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This dissertation examines the role of extralocal aggregation events in hunter-

gatherer social dynamics by detailing the history of interaction that transpired at a Late 

Archaic (ca. 4700 to 3600 cal B.P.) shell mound complex in northeast Florida.  Hunter-

gatherers have long been evaluated by anthropologists within evolutionary frameworks 

that emphasize long-term ecological adaptation and downplay the significance of 

historical contingency.  Such perspectives have constrained the types of narratives 

constructed for Archaic societies in the Southeast and resulted in frequent portrayals of 

the regional shell mounds as inconsequential accumulations of food waste.  I develop 

an alternative approach that envisions mounds as emergent historical processes 

punctuated by countless material and social gathering events.  I contend that through 

these gatherings people drew on traditions and memories of the past to forge 

relationships and communities that would persist into the future. 

This approach is applied to the events that unfolded at the Silver Glen complex in 

the middle St. Johns River valley using three related research strategies.  First, I 

analyze its depositional history, focusing on how the emplacement of various 

substances and artifacts altered the landscape and structured the relations among 
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different people, places, and times.   Next, I discuss techno-stylistic analyses of Orange 

pottery from the complex (the oldest such technology in Florida) to better understand 

the types of activities conducted at mound and nonmound contexts.  Finally, I employ 

two sourcing techniques (neutron activation analysis and petrography) to determine the 

geographic origins of pots and estimate the social scale of the events in which they 

participated.    

The results demonstrate that the mounds at Silver Glen hosted larger-scale, 

more extravagant social gatherings than other contemporary places.  These events 

included feasting and ritualized deposition, and they attracted diverse people and pots 

from an area spanning hundreds of kilometers.  I argue that by accumulating vessels 

with distinct affiliations and bundling them together in monumental contexts, the varied 

constituents gathered at Silver Glen forged enduring relationships centered on periodic 

mound-centered interactions.  I further suggest that the unprecedented scale of these 

communities was enabled, at least in part, by the appearance of pottery as a preferred 

medium of long-distance exchange. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION: GATHERING PLACES 

Archaeologists are increasingly recognizing the important role of intercultural 

interactions and alterity in stimulating and directing cultural change (e.g., Alt 2006; Carr 

2006; Cobb 2005; Dillehay 2007; Holly 2005; Sassaman 2010, 2011a; Thomas 1999b; 

Wright 2014). At multiple times and locations in pre-Columbian North America, powerful 

places developed that actively promoted social and material interaction by gathering 

diverse people, things, and ideas into an arena of common engagement.  In fact, 

current data show that many of the continent’s largest and most iconic sites, including 

those at Chaco (Cameron and Duff 2008; Lekson and Cameron 1995), Cahokia (Alt 

2006; Pauketat and Alt 2004; Slater et al. 2014), and Poverty Point (Kidder 2010a, 

2011; Sassaman 2005; Spivey et al. 2015), all served as centers of regional integration 

where disparate participants were drawn together for purposes of exchange, ritual, and 

monument construction. The convergences fostered by these places produced new 

types of social formations and affected the historical trajectories of entire regions.  

A similar type of integrative role has been hypothesized for many of the 

Southeast’s large Archaic shell constructions (e.g., Claassen 2010; Randall 2010; 

Sassaman 2010; Sassaman and Randall 2012; Saunders 2004a, 2004b). However, a 

number of factors, including the advanced age of these structures, their primarily shell 

composition, and the presumed simplicity of their builders, have led some to question 

their significance beyond matters of basic subsistence and ecological adaptation (e.g., 

Crothers and Bernbeck 2004; Hamilton 1999; Marquardt 2010a, 2010b; White 2004).  In 

this study, I examine shell mound interactions using a fundamentally different 

conception of place than those typically applied to Archaic contexts, one that envisions 
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mounds and other integrative places as emergent historical processes punctuated by 

innumerable material and social gathering events.  Specifically, I employ this alternative 

perspective in investigating the history of social gathering and community dynamics that 

played out at one Late Archaic Orange period shell-mound site, the Silver Glen complex 

in northeast Florida. This complex boasts the remains of a remarkable array of Archaic 

depositional contexts that include monumental shellworks, deeply stratified midden 

deposits, and hundreds of well-defined cultural features.  The scale and diversity of 

these contexts attest to several millennia of virtually uninterrupted hunter-gatherer social 

interaction at the site.  If approached as a dynamic gathering place for countless human 

and nonhuman actors rather than a static setting for the playing out of universal 

evolutionary principles, Silver Glen offers a valuable opportunity for constructing a 

detailed Archaic social history that goes well beyond the generalized, ecocentric 

accounts typically put forward for small-scale nonagricultural societies.   

