJ:usult, and grievance to provol?e
a zevolution. A bicentennial
commemorates 200} years — not just
the years on either side of a hy'p]aen

(Wrenn and Mulloy 1976:15).

History is {luid and on-going. It involves both the great
and the small. Archaeological studies help us better
understand both the continuum and also the
importance of the common person.

Many also point out that historic preservation
is a "merit goocl" — simpl'y because preservation is an
important  part of Me, ite perpetuation and
dissemination merits government support, Like foocl,
shelter, and education, some feel that everyone should
be entitled to a minimum quantity and standard of
historic preservation experience, whether that ke
exposure to ]Jia’coricaﬂy signjficant lauﬂclings, a better
uutlers’tan&ing of past industrial technology, or the
a.l:uh{'y to explore Native Americans who lived thousands
of years ago. The government allows preservation efforts
to be available and emphasizea their importance ])y
_ support of preservation on government facilities and
land. Inherent in this is the assumption that, without
sul:sidy, the cost of historic preservation is too 1‘11'31‘1
relative to most consumer's incomes. It follows that
there is an intrinsic wrong in malzi.ng our hiﬂ’tory
available to only the richest 20% of the populaﬁon, who
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are lxlzel'y to represent a very biased cross-section of our
society.

In addition to the legauy mandated goals of
this Et‘lldy, in an effort to expan& the base of our sacio-
cultural [znowleclge, we have identified and attempte& to
incorporate a range of aeconda.ry goals. These xeflect
an effort to address at least some of the issues identified
as important to the discip].ine.

Alt]nough many previous surveys at Fort
Stewart have allowed us to address a broad range of
seconc]ary goals, including reseaxch and methodological
issues, surveys of small tracts in generaﬂy low,
unpxod‘ucﬁva area, permit rather limited research. As a
result, our discussions here are limited to Jﬁcriptive
issues, such as site ﬁmc&ion, clu.ration, and a]nronology,
with only a brief consideration of site location.

No major a.ualytical hypot]:lesea were created
prior to the field work and data analysia, alt}lough
certain expectations regarcling the secondary goals will
he outlined in these discussions. The research Llesign
proposs& for this a'tucly is, as discussed ljy Goo&year et
al. (1979:2), fundamentally explorative and explicative.

As stated above, the primary goals of this
survey were to idenﬁ{'y, record, and assess the
Bigniﬂcance of arc]:aeological sites within the survey
tract. The latter aspect involves the sites' ehgﬂnh‘ry for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,
althougll Chicora Foundation only proviclﬁ an opinion
of Wational Register E‘].lgl}:llllty and the final
determination is made by the lead comp]jance agency,
the United States Army, in consultation with the State
Historio Preservation Officer at the Georgia State
Historic Presetvation Division.

The criteria for ellgﬁnhty for the National
Register of Historic Places is described by 36 CFR
(Code aj[ Fedaral Regw"atfons) Part 60.4% and states that:

2 In addition to these criteria, properties with
traditional religious and cultural importance to Native
American or Native Hawaiian groups may be eligible for the
National Register, even if tl:ley don't seem to fit any of the
outlined categories.
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[tthe quality of significance in
American l'xistory, arc]:li’fectu.re,
a,rcltlaeology, engineering, and culture
is present in dis‘l:ricf:s, pites, l:uilding-s,
gtructures, and ol)jects that possess
integrity of location, cleﬂign, setting,
materiala, worlananship, £eeling, and

association, and

a. that are associated with events that
have made a signj_ficant contribution
to the broad patterns of our l'n'.story;

or

b. that are associated with the lives of
persons signiﬁoant in our past; or

. that em])o&y the distinetive
characteristios of a type, periocl, or
method of construction or that
represent tlle worle o{ a master, or
that possess lng]:l artistio values, or
that represent a significant and
distinguishable  entity  whose
components may lack individual
Jis’cinc’tion; or

d. that have ylelcled, or may be f.i]?ely
to yielcl, information important in
prehistory or Ljﬂtory.

It is generally accepted that "the significance of
an archaeo‘iogical site is hased on the po'cential of the
site to contribute to the scientific or humanistic
understanding of the past" (Bemse et al. 1986:60).
Butler sugpests that the oﬂy valid measurement of
Eligm'{'icance must be based on what he calls the
"theoretical and substantive lznowlec].ge of the cliscip]ine"
at any pa]:’cim:lla'r moment in time (Bu‘cler 1087:821).
While the use of this approac]a over that clevelopecl l)y
Glassow® (1977) has heen suggested, Butler himself

¥ Glassow's (1977) approach to evaluating site
e[igil:ility is througll the use of five properties: site integrity,
gite clarity, artifactual variety, artifactual quantity, and site
environmental context. These qua]iﬁea stregs properties of the
arcllaeological record. Integrity refers to the &egree of

aclznowledges, "we cannot foresee future research
questions, and we may not possess the t]:eory to
interpret and understand all that is present” (Bu’cler
1987:822). At this point in time it seems essential to
recoghnize the importance of agking the right questions
at the right sites, not limiting the number of sites at
which questions are asked, or what queations are posad.
Clearly, asking "right questions" at the "right sites" can
be difficult and requires an understanding of the
"theoretical and substantive knowledge of the discipline”
(Trinkley 1990:30-31).

