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INTRODUCTION  

 

 

Per state statute (Indiana Code 14-21-1-12), one of the duties of the Division of Historic 

Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA) is to develop a program of archaeological research and 

development, including the publication of information regarding archaeological resources in the 

state. This journal is one of the ways the DHPA addresses that mandate.  In addition, Indianaôs 

Cultural Resources Management Plan 2005 to 2011 (DHPA 2005:32) also lists educating the 

public about Indianaôs prehistoric and historic Native American cultures and identifying, and 

studying Native American, African-American, and other ethnic and cultural heritage resources, 

as ways to accomplish several preservation goals. The variety of archaeological sites in Indiana 

is wide-ranging and impressive. Virtually all of the cultural groups prehistorically and 

historically in Indiana are represented archaeologically in one way or another.  

 We are pleased to offer this digital document containing articles on a broad range of 

archaeological and anthropological topics. Archaeology is happening regularly in Indiana, and 

all of these articles provide the reader with various insights into many important sites, theories, 

and projects. To view previous volumes of Indiana Archaeology, go to http://www.in. 

gov/dnr/historic/3676.htm. 

For those who may not be familiar with some archaeological terms, a helpful glossary of 

some of these general terms is included in the back of this journal. To also aid the non-

archaeologist reader, a general overview of prehistoric time periods may be found at the end of 

this volume.  Additional archaeological outreach documents, including Early Peoples of Indiana, 

may be accessed at www.IN.gov/dnr/historic. For those readers who may not be familiar with the 

authors and editors of the volume, biographical information is provided. Feel free to access our 

Indiana archaeological travel itinerary (http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic/files/travelsarchaeo.pdf) if 

you would wish to visit an archaeological site. The DHPA also urges you to participate in the 

annual Indiana Archaeology Month in September. If you have an interest in providing a 

voluntary financial donation to contribute to archaeology in our state, consider the Archeology 

Preservation Trust Fund (http://www.in.gov/dnr/historic/5897.htm). 

With this volume, the editors are introducing a new sectionðoccasional ñreportsò or 

ñfeaturesò on various archaeological topics pertinent to specific regions, counties, or city/towns 

of Indianaðto disseminate further archaeological information of local, topical, and community 

interest. If qualified professional archaeologists, professionals in fields related to archaeology, 

avocational archaeologists, and knowledgeable individuals with expertise in relevant topics wish 

to tender a credible submission, please contact the editors for consideration prior to submission.  

If individuals or groups have particular topics or ideas they wish to offer, the editors welcome 

suggestions. 

 

- - JRJ, ALJ 
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LOOKING FOR YANKEETOWN IN POSEY COUNTY , INDIANA  

Susan M. Alt, Meghan Buchanan and Elizabeth Watts 

Indiana University 

Bloomington, IN 

 

 

In this paper preliminary data is presented from excavations at the Dead Manôs Curve site 

(12Po3), in southern Indiana (Figure 1). This was the first step in the Investigating Yankeetown 

project. Yankeetown Phase people, (dated from A.D. 700 to 1100) are believed by some to be 

ancestral to the Mississippian Angel Phase people, while others suggest Yankeetown settlement 

represents an intrusive group who moved into southern Indiana from some unknown locale 

(Garniewicz et al. 2009; Redmond 1990). The authorsô interest in Yankeetown, however, 

originated with evidence that Yankeetown people migrated from southern Indiana and settled in 

Cahokian villages (Figure 2) (Alt 2002a, b; 2006a, b).   

The excavations at Dead Manôs Curve were designed to explore Yankeetown settlement 

in Posey County, Indiana.  The researchers hoped to excavate a Yankeetown house (which was 

accomplished and is reported on here), and thus begin to develop a database with which to 

understand Yankeetown settlement and how it relates to the genesis of the Mississippian Angel 

Phase and the founding of places like Angel Mounds. But ultimately, not only is more needed to 

be known about Yankeetown people to better understand the Angel phase people, but we believe 

this data is necessary to better understand the Mississippian transformations (which began at 

Cahokia, in west central Illinois; Pauketat 2004) that swept across the Midwest and Southeast.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Map 

of excavation 

units at Dead 

Man's Curve. 
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 The authors believe people were drawn to the Cahokia area, and by their very presence, 

despite their efforts to fit in, their differences unwittingly helped spark many of the changes that 

led to Mississippian culture and greater complexity. This occurred through a process of 

ñhybridity,ò a process whereby people who are engaged with difference are more likely to 

generate new cultural forms (Alt 2002a, 2006a, b). At Cahokia, the mixing of old and new, 

recently arrived people living with long term residents, and many of these residing in new places, 

led to a process of hybridity. Ultimately, we assert that an influx of immigrants from places like 

southern Indiana, plus a process such as hybridity may help explain the development of 

Mississippian culture (Alt 2006b). 

 

 

Figure 2. Map showing the Yankeetown region, Dead Manôs Curve, and Cahokia. 

 

  

 Located in Illinois east of St. Louis, Cahokia began as a typical farming village but, for 

unknown reasons and within the span of a generation, was transformed into a city. With 

exponential growth came political and social change, but the Cahokians did not just develop a 

new form of politics, they changed everything from how they built and arranged houses to how 

Figure 2.  Map showing the Yankeetown region, Dead Man's Curve, and Cahokia. 