To this end, starting from the default position that all people inhabit worlds that 

are meaningful to them, I investigate how shared meanings were produced, maintained, 

and transformed through multiple scales of material and social engagement in this 

particular location. In doing so, my primary goals are twofold: 1) to determine the kinds 

and scales of communities implicated in the construction of the complex, and 2) to 

better understand the practices and other human-scale events through which communal 

relationships were achieved and reworked over the course of the complex’s Late 

Archaic past.      

Monumental Discord in the Archaic Southeast 

As early as 8,000 years ago (Claassen 2010:Table 2.1; Randall 2013), Middle 

Archaic hunter-gatherers in multiple areas of the eastern United States, including the 
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Midwest, the Midsouth, and portions of the South Atlantic slope, began depositing 

shellfish remains along riverbanks and coastlines in unprecedented quantities, a 

practice that would persist in some locations for millennia afterward. The end result was 

a series of hundreds of massive shell heaps that would eventually serve as the defining 

characteristic for a regional scale archaeological construct known as the “Shell-Mound 

Archaic.”  Extensive research since the coining of this term in the 1930s has revealed a 

great deal of scalar, morphological, and compositional variability among shell mounds 

both within and between different areas of the Southeast. This diversity points to a 

broad range of mound functions and meanings and has largely discredited the idea of 

the Shell Mound Archaic as a single, uniform cultural tradition (Sassaman 2010:43). 

Nevertheless, shell-mounding peoples from throughout the region have all been subject 

to many of the same presumptions, generalizations, and interpretive debates.                     

Traditional accounts of the Shell Mound Archaic in the Midwest and Midsouth 

have linked it directly to a global-scale mid-Holocene climatic trend known as the 

Hypsithermal. According to Claassen (2010:6), “the role of the Hypsithermal has been 

so basic to the conceptualization of social and technological development during the 

Archaic that entire culture histories are contained within the period bracketed by this 

climatic era.”  The dominant narrative in this region posits that widespread warming 

trends helped create highly productive aquatic biomes such as shoals, lakes, and 

marshes where shellfish and other resources could be easily and intensively exploited. 

This led to regional population increases and encouraged the repeated and, in some 

cases, semi-permanent occupation of certain ultra-productive locations, ultimately giving 

rise to the oversized, yet wholly quotidian, piles of domestic refuse that archaeologists 
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have dubbed “shell mounds” (Brown and Vierra 1983; Dye 1996; Marquardt and 

Watson 2005; Milner and Jefferies 1998; Peacock 2002; Smith 1986).  

Recently, Moore (2015; Moore and Thompson 2012) has attempted to reorient 

attention toward the cultural meanings inherent in all types of shell mound practices. 

Using data from Kentucky’s Green River valley, he maintains that mounds were 

constructed over time via daily domestic practices and larger-scale ritual events, with 

both contributing to the development of these sites as persistent, historically-charged 

places. Claassen (1996, 2010) goes even farther, arguing that shell mounds in this 

region were not places of long-term inhabitation at all but rather public ceremonial 

centers where people aggregated periodically for mortuary feasts and other rituals 

geared toward social renewal and rebalance. As evidence, Claassen points to, among 

other things, the monumental scale of the sites in question, the common occurrence of 

burials and caches, signs of repeated and intensive short-term encampments, and a 

general dearth of everyday processing tools in mound deposits. For Claassen, these 

huge concentrations of shell have less to do with localized subsistence pursuits or 

ecological imperatives and more to do with issues of social excess and ritual complexity 

among mid-Holocene societies.  

Parallel debates have unfolded regarding the origins and functions of shell 

mounds in parts of the lower Southeast, including Florida. Large-scale shell deposition 

began in the St. Johns River valley of Florida at ca. 7400 B.P. and continued for roughly 

three thousand years (Randall 2013; Sassaman and Randall 2012), while massive shell 

“rings” were constructed along the state’s Atlantic and Gulf Coasts by ca. 5000 B.P. 

(Russo 2006). As in the case above, the standard view of Archaic shell mounding in 
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Florida paints it as a straightforward adaptation to shifts in natural environmental 

conditions, in this case sea level rise and the concomitant onset of artesian spring flow. 