National Register Bulletin 36 (Townsencl et al.
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five
steps for formiug a clearly defined axp]icit rationale for
either the site's eligibility or lack of eligibility. Briefly,
these gteps are:

® identification of the site's data sets
or categories of arc}laeological
information such as ceramics, hthics,
subsistence remains, architectural
remains, or sub-surface feat'ures;

» identification of the l-nistoricr
context app]jca.lale to the site,
provi&ing a framework for the

evaluative process;

= identification of the important
research questions the site might be
able to address, given the data sets
and the context;

preservation or smount of in situ remains present at a site. It
rvelates to the condition and amount of BI‘CIJ.EIEOIDgiCEd
arlifacl:s, eco£acts, and features found at a site. Clan'fy
indicates how well the strata or subgurface features may be
dmhnguml'lecl Varicty refers to the q'ualitaﬁve va.na]:n]li:y in the
archaeological remains found at a particular site. Quantity
refers to the &equensy or density of the artifacts or subsurface
remnains and it is in many ways one of the easiest properties to
evaluate (although it is certainly not the most important). The
last criterion, envivonmenial cantext, refers to unusual
environmental features or zonation which rrught be important
in Jisl:inguislli.ug sites or gite typea.
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"  evaluation of the site's
archaeo]ogical integrity to ensure
that the data sets were suEBcientIy
well preservecl to address the research
questions; and

»  identification of "important"
research questions among all of those
which might be asked and answered
at the site.

This approac]:l, of course, has been &eve]oped for use
clocumenﬁng e]igi.l)ility of sites L)emg actua.ﬂy nominated
to the National Register of Historic Places where the
evaluative process must Ehancl alone, mtll reiaﬁvely litlzle
reference to other documentation and where typicaﬂy
only one site is being considered.

In the case of a survey which identifies
multiple sites the process outlined Ly Townsend et al.
(1993) can hecome burdensome. Consequently, this
E.tucly has elected to combine some of the ateps, ma]zing
the process more sh:eam]jnecl, without su]:stanﬁvel‘y
a.l’cering the goa.l to ensure that sites capa]:)le of provicling
significant information are provicled the protection
afforded in the historic preservation process. The
clevelopment of a context was not undertaken for each
site, but is found outlined in the pre]:iﬂforic and historic
overview section of this report.

The one exception to this Process occurs when )

sites are situated in areas of unexplodecl ordnance. Fort
Stewart has previou.sly determined that sites located in
such areas — where i is too clangarou.s for perﬁonnel to
conduct subsurface testing or data recovery — will be
considered ineligil:le. This was concurred with }Jy the
Georgia State Historic Preservation Division, which
Eta’tecl, “the information that makes the site eli.gi.]:le for
the National Register under Criterion ‘D' is inacoessible
due to the presence of unexpiocled ordnance” (leH:er
from Mr. Richard Cloues, Deputy State Historc
Preservation Officer to Lt. Colonel Carey W. Brown
dated June 23, 1998).

Archival Research

Site records proviclerl Ly the Consulting
Arcl'laeologist at Fort Stewart were used in the
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lnac];egrouncl research rather than those at either the
University of Ceorgia site files in Athens or
Department of Natural Resources files in Atlanta.

A historic map st‘uc].y of the survey tract was
conducted in the Chicora offices using maps provi&ea lny
the Consu.ltiug A_rcllaeologist. This Stuc[y was initially
})e§u.n as a method to determine if these rslaﬁvely small
farmstead sites were l:eing identified in the feld. If sites
documented to have been present in the early twentieth
century were not found lby our field crews, we felt that
this would indicate that the me’cl'xo&ology ]:eing
employecl was not Euﬁicieut}y robust to allow these types
of sites to be recovere&, assuming of course that there

was no evidence of posrt-clapositional modification.

Based on previous surveys (see for example,
Campo et al. 19992:161-171 and Campo et al,
19995:97-101) we have found evidence tentatively
suggesting that both metl'loclology and also post-
deposiﬁon.al activities have an affect on the
identification of these sites. In general, it seems that
these sites are often ephemeral and are difficult to
recover, yet it seems that many have been obliterated

{rom the lanclsoape tluough rm'.li’cary activities.

Our map study, therefore, begins with an
evaluation of where these farmsteads should be located
and this information is available in the feld. However,
our initial metlmdology is not d:ra.maﬁcaﬂy altered.
Transects are laid out as specﬁ:iecl ]3y the BCOpe of work
using the standard interval. Shovel tests or, in the case
of the sniper rande survey, pedestria.n survey, are
conducted as fhey norma.lly would be. We do instruct
field crews to be pa,r’ficularly attentive on lines where
these structures should be present. In this way we are
able to Perform to the level expao’cecl l:y the Boope of
worla, not u.nduly bias the Tecovery of information, and
still be able to make some statement regarc}.iug the
recovery rate of these gite.

Field Methotlolop’v

As spe:ciﬁecl l)y the Ceorgia State Historic
Preservation Division, an archaeo]ogical site is defined
as a concentration of more than five artifacts in a 20 m
area or any two conseculive positive shovel tests. An
isolated occurrence consists of five or less artifacts. All
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Figure 17. Transects in the survey tract.
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arclqaeological sites
and occurrences were
assigned state site

IIU.H'L}JEIS.

Subsurface
testing, for  the
purpose of &eﬁnmg
gite boundaries,
consisted of testing
along canlinal
directions et 15 m
intervals on sites less
than 50 m across
and 20 m on larger
pites.