Yankeetown 

Region 

 

 

Cahokia 

Dean 

Manôs 

Curve 
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they made pottery (Milner 1998; Pauketat 1994, 2004; Pauketat and Emerson 1997). Although 

analysts accepted that changes in daily life were symptomatic of large scale political change, 

there is no satisfying reason as to why a change in leadership should lead to changes in things 

like cooking-ware, particularly when conventional wisdom determined that the changes were 

internally driven, not imported from other communities or imposed by invading peoples. So, 

while Cahokia provides a case study of internally driven rapid development of social and 

political complexity, the mechanisms of change remained elusive (Milner 1998; Pauketat 1994, 

2004; Pauketat and Emerson 1997). Research around Cahokia led the senior author to suspect 

that the changes that occurred were related to the presence of immigrants who, by their very 

presence, unwittingly helped spark many of the changes associated the genesis of Mississippian 

culture (Alt 2006a, b, 2008). 

So, what might the Yankeetown Phase, a Late Woodland entity in southwestern Indiana 

have to tell us about Cahokia and the beginnings of Mississippian culture? To some degree, the 

answer resides in the fact that Yankeetown material has long been found at and around Cahokia, 

with sherds of the foreign pots being found at Cahokiaôs Tracts 15A and 15B, in the sub-mound 

51 feasting pit, and at upland sites of the Richland Complex, including the Mound centers such 

as the Pfeffer and Emerald sites, as well as at the Knoebel site (Alt 2002b; Koldehoff et al. 1993; 

Kruchten 2000; Pauketat 1998; Pauketat et al. 2002). 

A reanalysis of the Knoebel site (located 11 miles east of Cahokia in St. Clair County, 

Illinois) in conjunction with the excavation and analysis of towns in Cahokiaôs upland Richland 

Complex in particular, led the senior author to conclude that some places not only contained 

alien pottery, but also seemed ñoffò in other ways. For example, at the Knoebel site, 5 percent of 

the vessels were Yankeetown decorated waresðkeep in mind Blasingham found that only 20 

percent of the ceramics from excavated pits at the Yankeetown site were decorated (Alt 2002b; 

Blasingham  1965:35). But then there are other indicators that some residents of the American 

Bottom region had a southwestern Indiana origin, including a greater reliance on cobble based 

chert tool technology similar to that described for Yankeetown sites and the presence of a few 

bits of Indiana derived chert. The Knoebel site also had a greater proportion of jars tempered 

with grog than other local sites. As mentioned, the nearby Pfeffer and Emerald mound centers 

also produced Yankeetown-like wares (Krutchen 2002; data on file, University of Illinois), 

although in lower quantities.  

Some villages in the Cahokia region contained larger than expected quantities of pottery 

from places like southwestern Indiana (Yankeetown) and also places like southeastern Missouri 

(Varney) (Alt 2001, 2006 a, b). For example, at the Halliday site at least 25 percent of the 

ceramics are classic Varney style, and these are accompanied by Varney lithics.  Important to 

keep in mind, at all of these sites the pottery is just the first and most obvious difference. These 

places also contained unusual tools, nonlocal cherts, unusual food-ways, odd ways of organizing 

space and building houses as well as evidence of other unusual habits (we should point out that 

these data derive from the excavation of hundreds of houses and many more hundreds of pits and 

other features) (Alt 2001, 2006a, b).  For such reasons, it has been suggested that immigration is 

a likely explanation of the unusual attributes.   

Problematic for understanding immigration at Cahokia is a dearth of information about 

the Yankeetown Phase, currently dated from A.D. 700 to 1100 (Redmond 1990). Yankeetown 

settlement is currently identified primarily based on distinctive ceramic decorative treatments. 

Despite the fact that the Yankeetown Phase occupies a critical period in midwestern history, 

almost everything we know about it has been extrapolated from surface collections. There have 

been a few pits excavated at the type site, also called Yankeetown, and at places like the Stull 
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site in Kentucky, but as recently as 2008 no one had knowingly identified, much less excavated, 

a Yankeetown house (Blasingham 1953, 1965; Dorwin 1967; Dorwin and Kellar 1968; 

Garniewicz et al. 2009; Ottesen 1981; Redmond 1990).  This situation is now changing given 

this project, as well as new work at the Yankeetown type site recently conducted by Rex 

Garniewicz and Michele Greenan of the Indiana State Museum (Garniewicz et al. 2009).  

The Yankeetown site itself is located in Warrick County, Indiana, and has seen limited 

excavation in the more distant past. Prior to recent work by Garniewicz and Greenan 

(Garniewicz, et al. 2009), investigations that reported on Yankeetown features were limited to 

testing and salvage that occurred in 1951 and 1965. During the summer of 1951, a small test pit 

was dug by Glenn A. Black and Emily Blasingham followed that winter by the salvage of a few 

features eroding from the river bank, again by Glenn A. Black. In 1965, under the direction of 

Emily Blasingham, two test units were excavated close to the riverbank (this excavation area has 

subsequently eroded into the river). The results of these investigations were eight Yankeetown 

Phase pits and a few postmolds (Blasingham 1953, 1965; Dorwin 1967; Dorwin and Kellar 

1968; Garniewicz et al. 2009; Redmond 1990).  The Yankeetown Phase is currently understood 

based on these materials along with more recent surface collections from other sites, all of which 

are reported as multi-component. 

     Yankeetown culture is defined on the basis of a specific range of decorated pottery.  

Yankeetown jars and bowls are grog tempered and include vessels decorated with incised lines, 

appliquéd fillets and stamped designs. But there are also Yankeetown plain and cordmarked 

wares, which are not as distinctive (Redmond 1990). Data on assemblages derive for the most 

part from surface collections, which are generally only defined as Yankeetown if decorated 

wares are reported, thus eliminating features or collections that may only contain Yankeetown 

plain and cordmarked wares. This is problematic for understanding densities of decorated wares 

as recent excavation at the Yankeetown site demonstrates that there are many features that only 

contain Yankeetown plain wares.   