According to this rendering, as freshwater habitats expanded, Florida’s hunter-gatherer 

inhabitants responded in lock-step by pouring into the St. Johns River valley and 

mapping onto the distribution of newly abundant resources, especially shellfish (Miller 

1992, 1998). Shell mounds, in this line of thinking, accreted gradually at resource-rich 

locations through everyday, nondiscursive practices of refuse disposal, whereas later 

shell rings reflect efforts to repurpose excess waste by arranging it in ways that help 

address practical ecological challenges (Marquardt 2010a, 2010b).  Not surprisingly, 

ongoing research has produced evidence indicating a much more varied and complex 

version of mounding origins than this environmental-stimulus-begets-cultural-response 

explanation (O’Donoughue 2015). In addition, a number of scholars have recently 

employed diverse data sets (i.e., depositional, mortuary, zooarchaeological, ceramic, 

and radiocarbon) to rebut portrayals of Archaic shell mounds as simple domestic 

garbage dumps, presenting them instead as intentionally constructed monuments, 

potent sociopolitical resources, and/or the settings of integrative ceremonial events 

(e.g., Randall 2010; Russo 1994, 2004; Saunders 2004a, 2004b; Sassaman 2010; 

Sassaman and Randall 2012). 

These interpretive disagreements stem, at least in large part, from the overall 

ahistorical character of most archeological approaches to Archaic places. Southeastern 

archaeologists, like those in many other regions, have traditionally evaluated Archaic 

sites based on gradualist, evolutionary models (see Sassaman 2004a), a tendency that 

has substantially impacted the kinds of narratives that have been generated for this 



 

22 

period. These renderings are typically heavily influenced by outdated preconceptions 

regarding the simplicity of hunter-gatherer societies, the determinative role of the natural 

environment, and the inherent limitations of the archaeological record. Consequently, 

they tend to be hyper-generalized and to operate at spatial and temporal scales far 

beyond the experiences and agencies of individual human actors. This perspective is 

epitomized by the ecofunctionalist accounts of shell mound origins described above. 

More recent approaches that eschew traditional evolutionary categories in favor of 

largely synchronic evaluations of shell mound meanings and ritual significance provide 

a valuable corrective to still-prevalent materialist accounts by ratcheting down the 

analytical scale and illuminating previously neglected aspects of Archaic social lives. 

Most, however, suffer from the same generalizing propensities and dearth of localized 

historical detail as their more ecologically-minded counterparts. In both cases, a 

predominant focus on static representations and the final forms of Archaic mounds has 

had the effect of collapsing complex depositional histories and rendering shell-matrix 

places largely interchangeable 

What is needed in order to transcend these conventional accounts is more in-

depth investigation of the histories of individual mounds and related Archaic places. The 

relatively few regional examples that have been subjected to intensive study (e.g., Aten 

1999; Moore 2015; Randall and Sassaman 2005; Russo 1991; Russo and Heide 2002; 

Sanger and Thomas 2010; Saunders 2002, 2004b; Thompson 2007) indicate that 

mounds were constructed for a variety of purposes, fostered different types of 

interaction, and underwent significant material and symbolic transformations over the 

course of their respective histories. Instead of mutually exclusive alternatives, prevailing 
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models that present Late Archaic shell mounds as either gradual accumulations of 

domestic refuse or vacant ceremonial monuments might best be viewed as constituting 

two ends of a continuum of possibilities. The point at which any particular place falls 

along this continuum cannot be determined by forcing it into a preconceived, 

decontextualized category (e.g., midden vs. mound or practical vs. ritual). It requires 

reconstructing the history of interactions conducted in a specific place, including the 

range of social constituents (human and nonhuman) that were gathered there, the 

relationships that were established and referenced, and the events through which these 

relationships were achieved and transformed.  