Tl'le scope

of work speci{ied ] i
that Ligl-x prol:a]:ility IFigure 18.

-

Y
. " v e

Shovel testing in the survey tract.

A

arecas include
transects and shavel
tests spaced at 30 m intervals across the tract. Low
probability areas consisted of transects spaced at 30 m
mtervale with shovel tests excavated every 50 m.

Shovel tests, which were typically 30 cm by 30
cm or greater, were excavated to subsoil (ie., the B
horizon by USDA definition) or the maximum depth
achievable with a shovel (about 75 cm). Shovel test
depths generally ranged from 30 to 55 om, although

some were more shallow due to the presence of water
within the test. Fill was screened through 0.62 cm
mesh hardware cloth and soil si:ratigrap]:ly was recorded

on positive shovel tests.

Positive shovel tests recorded &unn,g the survey
of transects were further tested by positioning shovel
tests in a cruciform in cardinal directions from the
origina[ positive shovel test. Shovel tests were excavated
in this cruciform shape until two negative shovel tests in
a row were encountered. When raore than five artifacts
were recovered in two consecutive s]mvel tests, the area
was designated a site and a 50 em by 50 cm test unit
was openei The test units were excavated to subsoil
and soil profiles for these units were recorded using the
Munsell Color Chart designation. Overall views of the
sites and pllotogra.p]:ls of the test units were taken using
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black and white and color transparency film.

The presence of unexplocle& ordnance in the
sniper tract made it necessary for us to undertake only
a pedestrian survey of the project area. We performed
po subsurface testing, as requested by Fort Stewart’s
Consulting Archaeologist. We examined the survey
tract by walking 30 m transects, collecting artifacts, and
noting the location aiong the transects. Cround
vml:n]lty ranged from no vxs:bi]ﬂ'y in forested arcas with
dense leaf litter, to 50% in areas of the Sniper Range.
Survey transects were plotte& and numbered on a project
feld map and transect logs were lzept indicating the
location and the soil conditions for each shovel test.
Field notes for each positive shovel test and surface

collecl:ion, in addition to site notes and maps were also
recorded.

During the course of this project 35 transects
with 373 shovel tests were placed in the high prol:aj:ility
area, In the low probability survey area 94 transects
were established and 1,103 shovel tests were examined.
Combined, 1,475 shovel test locations were examined
in the two areas. Of these 30 were not excavated,
accounting for 2% of the total. Most of these (n=19,
63%) were not fully excavated because of standing water
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or soils with water freely flowing into the hole during
excavation. An additional 10 shovel tests were not
excavated because of obstacles such as dense brush or
]:uaavy disturbances. One shovel test was not excavated
because of an adjacent bee's nest. In the sniper range a
series of 40 transects, each 30 m apart, were walked
and visually inspec’tecl. Shovel test logs were not
maintained for these areas, but numbers of negative
surface collections in each tract were noted in claﬂy feld

notes.

At each site, a sketch map was drawn to scale
slnowing the locations of shovel tests, test units, natural
and man-made featureﬂ, and datums. In adc]ition, GPS

positions were taken at all sites.

The GPS positions were taken with a Garmin
GPS 12XL Personal Navigator™ rover used with a
CGarmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver™. At each site, at
Jeast 50 positions were tecorded since averaging provides
some improvement on accuracy, GPS accuracy is
generaﬂy affected by a number of sources of error,
inclucliug selective availalai]ity, errors with satellite
0100125, and mulﬁpa’clﬁng. Satellite clock errors can
occur when the satellite’s clock is a little as a
millisecond OH, or when the orbit is slig]:l’cly asI?.eW,
tasultmg in a distance ervor. Mulﬁpathing occurs when
the signal received from the satellites bounces off trees,
chain 11111! fences, and bodies of water. The most
extreme source of GPS error is selective avmla.ln.ll’cy
(SA). This is the deliberate mistiming of satellite stgnals
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
95% of the time. .

GPS readings taken with SA active® can be
corrected J:!y comparing them to data collected
simultaneously at a known location or hase station,
known as differential correction (or DGPS). This was
undertaken with the Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Recetver
which processes differential correction and records the
corrected GPS UTM coordinates on the Garmin

¥ Recently the Department of Defense has turned
off celective availability. Our work elsowhere is suggesting that
3D and DGPS are providing very similar results.

Personal Navigator.

The oritical parameters used By the Chicora
Taver aﬁemptecl to maximize both data qua_lity and
quantity, using the Garmin recommended fault settings
(for example, the PDOP maslz, which is an indication
of the accuracy of the GPS positions which are
caleulated, is set at 6, with PDOPs below 4 being
excellent and above & being poor). Unlike several earlier
surveys undertaken on post, we did not encounter any
prol)lems with data collection.