This state of affairs certainly leaves open the question of whether our view of 

Yankeetown may be skewed by the emphasis on decorated wares. Particularly problematic is that 

Yankeetown material (as defined by decorated ceramics) is always reported with what appears to 

be Middle Woodland and /or Mississippian material. This emphasis on decorated wares certainly 

hampers understanding Yankeetown materials outside of the Yankeetown region, but then again, 

the plain and cordmarked wares are not distinctive.  

Given the difficulty in explaining the large and sudden population increase at Cahokia, 

hypothesizing that people from outlying regions moved to Cahokia seems a reasonable inference 

(Alt 2006b; Pauketat 2003). Because of the presence of Yankeetown pottery and Indiana cherts 

at Cahokia and its Richland Complex villages, some of the people that moved in can reasonably 

be hypothesized to have originated from Yankeetown settlements in southern Indiana. But 

confirming whether unusual material culture, architecture, cuisine, habits, and/or spatial 

organization were derived from particular distant towns is impossible without excavated 

Yankeetown sites in Indiana.   

This lacuna in regional settlement data is lamentable. Cahokia is once again being 

centered in stories of how Mississippian culture began and spread (Brown 2006; Kelly 2006; 

Pauketat 2004). But if Mississippian culture began at Cahokia, it was not the sole invention of 

American Bottom people, but rather the outcome of a vibrant and diverse society created by the 

mixing of people who came from places like Varney towns in Missouri and Yankeetown 

settlements in Indiana, who converged at Cahokia and had a role in sparking Mississippian 

culture (Alt 2006a, b).  To go beyond this statement and to try to understand how novel cultural 



Indiana Archaeology 6(1) 2011 

 16 

forms are invented, enacted and embodied, and thus to understand the particulars of the invention 

of those identified as inherently Mississippian, it is necessary to know more about the constituent 

parts. That means learning more about people and things from the cultures that Cahokian 

immigrants originated from, such as Yankeetown in Indiana, Varney in southeast Missouri, Mill 

Creek in Iowa, or Coles Creek from the Lower Mississippi Valley.  

The investigating Yankeetown project was conceived to begin to address such questions 

with a project that got off, or rather into, the ground in the summer of 2009, with the aid of a 

Historic Preservation Fund grant administered by the Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 

Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology. The search for Yankeetown settlements 

began at the Dead Manôs Curve site (DMC), a site reported to cover over 10,000 square meters 

and to have produced Yankeetown, as well as Middle Woodland, materials in surface collections.  

At the DMC site a deep, double plowzone was encountered that was full of artifacts that 

were variously chopped up thanks to an extremely long history of plowing and disking. The soils 

were well mixed, such that any given shovel full of soil could contain any combination of 

material dating from the Archaic through the Historic period. This well mixed plowzone was up 

to 40 cm deep and often gave way directly onto of evidence of structure architecture, rather than 

basin fill (when structure basins are plowed away, it is impossible to link artifacts to specific 

houses).  Features that remained were severely impacted by the plowing. Often only soil stains 

remained to represent the more shallow pits.  All features had lost the top 30 - 40 centimeters of 

fill, leaving in most cases a nearly sterile fill with few artifacts that were rarely diagnostic.  In 

only a few instances, such as a burned wall trench house, were remnant house basin fill and 

structure floors present. It is on these structures that we will focus in this discussion.  

Given the mix of materials in the plowzone it was expected to encounter features dating 

to the Middle Woodland, Yankeetown, and Mississippian periods. Unreasonably, it was hoped 

that there might be some spatial distinction between these occupations. What was found were 

pits, posts, and houses that in many cases defy seriation due to a lack of diagnostic material. 

Obtained, however, was particular data on the construction of the burned house and the houses 

that were built around and under it.  It is suspected these data begin to tease out particulars on the 

Late Woodland to Mississippian transition in southern Indiana.  

There are analysts who do not believe that the Yankeetown Phase people became the later 

Mississippian Angel Phase people (Redmond 1990).  But then there has not been much data with 

which to approach this question. Therefore, when wall trench and single post architecture was 

encountered, but very little in the way of shell tempered pottery, the authors had to consider 

whether Yankeetown people may have built wall trench structures. The rest of this paper is an 

attempt to answer this question.  

Based on data derived from surface collection, magnetometry, and shovel testing, we 

placed and hand excavated 11 units at the Dead Manôs Curve site for a total excavation area of 

106 square meters. In these units we encountered posts, pits, wall trenches, and post pits but our 

best data were collected from F 24, a burned house (Figure 3) that unfortunately was not a 

Yankeetown structure. 

The burned house at Dead Manôs Curve was built with wall trench construction. Three 

walls of the building were each rebuilt once.  The wall trenches first appeared as distinct stains 

above the level of the floor--the floor itself being obvious thanks to highly compacted and 

burned soils--as well as sections of the northern and eastern walls which were lying on the floor 

of the structure. As plow scars were evident on the structure floor we suspect that much more 

burned material had originally been left in place but had been subsequently plowed away. The 
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walls themselves were constructed as a series of 8 - 10 cm wide timbers interspersed with 

smaller sticks and/or grasses covered in daub.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The wall trenches narrowed with depth (from 25 cm to 6 cm). But this was not terribly 

odd. What was odd was that the profiles of wall trenches and posts were so very irregular. This 

was confounding, but then other features on site had irregular outlines. Lacking a very enriched 

fill in the features led to the question: were these very feature-like basins really all rodent runs 

and roots? This question was resolved with the burned house because there could be no question 

that the posts and wall trenches were very real architectural elements. What the burned house 

convinced us of was, that unlike the Mississippian sites the researchers were more familiar with 

where it has been demonstrated that wall trenches were dug with stone hoes, many of the Dead 