Place and Community History 

As stated above, this study employs a fundamentally different conception of 

place than the one typically brought to bear on Archaic shell mounds.  According to this 

perspective, places are essential components of human social life in every cultural 

setting. Much more than mere backdrops or containers for human action, places 

participate in mutually constitutive relationships with people via a process that Basso 

(1996) refers to as “interanimation.”  Through various acts of place-making—from the 

building of a house to the planting of a garden—people continuously give shape and 

significance to the world around them (Jordan 2003; Zedeño and Bowser 2009). In this 

way, places, along with the landscapes and regions into which they articulate, are 

products of the movements and interactions initiated by people (Giddens 1984:118–

119; Ingold 2000:Chapter 11). At the same time, however, places are also active 

contributors to processes of social reproduction and change. They structure our basic 

experience of space and time by directing movements (e.g., Barrett 1994), affording 

particular activities and interactions (Ingold 2000:192; Richardson 2003), sedimenting 
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sociopolitical relations (Bender 1993; de Certeau 1984; Rodman 1992), and durably 

memorializing past events and traditions (Basso 1996; Küchler 1999; Van Dyke and 

Alcock 2003). By facilitating shared experiences and memories, places also play critical 

roles in the negotiation and maintenance of various forms of social identity (e.g., Joyce 

2007; Thornton 2008:4; Tilley 1994:15; Vom Bruck 1997). As Basso (1996:7) puts it, “If 

placemaking is a way of constructing the past, a venerable means of doing human 

history, it is also a way of constructing social traditions and, in the process, personal 

and social identities. We are, in a sense, the place-worlds we imagine.”  

All places are gatherings (Casey 1996; Heidegger 1977). They are unique 

assemblages (sensu De Landa 2006; Deleuze and Guattari 2004) of innumerable 

material and immaterial entities, including people, things, substances, histories, 

languages, and ideas (Casey 1996). And like all assemblages, the social efficacy of a 

place derives from its ability to draw in and establish connections among these various 

constituents. This point is perhaps most explicitly considered by phenomenologist 

Martin Heidegger, who employs the example of a bridge extending across a stream to 

illustrate the gathering power of place. For Heidegger (1977), the bridge was not simply 

added to a preexisting place; it rather created the place as such by drawing together the 

land and the water at that particular location. In his words, the bridge “does not just 

connect banks that are already there. The banks emerge as banks only as the bridge 

crosses the stream. The bridge designedly causes them to lie across from each other” 

(Heidegger 1977:330). Thus, rather than merely existing as a functional object or 

abstract symbol, the bridge itself establishes an effectual gathering or assembly of 

things in space—in other words, a place. 
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Archaeologists reap the benefits of the gathering power of historical places, 

which concentrate and arrange cultural materials in the more or less discrete locations 

that we gloss as sites. Each of the individual artifacts and features that archaeologists 

encounter contributes to the overall character of the larger place in which it is enmeshed 

(Gosden 2012; Halperin 2014; Thomas 1999a). Each constituent is itself a gathering, 

with its own combination of material affordances, histories, and associations that help 

define the way that a place is experienced and culturally valued (Latour 2005; Pauketat 

2013a). Different kinds of places gather specific types of materials, things, and activities 

and arrange them in meaningful ways that structure their inhabitants’ social lives in a 

manner that provides archaeologists with the material patterning required to make 

historical inferences. At a larger scale, individual places also articulate to form more 

expansive gatherings (i.e., “landscapes” or “networks”) delineated by the movements of 

people and things between them (Ingold 2000:Chapter 11). Consequently, places are 

aptly conceived as convergence points for multiple, nested scales of relationships (see 

Lefebvre 1991:86), from singular artifacts and substances at the micro-level to entire 

cultural landscapes at the macro. Understanding a place fully requires consideration of 

all these various scales. 

Importantly, as is the case with assemblages more generally, the relations 

achieved in place are always tenuous (see De Landa 2006). Places are constantly in a 

state of flux and subject to the effects of all manner of historically contingent events, be 

they ecological, demographic, or cultural. During the course of such events, various 

actors (both human and nonhuman) are repositioned and the relationships among them 

are altered, resulting in new interactions and historical potentialities. The construction of 
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a monument, for example, constitutes an event with the capacity to change the 

character of an entire landscape by reorienting the movement of people and things, 

galvanizing social and political relations, and reworking an entire community’s place-

based system of references (e.g., Barrett 1999). Similarly far-reaching transformations 

may be affected by any number of other place-altering events such as the importing of 

foreign objects, the adoption of a new technology, a devastating hurricane, or the drying 

up of a lake. Fortunately for archaeologists, most places, especially those with long 

histories of occupation, are accretional in nature; they are cumulative palimpsests 

(sensu Bailey 2007) that, although variably preserved, provide a material record of the 

past interactions and events that compose a place’s history (Bailey 2007; Barrett 2001; 

Bradley 2002; Olivier 2001). Thus, in addition to facilitating the convergence of various 

contemporary things in a single location, places also, in effect, gather and concentrate 

multiple distinct times (Olivier 2001). For the ancient inhabitants of archaeological 

places, ever-present reminders of the past would have served as potent resources for 

interpreting present conditions and planning for future ones. For archaeologists, access 

to the successive, superimposed iterations of a place provides nothing less than a 

window into the continually shifting compositions and structures of past communities 

(sensu Harris 2012, 2013), along with potential insight into the events responsible for 

their reconfiguration. 