As discussed in the previous report {Campo et
al. 1999:74), GPS coordinates used in previous surveys
have been msaﬁs{ac‘tory par’riaﬂy due to the use of
NAD (North American Datum) 83 setting at both the
base station at Fort Stewart and the rover used }Jy
Chicora, while USGS topographic maps are still printed
using NAD 27. Many of these préeviously gathered
coordinates were also atfected }JY mul’cipat]:jng, caused

Table 5.
UTM Coordinates (NAD 27)
DGPS Map Interpo]ation
Site N E N E

9LIS74 3532104 430701
QLISZ5 3532257 430164

T 3532140 430700
3532250 430150

I:)y the dense tree cover in the survey tracts cluring the
summer. We seemn to have met with greater success
during this survey. Ag Table 5 shows, the GPS
ooordinates are exi:remely close to the hand p]o’cted
coordinates. The location of one site at the intersection
of several major roads shown on the USGS maps
ensures that the hand plotte& location is correct,
aHowing us to acm.u:a.fely compare the two coordinates
for at least that one site. The isolated find was situated
in a I:leavily wooded area with no reaclily identifiable
lanJmarlzs, except for a nori:h-aou’ch running trail. In
this case, it seems lilzely that the DGPS position is far
more aocurate.

The reason for this improved level of GPS
accuracy is attributed to the use of an antennas with an

18-foot estension capability. We helieve that this

eliminated prolalems previously encountered with
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mu.ltipal:hing, provicling a clear view for satellites.

No deviations from the original methoclology
described in the Scope of Work other than those
mentioned hefore occurred clu.rmg the field work. No
other unusual or expec’cecl pro}alems occurred clu_rlng the

stuc}y which affects the qua.]lty of the data.
La.]:)ora.torv Methods

The cIeani.ng of artifacts and ca.’caloging of the
specimens was conducted at Chicora laboratories in
Columbia in January 2000. The materials have been
curated at Fort Stewart and have heen cata‘loge& using
that institution's accessioning practices which are an
adaptation of those used ]Jy the University of Ceorgia at
Athens. No specimens were identified which required
conservation or stabilization. Specimens were Packe& in
plasﬁc Lags and boxed. Field notes were prapa.re(l on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic
materials were Procesae& to archival standards, All field
notes, with archival copies, have also been curated with
this faci]ity. '

A_nalysis of the historic collections follow
pro£essiona11y acceptecl standards with a level of
suitability to the quantity and quality of the remains.
In general, the temporal, cultural, and typological
classificationg of historic remains follow such authors as
Clushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), Miller {1980,
1991}, Noel 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), MoNa]ly
(1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton and Arkush (1996)
provide an excellent overview of a broad range of other
historic material, alﬂ:oug]n primary sources will typica]}y
be provi&ecl in the text if the remains require a more
detailed ana.lysis.
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RESULTS OF SURVEY

Introduction.

The cultural resources identified during the
intengive survey of the 322.5 ha NRMU D7.2 and the
atliacent Sniper Range include a single historic site and

one isolated occurrence (Figurel9).

Both of these resources are recommended as
ineligi]:;le for the National Register. The identified
historic site is far too disturbed ]:)y military operations to
enable it to address signi{icant research questions. The
isolated find consists of a single specimen and is, Ly
cle'fim'ﬁon, ineligi]:le. The gize, component, qua.cl map,
artifact numl)er, and eligi})ility recommendations for

EaC}'l 'L'ESEEI.I'Cl'l are S]’lOWIl in Tal)le 6

Site 9LI8ZS

Site QLIBTS is a historic scatter measuring 60
m north-south by 45 m east-west, yielding an

also noticed a scatter of historic materials, including
prima.’dly conorets, ]:ricks, mortar, and metal ﬁagmen'l's.
Further surface investigation revealed the remains of a
wmilitary bunker {2 mound of soil and timber debris) at
the northeastern eclge of the site area, as well as a
borrow pit at the northwest eclge. Further to the west is’
an old road ]Jecl, shown on the Fort Stewart maps, but
no longer shown on the USGS fopographic map.
Concrete steps were found between Transects 12 and 13
(Figure 21). While still in the probable building ares,
these steps exhibit &amage consistent with buﬂdozi_ng
(i.e., no longer tilted and cracked). Also present in this
area were a number of trees evic]sncing the remains of
metal turpentine collectors or v—shapecl outs typ-ical of
turpentine collection. Close inspection also revealed
congiderable mi}.itary trash in the general area, as well as
track ruts.

" With the recovery of remains from two 30 m
shovel tests, additional shovel tests were excavated at 15
m intervals from the positive

Table 6.
Archaeological Sites in the Survey Tract

NE =u70t7 eligi]:vle

tests on cardinal directions
until at least two negative tests
were obtained. The site area
was therefore investigatecl ]:y a

Site Component Size Astifact # Quad Map Eligibility series of 31 shovel tests. Of
QLI874  Isolated find 1 m? 1 Taylors Creek NE th lv 239
OLI875 Ilistoricsits  2,700m2 150 Taylors Crosk ~ NE ese, seven (or neary 23%)

were positive, producing 138
artifacts (exclucling brick and
charcoal, see Table 7). An

occupation area of about 2,700 m? (Figure 20). The
site is located east of the intersection of F.8. Roads 36
and 37D, south of the community of Bland Town
previous}y reported Ly Panamerican Consultants (Ii‘l:t]e
et al. 2000). The central UTM coordinates are
N3532257 E430154 and the elevation is about 26 m
above mean sea level (AMSL).

The site was initiaﬂy identified lay shovel
testing on Transects 12 and 13, which produced
positive tests at 14 and 15 respectively. Survey crews

additional two artifacts were
identified on the surface {not collected were brick,

concrete, and 1a.rge metal ﬁagments).