Manôs Curve site features were instead dug with digging sticks. Here in these profiles (see Figure 

4) you can clearly see where the stick shape protrudes from the outline of the wall trench. Does 

this technological glitch in house construction matter?  It should.  Archaeologists all know that 

the appearance of material objects is not always telling for determining peopleôs ethnicity or 

political affiliation. Studies on style, technological style, embodiment, and how people learn 

have repeatedly demonstrated that ñhow people do thingsò is often the aspect of manufacture and 

production that is more important than the particulars of final product. That is, people can more 

easily change the superficial characteristics of material objects, but in fact have a much harder 

time changing ñhowò they do things.  So, unusual construction techniques should be considered 

evidence that pertains to who built the burned house at Dead Manôs Curve.  

 

Figure 3. Floor of the burned 

house. 
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To better understand this house, a sample of Angel Phase structures at the nearby 

Southwind site was turned to (Munson 1994). This site was a Mississippian village excavated by 

Cheryl Munson in the early 1980s and still constitutes the best evidence of Angel Phase 

settlement.  The Southwind village was palisaded and contained over 96 rectangular, and 29 

circular structures arranged in a circular pattern around a plaza.  

The typical Mississippian house at Southwind was rectangular in shape and built with 

wall trench construction. The house basin would have been about 30 cm deep with an interior 

floor area of 23.3 square meters. Walls were .24 m wide and bottom out about .41m below 

ground surface.  Pottery associated with this house would be simply shaped, shell tempered jars 

and bowls absent all decoration, slip and surface treatment (Munson 1994).  

The floor of the DMC house was 43 cm below original ground surface, and the wall 

trenches bottomed out 54 cm below that. So the structure at DMC is close in size and shape, 

construction details of basin depth, and wall trench depth to those at Southwind. The width of 

wall trenches match, house shape and size compare favorably.  The DMC house had an interior 

floor area of 23.6 m and the Southwind house 23.3 sq m.  Structure shape is similar as described 

by a length/width ratio. This would be 1.25 at Southwind and 1.33 at DMC. However, Cheryl 

Munson reports no evidence of digging stick excavation for Southwind features. But 

interestingly, these data from the burned house do not compare well with other wall trenches and 

posts found at Dead Manôs Curve. All of the other wall trenches at DMC were between 9 and 14 

cm deep, and shaped in a way that suggests that they could have been dug with hoes.  

Expectations for how Yankeetown houses were built are non-existent. None had ever 

been excavated when we began at Dead Manôs Curve. But forced to make a guess, we predicted 

that we would find single post structures not unlike those found at terminal Late Woodland 

Figure 4. Wall trench profiles 

showing evidence of digging 

stick impressions. 
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communities across the greater region. The time frame presented by the Yankeetown culture 

complicates such predictions however. A 400 year-long phase likely means variability in 

settlement organization and technology between early and late settlements. And now dates from 

the Yankeetown site are expanding the Yankeetown Phase into the Mississippian time frame 

with dates as late as A.D. 1250.  

 As it turned out, the DMC burned house that compares so well with the Southwind ideal 

house was dated to A.D. 1360 based on C14 dates generated from its burned wall posts.  This is a 

date that sits within the framework for the Angel Phase (A.D. 1100 -1400) but could also 

represent an early Caborn-Welborn houseðthe Hovey Lake site is just a few miles away from 

DMC.  

 The other evidence mustered for understanding the burned house relates to ceramics, but 

given extensive plowing to the floor of the house these data are somewhat suspect. The burned 

house appeared to have been cleared out before being burned down, with the exception of a 

small smashed section of a plain shell tempered jar found on the floor of the structure. Other 

small sherds were present in the fill, including one grog tempered Yankeetown decorated sherd, 

but all of these sherds were of a similar size and condition as the disc-chewed sherds found 

elsewhere on site. These Late Woodland seeming sherds are more likely associated with the 

single post houses truncated by the wall trenches of the burned house.  

 To the north and northwest of the burned house were a series of wall trenches and lines of 

posts that seem to belong to structures that appear incomplete due to being truncated by the 

construction of later features (Figure 5). For the most part these were lacking basins and thus any 

associated diagnostics. Thus it is hard to characterize these structures. There was one of these, 

however, that did have a remnant, albeit fairly sterile basin.  

The smear of basin associated with the single post house northwest of the burned house 

contained only grog tempered sherds, as well as one Yankeetown decorated sherd. Posts were 

about 10 cm in diameter and set about 22 centimeters apart, with an average depth of about 10 

centimeters. Based on post construction and grog ceramics we are somewhat comfortable 

identifying this single post structure as a Yankeetown house.  The size of this house is uncertain 

given that it was truncated by later construction, including wall trenches that were smaller and 

more shallow in depth than those of the burned wall trench house. These were likely built earlier 

in the Angel Phase, but given a lack of house basins and diagnostic material this cannot be 

demonstrated.  