Orange Pottery and the Gathering History at Silver Glen 

The construction of some of the biggest and most elaborate shell mound 

complexes in Florida coincided with the appearance of the region’s earliest pottery 

technology, a fiber-tempered pottery tradition known as “Orange” (see Table 1-1 for the 

regional culture-history). Orange pottery has historical roots in the Stallings wares of 
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South Carolina and Georgia, the oldest pottery-making tradition in North America. 

Following its initial development at around 5000 cal B.P.1 (based on Stoltman 1966), 

pottery technology quickly spread south via existing exchange networks (Sassaman 

2004b), reaching Florida’s northern Atlantic Coast by ca. 4700 cal B.P. (Russo et al. 

1993) and the middle St. Johns River valley no more than two centuries later 

(Sassaman 2003a). In the latter region, the earliest sizeable pottery assemblages, and 

the most intricately decorated ones, were confined to the few (perhaps only four) 

locations that featured Orange period shell mounds. The condensing of to-that-point 

widespread mound-centered activities in these select locations, along with the sudden, 

seemingly wholesale incorporation of pottery into the material repertoire of mounded 

places, evince a dramatic reorganization of the Late Archaic cultural landscape. This 

restructuring also included changes in settlement layout, exchange patterns, and 

mortuary practices, further evidence of a regionwide shift in social and material 

entanglements at around this time.    

Here, I examine the nature of these far-reaching Late Archaic transformations 

from the perspective of the Silver Glen complex, the northernmost of four known 

Orange mound centers in the middle St. Johns basin. Its extensive archaeological 

deposits are arranged along an approximately 1-km-long spring run that drains into 

Lake George, Florida’s second largest body of fresh water. The complex’s cultural 

remains register at least 8,000 years of pre-Columbian social life and include multiple 

mounds and ridges, along with a remarkable variety of less conspicuous deposits and 

                                            
1
 All dates throughout the dissertation are reported in calibrated years before present (cal B.P.).  When 

referring to a specific radiocarbon assay or group of assays, the entire 2-sigma calibrated age range is 
used unless otherwise noted.   
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features (Randall et al. 2011; Sassaman et al. 2011). By the beginning of the Late 

Archaic period, Silver Glen was already a place with a long and materially conspicuous 

history, with multiple prominent cultural deposits accentuating the site’s unique 

hydrological features. Late preceramic hunter-gatherers occupied this location 

repeatedly, establishing a series of successive residential settlements south of the 

spring run and erecting a sand mortuary mound to its north. During the subsequent 

Orange Period, early pottery-makers radically altered the Silver Glen landscape by 

constructing two massive shell mounds that Jeffries Wyman (1875:38) referred to as 

“the most gigantic deposits of shells met with on the waters of the St. Johns.”  The 

builders of these mounds also dug hundreds of oversized roasting pits and set up a 

series of small encampments in various areas along the run. Great quantities of Orange 

pottery were deposited across these different contexts in a highly structured manner. I 

rely on this remarkable material record to construct an eventful, human-scale history of 

Late Archaic interaction and community formation at the complex.  

Important to the narrative posited here is the idea that Silver Glen’s 

archaeological remains constitute not just an inert record of past practices but, in fact, 

represent the actual material conditions within which its Late Archaic inhabitants carried 

out various projects and interactions (following Barrett 2001). From this perspective, 

these materials are recognized as having played an active and integral role in the Late 

Archaic gatherings being investigated. It follows that the communities whose histories I 

hope to illuminate were not restricted to groups of interacting people but instead 

comprised the entire place-based assemblage, which included a whole host of effectual 

actors, both human and not (sensu Harris 2012, 2013).  The respective social 
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conditions presented by these various place-based communities were determined by 

the composition and arrangement of their constituent members (i.e., people, ancestors, 

artifacts, mounds, etc.). Over the course of the Late Archaic period, members were 

repeatedly added, removed, and repositioned as people and materials moved into and 

about the complex. Consequently, the character of the place was continually altered, 

and the communities contingent on it remained in a perpetual state of “becoming.”  