Of the 140 artifacts {again, excluding brick
and charcoal), none offer particularly useful dates, The
whiteware present on the site is consistent with
materials manufactured ’cI'lroug]:lout the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. The brass shell casing is
suggestive of the twentieth century. None of the glass is
solarlzed, suggesting that the clear glass present on the
site post-dates the first quarter of the twentieth century
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Figure 19. Sites identified in the survey area.
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Table 7.
Antifacts Recovered from OLIgIS

N200 N200 N200 N215 N215 N230 N245  TestUnitl
- Sudfage E185 F200 E215 Eig5__E E200 0-10 10-20
whitsware, undec. 2] 2
glass, clear 1 4 2 1 2
glass, aqua 1 1 1 1
glass, [Jrown 1
glasa, melted 23
window glass 1 2 1 6 1 1
UID nail fregments 5 6 24 1
machine cut nails 1 17
wire nails 1 4 5 3
brick fragments 2 3 5
shell casing 1
strap buckle 1
brass knob 1
UID #ron 1 2
staples 1
barbed wire &agmenis 5
brass tube fragment 1

(Jones and Sullivan 1986:13). Both wire and machine
cut nails are present, suggestive of a twentieth century
date. The types of artifacts present, however, ave
suggestive of a domestic site, Nails and window glass (as
well as the anl?.)

zeveal considerable cliversity in. the soil proﬁles. The A
horizon varies from 9 to 35 cm, typically a brown
(LOYR4/3) sandy loam ovezlying a very pale brown
(10YRZ/3) sand. These profiles are generally consistent

indicate a structure,
while the ceramics
and container glass
are representative of
kitchen group
artifacts. Also
present are a few
items (such as the
staple and barhed
wire) which would
normaﬂy]:e included
in an  activities
group, althougll they
may o represent
materials not climctly
associated with the

occupation.

<

The shovel
tests in the site area

igure 21. Concrete

steps at OL1875,
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Figure 22. Test unit at GLI875, view to the north.

the distribution of the ornamentals, it is
possi]:;le that this site was origma.ﬂy larger,
but military activities have signif:icantly
reduced its size.

This site is not shown on either the
Hinesville 15' topographic sheet from 1918,
or the same sheet revised in 1950. Nor is it
shown on the Taylors Creek 7.5' topographic
sheet, published in 1958. By the 1973
photo revision, however, there are three
buildings shown in this ares. This
information would suggest that the site post-
dates 1958 and predates’ 1973. While the
artifacts could date this late, we would have
expected to also recover plastic and rubber
items from this late a site.

On the other hand, informants

with Stilson sands. The variation in the depth of the A
horizon was lilaely caused }Jy the extensive mﬂitary
operations which have taken pla.ce on the site.

A single 50 cm test unit was excaveted
northwest of the initial positive shovel test on Transect
13, in the area of
densest artifact

bave told David McKivergan (personal
communicetion 1999) that a house site was situated in
this area during the early twentieth century. Moreover,
the site is situated immediately south of the location of
Bland Town, a 1930s kin-based turpentine community
(Little et al. 2000:70). It may be that the occupation
post-dates the 1915 map, was completely abandoned by
1950, and was not plotted on either map. The artifacts

concentrations at the
site (Figure 22). This
test revealed a profile
consistent with the
shovel tests, altllough
it had a very thin A
horizon.  Artifacts
were found to only
20 cm below the
surface.

The vegeta-
tion in the site area is
dominated by
relatively large oaks,
with some pines and
a number of
ornamental PlantS.
including  wisteria
(Figure 23). Given

: L . 1
igure 23. Vegetation in the vicinity of QLIBTS.
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from the site are consistent with a site c].ating from this
perioc]. and this interpretation seems far more reasonable
than a late twentieth century site. The late maps,
documenting a series of structures in this area cluring
the 1060s and 1970s, help explain some of the
disturbance to the site.

This investigation reveals data sets i.ncludi.ng
}eitc]:len, arclﬁtecture, arms, Sta.He, and other achivity
a_.rl:i{acts. One Pro]:lem with the asseluljlage, however, is
that sttinguislﬁng between ca. 1930 and ca. 1960

glass or architectural items will prove very difficult. In
ﬂw‘l‘, it is lilzel'y that the two could on_ly be disﬁnguishecl
on the basis of the entire assem]:llage, or on the hasis of
the arc}naeological feature.

Yet, the integrity of the site suggests that this
is Iil:ee[y impossi]:le. Rutting, evidence of mi]i’fary use,
‘and bulldozing have all taken a significant toll on the
site. It is unlllzely that the data sets can be Eeparatecl or
tl-nat otller data sets, sucll as intact fea‘rures, remains.

0 15 30 45
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Figure 2. Ske’cch map of isolated find at 9LIRT4.

|
|
!
'~ N215-
T19 s
N T S— SR LI S
N185 -
N170 -
| | !
E155 E170 E185

©
5]
Q
o S
[y
i
° 2
- X IS ST1
< *
Q
o & N
-
1
o (=)
I [ |
E200 E215 E230

© NEGATIVE SHOVEL TEST
e POSITIVE SHOVEL TEST

b4




RESULTS OF SURVEY

As a result, it is unlikely that this site can
address the significant research questions appropriate for
Bland Town. Consecp.tent]y, the site is recommended
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register and

we recommend no additional management activities at
this site.