One pit was also found that can be assigned to the Yankeetown Phase. This pit, Feature 

22, contained one Yankeetown decorated rim, and only grog tempered sherds.  Sherds in the fill 

of the burned house were 18 percent grit, 6 percent shell and 75 percent grog tempered, but then 

again, some of this is likely admixture from other features. The few sherds confidently from the 

floor of this structure were shell tempered with a plain surface. However, it should also be noted 

that shell tempered sherds are not unknown for Yankeetown features. Pits excavated at the Stull 

site in Kentucky contained up to 18 percent shell tempered sherds (Ottesen 1981).  
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 So how to characterize settlement at DMC? Dead Manôs Curve was a place that was 

occupied over thousands of years, from the Archaic period up to the late Mississippian. Plowing 

and disking have curtailed the evidence available from the site, and yet evidence was found that 

expands our understanding of Mississippian house construction, but more to our main point, we 

found evidence of Yankeetown settlement. Given our limited data, and lack of Yankeetown 

comparative material, the best answer is that the Yankeetown house was smaller than 

Mississippian houses, and was built with single post construction.  Further, the posts did not 

seem set with any slant but were set perpendicular to the ground. As for the Mississippian house, 

although it compares well with houses at Southwind, the basin and wall trenches were deeper 

than seems more typically expected. Given the lack of material on the floor, the house was likely 

intentionally burned.  It was constructed by digging wall trenches and postholes with a digging 

stick, not a hoe as appears to be the method used for the other wall trenches on site and 

elsewhere at Mississippian sites.  Also just to the west of the house was a post-pit for a marker 

postðbut this was a smaller marker post that appeared in size and configuration more 

comparable to a Late Woodland post pit than a Mississippian post pit. Given intentional burning, 

unusual construction techniques, and comparisons with Southwind, it is further suggested that 

the burned house at DMC may not have been a domestic structure.  

We also suggest that based on our evidence, our sense is that the Mississippian transition 

seems seamless with the earlier Yankeetown occupation. Most of the ceramics in the 

Yankeetown pit and single post structure are plain surfaced. Pastes for all of the sherds seem 

very similar, which is to say it all looks locally made, leading to the question if it is possible that 

Figure 5. Superimposed structures next to the burned house. 
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Yankeetown decorated wares may be less common at sites away from the Yankeetown type-site.  

Clearly the data from Dead Manôs Curve is fragmentary, but the authors look forward to testing 

our findings against what is hoped will be a growing database.  
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SOUTHEASTERN INDIANA  
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[Editorsô note: Beginning with this volume, to be consistent, site numbers will be written, for example, as 12W245, 

exceptions being when county abbreviations with an ñlò before the numbers, such as Allen (Al) or Clark (Cl). 

Counties such as the latter will be designated with a space between the 12 and the county abbreviation and a space 

between the county abbreviation and the site number, such as 12 Cl 127 in the below article. This is done so that the 

reader understands that the site is from Clark County (Cl), and the number of the site is 127, rather than 1127.] 

 

 

The Ellingsworth site (12 Cl 127) consists of a multicomponent Woodland and Mississippian 

period occupation in Clark County, Indiana, commonly associated with the Falls Mississippian 

Complex. The site is situated on an undulating upland flat west of the Ohio River (Figure 1). It 

appears to be associated with the nearby Smith-Sutton site (12 Cl 130), a Mississippian village 

that is located approximately 400 meters northeast of 12 Cl 127. 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Aerial photograph of the 

general location of project area 

(Google maps 2010). 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

  Work at 12 Cl 127 during the 2009-2010 season focused on four main goals: 1. layout 

and collection of geophysical data on portions of three land tracts totaling approximately 8.9 

acres (3.6 hectares); 2. use the collected geophysical data to identify subsurface features and if 

possible further refine site boundaries for 12 Cl 127; 3. conduct limited intensive excavations to 

ground-truth anomalies interpreted as subsurface cultural features by IPFW-AS personnel; and 4. 

recover carbon samples from in situ contexts to obtain preliminary occupation dates for site 12 

Cl 127. Archaeological investigations at the Ellingsworth site was one aspect of grant-supported 

research conducted by the Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne Archaeological 

Survey (IPFW-AS) during 2009 and 2010. This Historic Preservation Fund grant was designed 

to build on work conducted previously by IPFW-AS during 2007 and 2008 (Wells et al. 2008). 

  Previous investigations at the Ellingsworth  site identified Late Woodland/Mississippian 

artifacts and subsurface features, and that the boundaries of the site extend across a large 
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agricultural field based on cultural material recovered from shovel test probes (Bader and 

Paznokas 2003; Bader and Stallings 2004; Martin 2002). The survey grid was placed within and 

west of the previously recorded site boundary on a loess-deposited landform that is flat to 

severely sloping near the southeast, east, and northeastern edges of the field (Figure 2). The area 

was moderately saturated and contained residual harvest litter, grass, and weeds that limited 

surface visibility to 0 - 10 percent. The site has been in extensive agricultural use for some time 

and is partially eroded in some areas. Road construction, commercial and residential properties, 

grading, and other earth moving activities have likely disturbed portions of the site.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Aerial photograph showing survey grids at the Ellingsworth site (12 Cl 127). 
 

 

Project Setting 

 

 

Clark County is situated on the southern border of Indiana and is bounded on the south by the 

Ohio River. Immediately across the river is the Commonwealth of Kentucky, where Louisville is 

the regionally dominant urban center situated directly across from Jeffersonville, Indiana. Within 

Indiana, Clark County is bounded by the counties of Floyd (southwest), Washington (west), 

Scott (north), and Jefferson (northeast). The county seat of Jeffersonville and the cities of 

Charlestown, Clarksville, and Sellersburg are magnets for urban and rural settlement. 

  Physiography in Clark County, Indiana, is largely defined by the relationship of the area 

to the Ohio River. The local relief is characterized as uplands with flats that slope down to the 

Ohio River, with frequently steep breaks and hillsides. 