My aim here is to provide a clear and cogent account of these ever-evolving 

mound-centered communities at Silver Glen, one that sheds light on the actual 

experiences and decisions of the people who participated in them. I do this using the 

trope of “gathering” as described above (see Chapter 3 for a more in-depth discussion). 

I approach the complex’s history as a series of multiscalar, nested gathering events that 

range from individual artifacts and features at the lower end to monumental depositional 

undertakings and regional-scale aggregations on the upper. Employing a variety of 

analytical techniques, I focus on uncovering the spatial and temporal relations 

established by particular material events and evaluating their impact on the larger 

community (i.e., assemblage), as revealed by reinforced or reworked patterns of 

subsequent practice and interaction. Modelling these various material and social 

phenomena as events—understood here simply as convergent happenings with 

historical consequences—highlights the potential role of even localized agents and 

occurrences as catalysts for larger historical change. It also draws attention to the 

temporal confluence realized in each of these happenings as they were interpreted and 

acted on in accordance with memories of the past and anticipations of the future. 

Further, by linking individual events together through time and examining the various 
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genealogies and itineraries that converged in a particular place, it is possible to 

recognize far-reaching historical processes such as social transformation, 

intensification, ritualization, and the like without losing sight of the varied experiences 

and agencies that these processes entailed at the local scale.               

This account is thus a history of gathering in place. I argue that the Orange 

period shell mounds at Silver Glen Springs were venues for and the material remains of 

repeated extralocal gathering events that integrated people and materials from across 

peninsular Florida and possibly beyond. I further maintain that participants in these 

gatherings engaged in feasting, monument-building, and other ritualized practices that 

drew on the complex’s rich, materially conspicuous past in order forge enduring long-

distance relationships. The apparent communal nature of these mound gatherings 

constitutes a significant departure from the preceramic ones that immediately preceded 

them, which frequently singled out particular individuals and groups by way of lavish 

burial treatments and rare, exotic objects. I suggest that the reworking of local and 

regional interaction networks indicated by these transformations were tied, at least in 

part, to the introduction of pottery technology and may also have involved an influx of 

nonlocal people into the Middle St. Johns valley. My focus throughout this narrative is 

on the scale and organization of Orange period mound-centered communities and, in 

particular, the specific material practices and other gathering events by which they were 

achieved and sustained at Silver Glen Springs.  

My conclusions are supported by multiple lines of empirical evidence, beginning 

with data related to the shaping of the complex itself. An important development in 

recent archaeological thought is the growing acceptance that all deposition, from routine 
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refuse disposal to the overt performances often involved in monument construction, is 

structured according to the cultural traditions or “aesthetics” at play in a given context 

(Mills and Walker 2008; Pollard 2001; Thomas 2012). Cross-culturally, deposition is one 

of the primary means by which places are made and cultural values are materialized 

(e.g., Dawdy 2006: Dillehay 2007; Jordan 2003). At Silver Glen, the varied deposits of 

shell and other materials that adorn and divide the complex provide valuable clues 

regarding the varying scales and organizations of the communities who gathered there. 

I approach these deposits not as incidental or interchangeable garbage piles but rather 

as the ordered remains of historically informed and future-oriented decisions on the part 

of the site’s hunter-gatherer inhabitants. Among the questions I focus on are: What 

specific depositional practices were implicated in the construction and use of different 

areas of the Silver Glen complex?  How was deposition used to demarcate distinct 

social fields by framing certain areas or orienting movement around the complex?  What 

were the relationships of individual depositional contexts to each other and to the 

complex as a whole?  And finally, to what extent, and for what purpose(s), were Silver 

Glen deposits used to materially “presence” other places and times?   

The sizeable Orange pottery assemblages from the complex provide substantial 

methodological advantages for addressing these and other questions. As 

archaeologists have long been aware, pottery designs and modifications provide a 

wealth of evidence regarding the material and social endeavors for which vessels were 

manufactured as well as the tasks in which they were actually employed (Braun 1983; 

Skibo 1992, 2013). Technological and stylistic attributes of pots also frequently encode 

information allowing archaeologists to distinguish between distinct cultural traditions, 
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social identities, and communities of practice (Bowser and Patton 2008; Degoy 2008; 

Gosselain 1998). With these factors in mind, I use patterned variations in the Orange 

pottery at Silver Glen to investigate the range and organization of the practices 

conducted there as well as the identities and relations of the parties involved. In 

addition, the raw materials used in pottery manufacturing are frequently traceable back 

to the locations or regions from which they were acquired via chemical and 

mineralogical sourcing techniques (Glowacki and Neff 2002; Neff 1992; Stoltman 2001). 