Isolated Find at QLIB74

Find 9LI874 is an isolated white clay tobacco

overlying 40 em of a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4)
sandy loam. This profile is consistent with the Leefield
Series. Alt}zoug]: these soils are characterized as
somewhat pcotly drained, these soils appearecl
a&equa.’cel‘y drained Aunng the survey. The vegetation in
the site area consisted of mixed hardwoods and pines.

Baged on information obtained from this
sUTVEY, this find does not possess the data sets necesgary
for inclusion on the National Register and is

recommended  not

i ATIg L 4
FER P T

st gl e T o : - 3 St o
Figure 25. Vegetation in the vicinity of 9LI874, view to the south.

dligible. No ad-
ditional managernent
activities are

recommended,
pen&ing the con-
currence of the lead
federal agency and
the QGeoxgia State
Historie Preser-
vation Officer.

pipe stem. It was located in the upper 30 em of Shovel
Test 2 on Transect 19, about 40 m west of a dirt trail
and 610 m south of its junction with F.S. Road 36.
The site's central UTM coordinates are N3532104
E430701 and the elevation is about 25 m AMSL.

An additional four shovel tests (as well as
Shovel Tests 1 and 3 on Transect 19, Shovel Test 2 on
Transect 18 to the north and Shovel Test 2 on
Transect 20 to the south) were excavated at 15 m
intervals on cardinal directions (Figure 24). All were

negative.

Shovel Test pro{ilw in this area reveal ;Lout
30 om of a very dark gray {(10YR3/1) 1oa.my sand
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CONCLUSIONS

As a result of this combination shovel test and
Peflestrian survey of 322.6 ha in the gurvey tracts
encompassing NRMU D7.2 and the adjacent Sniper
Range, one historic site and an isolated find were
identified. Both are recommended as not e[igi_l:vle for
inclusion on the National Register.

Issues discussed in these conclusions include
an overview of current predictive rﬁode]in.g, which
includes an examination of locational da’ca, the use of
historic maps as an indicator of historic sites on the
survey tract, and an overview of what the one identified
site may contribute to our un&erstancling of Bland
Town, identified to the north of the survey tract.

Historic Maps for the Survey Tract

The Hinesville 1918 and 1950 15
topographic maps were both examined to determine
what, if any, historic resources mlght be shown within
the survey tracts. A number of landscape features in the
area c]nang&cl between the creation of the two maps,
most sigui.ficantly the rise of Fort Stewart in an area
which previously consisted prima.rﬂy of small farms and
pine trees. But in the Burvey arca the most noticeable
difference between the two maps are c]:xangeﬁ in the road
network,

Figure 26 shows the survey boundaries overlaid
on the Hinesville 1918 map. While a small segment of
F.S. Road 36 at the northwest edga of the survey tract
was the same in 1918 as it is today, other roads have
changed dramatically. The 1918 map also very
graplﬁcaﬂy reveals the extensive lowland in both the
Sniper Range and also the low prolja.l)ility survey area of
NRMU D7.2.

The 1918 map reveals only ane structure
within  the survey tract. The Luﬂdmg, lilzely a
farmhouse, is situated north of a road running east-west

through the swamp (although the house itself is situated
on a finger of what is shown as drier land}). This
structure continues to be shown on the 1950
’topograpl'lic map, but t]iB&ppea‘rB }Jy the time the 1958
Taylors Creek 7.58' USGS topograp}n'c map is issued.

We determined that the structure should be
situated between Transects 80 and 100. The crew was
instructed to pay pa:d:iaula.r attention to any evidence of
brick or domesticated pla.n’ts. Beyon& this, no deviations
were made to the methodology. The shovel tests on the
transects placecl in this area pxocluced no cultural
remains. The shovel tests revealed soils with reduced A
horizons, indicative of the wet con&iﬁons, and many
tests revealed black, wet or moist soil. Only two areas of
turpentine trees were observed — on Transect 96 and
09. No other surface indications of any cultural activity
were noted. The sSurvey crews did not notice any
domestic vegetation or concentrations of oaks or pecans,
al’chouglq vegetation was thick in numerous areas.

As we have noticed in previous surveys, the
likelihood of finding any specific historic site is variable
and depends on both the military (and other) activities

which have taken place in the area, and the luck of the
transect ]_:v].acement.

It appears that many historic sites were
intentionaﬂy targetecl Ly the mi]itary for removal.
Structures often appear to be bulldozed, at times with
even the rubble l:ein.g removed. This leaves a very sparse
archeological footprint, malzi.ng recovery difficult. Even
when structures didn't receive this particular attention,
they were often located at the junctions of roads —
areas where rni]i’cary activities seem to also congregate,
In many cases this abandance of military activity,
especiauy I)y tracked ve]:licles, has signjficantly reduced
the archaeological visibility of the sites.

Moreover, there is increasing evidence that
structural remains are far more lilzely to be found ]3y
close interval testing than by the 30 by 50 m shovel test
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L

L‘Fig\ma 26. Suwvey boundaries overlaid on the Hinesville 1918 15' topographic map, showing one historic site in thel
survey tract.
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CONCLUSIONS

placemen{: used in low pro]:a.l)ility areas. For example,
Keel (1999) reports that structures are best found with
testing conducted at an 8 m interval and his work at
Magnolia Plantation in Natchitoches, Louisisna pretty
clearly demonstrates the loss of data that occurs when
the interval is increased to even 15 m. With this in
mind, it is exceec].ingly un]jlzely that the structures
identified on historic maps will be consistently located
using the current gurvey mefho&ology. When they are
found it is lilzely a convergence of gocld surface mll:)lllty

and luck. This certain}y geems to be the indication

based on our previous studies at Fort Stewart.