  The Late Prehistoric period extends from A.D. 1000-1600 (1000 to 400 B.P.). In very 

general terms, the last 600 years prior to European intrusion into southern Indiana can be 

described as a period during which prehistoric peoples: 1. completed a shift to a largely 

sedentary, agricultural way of life; 2. followed a nucleated pattern of settlement that centered 

around villages or towns; and 3. established some level of ranked socio-economic organization. 

Two major cultural manifestations have been identified in southern Indiana during the Late 
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Prehistoric period: Mississippian and Fort Ancient. These periods/traditions were roughly 

contemporaneous in Indiana, but included unique characteristics that developed from 

environmental differences as well as existing regional cultural variation among Late Woodland 

groups. 

  Aspects of the Mississippian cultural pattern in Indiana, although present throughout the 

Ohio Valley region, were expressed most intensely in southwestern Indiana along the Ohio 

River. The Fort Ancient culture area in Indiana primarily included the far southeastern corner of 

the state, east of the Falls of the Ohio. A tremendous amount of cultural variation is subsumed 

within the concepts of Mississippian and Fort Ancient, and numerous phases, or foci, have been 

defined within each (Griffin 1943; Jennings 1989:254-271). The following summary only 

highlights those characteristics that are broadly applicable to Mississippian or Fort Ancient 

manifestations. 

 

Mississippian 

 

Mississippian is a term used to describe prehistoric groups that lived in ranked societies with a 

highly organized subsistence economy and a chiefdom-based political economy (Wells et al. 

2008:14). Within Mississippian chiefdom polities, settlement hierarchies were established. 

Settlements included dispersed farmsteads and hamlets, small villages made up of several 

hamlets, and dense population concentrations nucleated in and around large villages and towns, 

or mound centers. Individuals of elite rank are believed to have exerted some level of control 

over the production and distribution of surplus subsistence goods (Wells et al. 2008:14). 

Mississippian food economies were centered on maize agriculture, hunting, and fishing.  

  Large earthen mounds were constructed at larger Mississippian sites, not only for burials 

as in previous periods, but also to serve as platforms for ceremonial buildings. The Angel 

Mounds site, located east of Evansville, Indiana, is an example of a large Mississippian (Angel 

phase) town with monumental (platform mound) architecture (Black 1967). 

  Within the Mississippian tradition, triangular projectile points (Justice 1987) and pecked 

and ground stone tools continued to dominate the lithic tool assemblage. Bone, hematite, 

catlinite, fluorite, and coal were also commonly worked into a variety of tool forms (Wells et al. 

2008:14). The abundance of ceramics at Mississippian sites reflects their importance within an 

agricultural food economy. A large variety of ceramic vessel forms, both utilitarian and 

ceremonial, as produced, includes salt pans, storage and cooking jars, bottles, beakers, plates, 

bowls, and a range of human and animal effigy forms. Mississippian ceramics were most often 

tempered with crushed freshwater mussel shell. In comparison to Late Woodland pottery, a much 

smaller percentage of decorated ceramics (e.g., negative painted, incised, punctated) is 

represented in Mississippian assemblages (Wells et al. 2008:14). However, this pattern does not 

necessarily represent a decrease in the decoration and/or ceremonial use of pottery, but more 

likely reflects an increase in the sheer quantity of plain, utilitarian ceramics manufactured and 

used in Mississippian households.  

  An extensive, highly organized exchange network linked Mississippian societies of 

Indiana with those as far west as Oklahoma and as far southeast as Georgia and Florida (Wells et 

al. 2008:14). It has long been assumed that elites controlled the trade and distribution of exotic 

raw materials and finished goods, especially those items that are believed to have served as 

displays of prestige. However, the recovery of such luxury or ñdisplayò items from a wide range 

of site types and contexts suggests that distribution and use of these goods was not exclusively 

controlled by elites (Muller 1997:46).  
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  The easternmost Mississippian presence in Indiana and Kentucky, labeled either the 

Prather or Falls Mississippian Complex (Muller 1986:249-250), was centered on the Falls of the 

Ohio region in the rapidly expanding modern Louisville metropolitan area (Bader 2003; Granger 

et al. 1981; Griffin 1978; Guernsey 1939, 1492; Janzen 1972). The Prather Complex represents 

the northeastern limit of Mississippian occupation in the Ohio Valley and is also situated near the 

southwestern limit of the Fort Ancient culture (Griffin 1978; Green and Munson 1978). Sites in 

this area with shell-tempered pottery and stone box graves were reported in the nineteenth 

century, and in 1934, E. Y. Guernsey (1939, 1942) confirmed the presence of Mississippian 

components at seven Falls area sites in Clark County, Indiana: the Devilôs Backbone (12 Cl 14) 

on a steep bluff overlooking the river; Prather (12 Cl 4); Willey (12 Cl 16); Spangler-Koons (12 

Cl 701); Clarkôs Point/Collins (12 Cl 1); Newcomb (12 Cl 2); and Elrod, or Kelly, which is a 

continuation of Newcomb. Limited excavations at Prather were undertaken by Guernsey (1942) 

and later by David Janzen (1971), and more extensive investigations recently have established 

that Prather was a Mississippian mound center settlement with four mounds surrounding a 

central plaza, a habitation zone, and an encircling palisade (Munson and McCullough 2004; 

Munson et al. 2006). Smaller upland sites or camps with shell-tempered pottery and triangular 

points in Clark (Wells et al. 2008) and neighboring Floyd counties have also been reported (e.g., 

12 Cl 127, 129, and 130). On the Kentucky side of the river, several small camps have been 

reported (Granger et al. 1981:170), while more extensive habitation sites have been investigated 

recently, including upland sites (15JF650/651 and 15JF671) southeast of Louisville (Bader 

2003:28-33), Shippingport (15JF702) (Keeney and Hemberger 2003), and Eva Bandman 

(15JF668) on a terrace margin in Louisville (Henderson 2004). Additionally, Joseph Granger 

(Bader 2003:18) has plotted a large Mississippian mound center (15JF95), based on nineteenth-

century maps and reports, located in what is today Louisville. 