Of course, the question is whether these
resources warrant such a rigorous methoclology,
espeeiaﬂy singe 80 many seem to have been heavily
impac’ced Ly military activities and are cunently juclged
to be ineligi]:le. This is not a question we can answer,
but it is one that should be carefuuy considered ]Jy
future researchers on Fort Stewart. .

The Current Predictive Model and Land Use

As was ]Jrieﬂy discussed in the Natural
Setting chapter, Fort Stewart's predictive madel has
recently been revised talzing into account the more than
15,378 ha of archacological surveys undertaken on post
{McKivergan 1998). McKivergan (1998:1) discounts
distance to water as a critical factor in site Pro}:a})ijity
based on the post’s excessive surface waters. According
to McKivergan {1998:1), less than 687 hectares of the
entire post are more than 500 meters from a surface

water source. This should be a]nun&ant}y clear to any
researcher who spen&s any time at aﬂ on the post.

The revised predictive model places more
importance on soil types, rather than distance to water,
as an indication of sites throughout the post, Based on
the 15,378 hectares of archacological survey, soil
prol)al)ilitiw have been revisecl, and contimie to he

revised as more acreage ip su:veye&.

Currently, A]_l:any 1oamy fine saucla, Blanton
sand, Bonifay fine sand, Dothan loamy sand (with
slopes less than 29), Fuquay loamy sand (with less than
5% slopes), Leefield loamy sand, Qcilla loamy fine sand
and complex, Osier soils, Pelham loamy sands, Stilson
IOEL'[T[Y SanCL ﬁnd T]‘.&On loamy Ban(l Sﬂi].s are Clﬂ-sﬁiﬁecl as

high pm]:al:i]it-y soils, suggesting that these soils will
have a higller number of atcha,eological remains than
other pro]Ja]:ri]ity soils,

The current survey tract is very small and was
compoaecl almost entirely of lower pro]:a.]:ility soils. As
previous mentioned, only three of these lngh prol:a]:i]jty
soils are found in the survey tract — Leeﬂelcl, Pe]]:am,
and Stilson. Combined, they account for only 18% of
the aoreage. Incliviclu.any, the only soil which accounts
for more than 10% of the survey tract is the Leefield
Series, which is found on 10.4% of the tract.

It should pro]:a.]aly, therefore, come as no real
surprise that the one site identified was found on
Leefield scils. What may be more surprising is that the
other projec{'erl historic sites (Wlnch was not fou.nd) ; was
apparen’tly located in an area of Johngon and Bibb soils
— eoils which are re?orted to poorly to very poorly
drained and to exhibit su;face poncling of water {Looper
1982:277).

Does this mean that some poor farmer choose
to place their family in the midst of a swamp? This
doeen't geem lllzely and this site location shows one of
the problems in reliance on soils for classification of
survey methoc]ology. USDA soil maps involve sampling,
auowing small enclaves of one soil fype to be hidden by
Bunoum:ling soil units, In other words, the farm house
being soug}x’c rmgh’c be constructed on better drained soil
which simp}y covers too small an area to be inoluded in -
the mapping.

Moreover, historic site locations tend to be
found near toa.c]s; a majority of which were pul‘olic prior
to the acguisition of the Fort Stewart property in the
19405, as can be seen in the location of structures
along roads on the historic maps for the survey tracts.
Both the projected (Lut not founcl) and the identified

site located cluring the Burvey were clirac‘l:ly acliacent 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,
A8.1, and B24.2 were located along historic roads. A
gurvey of nine tracts in Evans and Li]:erty Counties
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found that of 38 historic sites and isolated occurrences,
only six were not located a.long roads, but found between
50-200 m of a road {Campo et al. 1999:177). 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 (Tri_n_lzley et al.
1998) In the }AECK Drop Zone aurvey tract
(Tri.nle_ley et al. 1996) two historic sites were recovered,
both at intersections. Of the 32 sites recovered from
two survey tracts in 1997 (Tnnl?jey et al. 1997z}, nine,
or 28% were found at intersections, eiglﬂ:, or 25% were
{ound on a roacl, and 47% were within 90 to 390 m of
a road. C'learly, there is a correlation between road and

historic site locations.

Al’c]:loug]: data from these studies is not
aclequate to support revisione in the Fort Stewart
predictive model, they do suggest, {iret, that site density
is Ii.lzely to exhihit COI’].EiJ.EIa]'Jle variation, and seconcl,
that the factors aﬂec’cin.g historic site locations are more
complex than the current model suggests.

These {-ac"l:ors, combined with concerns over
the a.l)lllty of the current metl'loc].ology to locate small
historic farmsteads, may be issues that Fort Stewart
wishes to address in future research designs.

The survey tract is located in the southern
portion of Fort Stewart, south of Georgia State
Highway 144. A single site was identified during the
survey, vielding a site density of 0.31 site per km?2. This
is far lower than previous Chicora studies. Bven if the
pedesl'nan survey acreage is removed, the site density is
still only 0.43 site per k2.

Information on Bland Town

The current survey has identified one
additional component (QLI87Z5) to the Bland Town
settlement. Unforl:una.tely, the site has been ]Jeavily
i.mpade& by mi]itary activities and is not lilze}y able to
address any significant research questions. Like other
historic setl:lements, such as Taylors Creelz, identified
on Fort Stewart, abandonment, intentional demolition,
and  additional yeors of mi'ita.ry operations have
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| Acc #[Box #] Bag || County |' Site | Contracto Project | Prov. Artifacts .~ Date_|Cataloger
1055 31 1 ‘Liberty  [[9LI874 | Chicora |FortStewart12 | N200E200 | 1 white clay pipestem 1-5-00 DH
055 (2 |2 \ Liberty  9LI876 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 ‘Surface 1 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 12 2 Liberty ;9LI875 |Chicora | FortStewart12 | Surface 1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
1055 ‘ 1 3 ‘ Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 ‘ N200E185 | 8 whiteware, undscorated 1-5-00 DH
055 12 13 Liberty guig7s | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 DH
055 2 3 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora ‘ Fort Stewart 12 | N200E185 |4 glass, clear 1-5-00 PH
ﬂ 055 i2 3 |Liberty 9LI875 |Chicora | FortStewart12 |N200E185 |5 UID nail fragments 1-5-00 DH
1055 |2 3 Liberty 911875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 machine cut naif 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 3 ‘ Liberty 9Li875 |Chlcora | Fort Stewart 12 | N200E185 |1 wire nail fragment 1-5-00 DH
Q55 12 I3 Liberty 9LIB75 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 | 2 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 (12 3 Liberty 9LIB75 | Chicora |Fort Stewart12 | N200E185. |1 brass shell casing 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 3 |Liberty 9L1875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N200E185 |2 brick fragments 1-5-00 DH
1055 12 3 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 jDH |
055 |2 4 | Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | N200E200 |1 strip of iron 1-5-00 DH ‘{
085 12 '5 Liberty 011875 |Chicora j{FortStewart12 | N200E215 | 1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 iDH
1055 1 6 Liberty {9LIB75 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E185 |2 whitewars, undecorated 1-5-00 DH "
p055 [2 6 |Liberty |9LIB75 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E185 |1 glass, brown 1-5-00 DH
055 ;2 6 Liberty gLI875 | Chicora |ForiStewart12 |N215E185 |1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 6 'Liberty 811875 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N215E185 3 brick fragments 1-5-00 DbH ﬂ
055 12 7 ! Liberty 911875 | Chicora | FortStewart12 |N215E200 32 glass, clear 1-5-00 | DH
055 2 7 Liberty 9LIg75 | Chicora n Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 1 glass, agua 1-5-00 DH
* 0s5 |2 7 ilberty [OLi875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 |6 window glass 1-5.-00  |OH
055 ;2 7 Liberty :9LI875 | Chicora -1 Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 {8 UID nail fragments 1-5-00 DH
'1‘ 055 I 2 7 | Liberty [ 9LI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 |4 wire nails 1-5-00 w DH 1
l 085 12 7 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | FortStewart12 | N215E200 :1 brass knob 1-5-00 | DH |
055 |2 7 Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora [ Fort Stewart 12 | N215E200 | 1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 DH i
055 |2 7 |Liberty [ oL1875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 15 brick fragments ﬂ 1-5-00 DY v
055 (|2 8 Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora [ Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 ‘ 23 glass, melted i 1-5-00 fDH
055 |2 8 ‘ Liberty 9LIB75 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | N230E200 | 24 UID nail fragmenits [ 1-5-00 DH “
055 2 g Liberty 9U1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 ‘7 machine cut nall fragments 1-5-00 1 DH
0585 (2 8 ‘ Liberty ‘ gLI875 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 | 10 machine cut nails 1-5-00 DH J
. L ! \
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! Artifacts

[ Acc #1Box #| Bag | County Site | Contractor] Project Prov. Date  { Cataloger
055 |2 ] Liberty '||SLIBTS |[Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 5 wire nalls 1-5-00 ‘DH
Q55 |2 8 tLiberty 4OLI875 ||Chicora Fort Stewart 12 1N230E200 1 staple 1-5-00 | DH
055 |2 8 Liberty 19Li875 [Chicora |FortStewart12  N230E200 |5 barbed wire fragments 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 8 Liberty oLIB75 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 | 1 strap buckle 1-5-00 ‘DH
055 |2 8 Liberty  |9LI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N230QE200 |1 brass tube fragment 1-5-00 ‘ DH
055 ||2 8 Liberty gLIB75 ||Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 |N230E200 | 2 flat UID iren fragments 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 18 Liberty gLI875 ||Chicora ||Fort Stewart12 {N230E200 |1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 19 Libety |9LI875 | Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N245E200 1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 12 9 Liberty :OLI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 [IN245E200 |1 UID nail fragment 1-5-00 DH
055 12 10 Libarty gLI875 | Chicora iFort Stewart12 TU2 0-10cm | 1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 DH
1085 |2 10 | Uberty 9LI875 |Chicora jFortStewart12  TU2 0-10cm | 1 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 'l2 10 | Liberty oLI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |TU2 0-10cm | 1 window glass 1-5-00 |DH
055 2 11 uliberty 9LI875 "Chicora |FortStewart12 |TU210-20c )2 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 J2 11 |Liberty gLI875 . Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | TUZ2 10-20¢ [ 3 wire nails | 1-5-00 | DH n
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