  This substantial Mississippian presence on the periphery of the Mississippian world 

remains little known, and the relationships among the sites in the Falls area and their connection 

to other Mississippian centers farther south and west is poorly understood. The Falls 

Mississippian sites are marked as much by diversity as hierarchy in settlement structure, type, 

and location. The frequency of upland habitation sites is uncommon although not unknown in 

Mississippian settlements of similar size. Evidence of trade with other Mississippian centers is 

limited (Munson et al. 2006:15-17). Temporal relationships among the Falls Mississippian sites 

are equally tentative. Five radiocarbon assays from Prather indicate an occupation between A.D. 

1000 and 1260 at 2 sigma (Munson et al. 2006:154). Shippingport assays resulted in dates 

ranging from A.D. 1010 to 1480 at 2 sigma (Munson et al. 2006:154-155). Reliable contexts at 

Eva Bandman returned dates between A.D. 1270 and 1470 at 2 sigma (Munson et al. 2006:158). 

Further research to more fully define the Prather Complex, or Falls Mississippian, in Clark 

County is urgently needed, especially in the face of the areaôs rapid development.   

 

 

Geophysical Investigations at 12 Cl 127 

 

 

Geophysical survey is a noninvasive method for aiding identification of cultural activity below 

ground surface. Often, there is little to no evidence of cultural features (i.e., structures, hearths, 

storage/refuse pits, cellars, foundations) or materials above ground that can provide information 

about specific site layout or its integrity, especially in prehistoric contexts. Other factors, such as 

agriculture, erosion, or earth moving activities thwart the detection of previously intact or extant 
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sites and structures. Consequently, the use of remote sensing equipment provides, in various 

ways, an opportunity to glance beneath the soil. 

  Archaeological geophysics ñencompasses a range of noninvasive methods for delineation 

and analysis of subsurface archaeological and cultural featuresò (Lockhart and Green 2006:17). 

The use of geophysical methods at varying scales and resolutions has become increasingly 

common in archaeological research over the last several decades (e.g., see Bevan 1998; Clark 

2000; Conyers 2004; Johnson 2006). Large scale, low-resolution survey is commonly used to 

generate information about large site areas at a much lower cost (in time and money) than 

traditional archaeological excavation. Higher-resolution data collection is often employed to 

investigate smaller areas of sites and even individual features. The relatively low cost and high 

speed of geophysical survey, as well as its non-invasive, non-destructive nature, often makes 

geophysics an attractive complement or alternative to excavation. 

 The application of geophysics to archaeology rests on the fact that many of the activities 

carried out by humans on an archaeological site produce changes in the physical or chemical 

properties of the soil and/or its contents. The magnetic and electrical properties of the soil may 

be altered, for example, by heating, compaction, or the inclusion of materials with different 

properties (such as when a pit is excavated and subsequently refilled with a different kind of 

sediment). Geophysical instruments are used to make and record measurements of the properties 

of the soil at or near the ground surface.  If the localized alterations contrast sufficiently with the 

surrounding matrix (areas that have not been altered), they may be detected as geophysical 

anomalies. The properties of these anomalies (size, shape, contrast, depth, etc.) may allow some 

inference to be made about the feature that is producing the anomaly.  Interpretation can be aided 

by the use of multiple instruments and knowledge of the properties of the natural sediments in 

the area. 

  Instruments measuring variation in the magnetic and electrical properties of near-surface 

sediments are commonly used in archaeology. Geophysical techniques can be classified as active 

or passive. Passive techniques measure variations in naturally occurring fields, such as the 

earthôs magnetic field (Heimmer and DeVore 1995:7). Gradiometry is the most commonly used 

passive technique. Active techniques measure some property of the deposits at a site by 

transmitting an electrical, electromagnetic, or acoustic signal into the ground (Heimmer and 

DeVore 1995:9).  

  The IPFW-AS performed a geophysical survey at the Ellingsworth site to help locate 

features and structures and to identify patterns of site structure. Survey was completed by IPFW-

AS personnel using a Bartington DL601 gradiometer with two sensors. Seventy-nine 20 x 20 m 

grids oriented grid north were completed across the project area at the Ellingsworth site, 

extending 160 m north-south and 300 m east-west at greatest dimension (Figure 3). 

Unfortunately there was some machine interference or other disturbance causing a ñzipper-likeò 

effect across a portion of the survey grid. Plow scars were also evident, running east-west across 

the majority of the grid. Other geological features were also very evident near the southeastern 

portion of the grid, which was likely caused by shallow deposition of bedrock. As a result, this 

area where natural geology caused interference makes it difficult to interpret the data and 

confidently determine the presence or absence of cultural anomalies. 
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Figure 3. Magnetic gradient composite at the Ellingsworth site (12 Cl 127). 

  

  Several regular to irregular-shaped monopole and dipole anomalies are highlighted 

throughout the project area (Figure 4). Nearly all were relatively weak in intensity (less than 

20nT in magnitude) and roughly circular in shape. Most were between 1.0 and 2.0 m in diameter. 

These anomalies could have been naturally occurring phenomena such as varying 

geomorphology or rodent activity, but many are interpreted as being culturally derived. These 

anomalies may represent pit features, structures, hearths, earth ovens, or buried materials, such as 

pieces of metal, fire-cracked rock, and pottery. 

  Several large anomalies with rectangular outlines surrounded by linear patterns of 

magnetic positive and negative values are apparent within the central portion of the project area. 

These linear outlines are often caused by the placement of wall trenches associated with 

structures. Many of these large anomalies or structure complexes have smaller circular 

monopoles within or outside of their boundaries suggesting associated pit features, hearths, or 

burned areas. Six anomalies are interpreted as possible structures (Anomalies 1, 3, 4, and 7-9; 

see Figure 4).    

  A large, very clear anomaly (1) measuring approximately 5 x 5 m with a rectangular 

outline surrounded by linear patterns of positive values is apparent within Grid 45 (see Figure 4). 

The structure is oriented roughly northeast by southwest and appears to have several small, 

circular monopoles and a few dipoles within and around it. Interestingly, a break in the outline of 

the structure located in the southwest corner may represent an opening. 

  Within a portion of Grids 8 and 9 lies a very large, rectangular anomaly (3) measuring 

approximately 6 x 6 m and is interpreted as a structure (see Figure 4). It is approximately 11 m 

north of Anomaly 7 and is oriented east-west. The linear, positive outline has strong to weak 

values and its northern and western edges are somewhat hard to discern. A few small, circular 

monopoles are evident within the structure, as well as several larger, irregular to regular shaped 

monopoles and dipoles surrounding it. 
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 Anomaly 4 is located near the southern portion of Grid 71, approximately 7 m northeast 

of Anomaly 3 (see Figure 4). It is circular in shape, measures 4 m in diameter, and has a positive 

outline and negative value interior. Anomaly 4 is also not as discernible as many of the other 

possible structures.  

  Anomaly 7 is located approximately 15 m to the northeast of Anomaly 1 and is roughly 

square, measuring approximately 4 x 4 m (see Figure 4). It is oriented just slightly northeast by 

southwest, and outlined by linear patterns of positive values within Grid 32. It has a small, 

circular monopole within and two large, positive monopoles with high readings on the northwest 

and southeast corners. It also appears to have an opening or slight break in the outline of the 

structure located in the northeast corner. 

 

Figure 4. Magnetic gradient composite at the Ellingsworth site (12 Cl 127) showing anomalies. 

 

 

 Just 6 m east of Anomaly 7 is another anomaly interpreted as a structure. Anomaly 8 has 

a linear pattern of negative values forming a rectangular outline, with a very large, strong 

monopole within the interior, which deviates from the other structures (see Figure 4).   

 Anomaly 8 measures approximately 5 x 5 m and is oriented northeast by southwest 

within Grid 31. Lastly, Anomaly 9 is located near the center of Grid 30, approximately 8 m east 

of Anomaly 8 (see Figure 4). It measures approximately 4 x 4.5 m and is oriented roughly east-

west. The structure has a positive linear outline and may also have an opening on the east side. 

 The large volume of anomalies-especially the presence of possible structures-detected 

within the gradiometer data suggests the presence of subsurface features that can provide 

information about cultural activity and community layout at the site. In general, many anomalies 

were scattered across the survey area, though most (including possible structure outlines) were 

located between the E460 and E620 lines (see Figure 4). This area also corresponds to a 
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distribution map of positive shovel probes identified during previous archaeological 

investigations (Bader and Paznokas 2003). Unlike the nearby Smith-Sutton site (12 Cl 130), 

which clearly shows a palisade or site boundary within magnetic data collected in 2007 (Wells et 

al. 2008), no discernible similar anomaly is detected at the Ellingsworth site.   

  Three anomalies, numbers 2, 5, and 6, were tested using a soil probe at the Ellingsworth 

site (Figure 5). Anomaly 2 is located in northeast corner of Grid 47. The anomaly is a large, 

somewhat ovate monopole with positive values. The soil profile revealed feature fill from 

approximately 25 to 65 cmbs. The darker soil contained charcoal flecking and mottles. Anomaly 

5 is located near the southwestern portion of Grid 32, approximately 8 m northeast of Anomaly 1 

(possible structure). The anomaly is a somewhat circular monopole with a positive magnetic 

reading. Subsurface probing revealed obvious feature fill containing charcoal, pottery and 

chipped stone chert debitage from approximately 30 cmbs to a maximum depth of 65 cmbs. 

Lastly, Anomaly 6 is a circular monopole with negative value magnetic readings located in the 

southeastern corner of Grid 73. Probes revealed feature fill between 25 to 75 cmbs, which 

contained charcoal flecking and dark, organic soil.  

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Anomalies ground-truthed 

using a soil probe at the Ellingsworth 

site (12 Cl 127). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  The probes were successful in verifying the presence of subsurface features and 

confirming the deposition of culturally modified soils. All of the anomalies tested at the 

Ellingsworth site were cultural features extending well below the plowzone. 

  Based on the information from the magnetic gradient data at 12 Cl 127, four excavation 

units were subsequently placed over anomalies showing strong potential of being cultural 

features (Figure 6). A unit was placed within Grid 45 over the southern corner of Anomaly 1. 

Two units were positioned within Grids 8 and 9 over the southern portion of Anomaly 3. The 

fourth unit was located on the northeast edge of the circular anomaly in Grid 71. Figures 7 

through 9 illustrate a close-up view of the units placed over the various anomalies. 
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Figure 6. Grid map of the Ellingsworth site showing probe placement and unit excavations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.  Illustration of the excavation unit placed 

over Anomaly 1, highlighted in white. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