Sourcing analyses are powerful tools for archaeologists interested in writing narrative 

histories in the absence of written records because they permit the  reconstruction of 

the actual movements of materials (along with the people transporting them) across 

ancient landscapes and between particular places. They thus provide the kind of 

quantitative data needed to lend scientific credence to now-popular biographical and 

network-based renderings by revealing the sequences of events and social 

entanglements in which objects were implicated over the course of their social lives 

(Hodder 2012; Jones 2004; Joy 2009). In the case at hand, neutron activation analysis 

(NAA) and petrography are used to determine the origins of vessels and thereby 

ascertain the geographic catchment area of Silver Glen’s Late Archaic social 

gatherings. Together with the depositional evidence discussed above, these pottery 

data provide a sound basis for an alternative, more nuanced—and I would argue more 

convincing—narrative of Late Archaic shell-mound interactions than those typically put 

forward. 

Outline and Organization    

This study begins with a review of current perspectives on and understandings of 

Archaic shell mounds in Florida before outlining an alternative theoretical approach that 
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centers historical events and place-based gatherings as keys to understanding the 

dynamics of mound communities. This approach is then applied to depositional and 

ceramic data (related to technological style and provenance) from Silver Glen, 

according to which a synthetic narrative of Orange period shell-mound interactions is 

ultimately drawn. 

In Chapter 2, I consider some of the traditional anthropological assumptions 

commonly brought to bear on the study of pre-Modern and nonagricultural societies and 

discuss the severe restrictions that they have placed on archaeological narratives of the 

Archaic Southeast. I begin with the notion of “prehistory,” which I argue has long been 

instrumental in maintaining a sharp divide between Western civilization and a primitive 

“Other” by obscuring the varied history-making practices of nonliterate peoples 

worldwide. I suggest that many of the pejorative connotations attached to this term are 

exacerbated when it is applied to “hunter-gatherers,” a category of people widely 

assumed to lack historical consciousness, long-term foresight, and the overall cultural 

wherewithal to transcend the determinative power of their natural surroundings. These 

general topics are used as an entry point into a more specific discussion regarding the 

highly generalized and largely ahistorical character of the archaeological accounts 

typically constructed for groups in the Archaic southeast. The chapter concludes with 

background on the Middle and Late Archaic periods in Florida’s middle St. Johns River 

valley and an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the dominant 

archaeological approaches currently employed in this and neighboring regions. 

Chapter 3 outlines the more human-scale and history-centered perspective 

adopted in the present study. Rather than viewing history as a detached, objective past 
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or restricting it to written records, I define it broadly to include all the culturally ubiquitous 

and infinitely diverse means by which people draw on the past in order to establish 

relationships in the present and for the future. With this definition in mind, I go on to 

argue that one effective way to construct archaeological histories that are more relevant 

to actual past human experience is to focus on the identification and linking together of 

specific historical events. Introducing the concepts of “assemblage” and “bundle,” I 

maintain that past events are accessible to archaeologists in the form of artifacts, 

features, and cultural deposits, all of which constitute historically contingent and 

consequential intersections of various material and immaterial entities. The final section 

of Chapter 3 discusses the important role of place in gathering and positioning these 

various entities in meaningful ways. I review genealogical, biographical, and itinerary-

based methods for constructing eventful histories of place and make the case that these 

provide a veritable window into the interactions and internal workings of relational, 

place-based communities through time. 

With the necessary background and theoretical framework established, the 

remaining four chapters focus on the empirical results of my investigation of Late 

Archaic interaction at the Silver Glen complex. Chapter 4 provides a history of Archaic 

deposition and landscape modification at the complex. It begins with a basic outline of 

the complex’s layout, environmental setting, and previous archaeological investigations. 

I then consider in detail the various depositional traditions and strategies that were 

implicated in the construction and repeated reshaping of the complex by Archaic hunter-

gatherers between ca. 8000 and 3000 B.P. The beginning of this interval marks the 

earliest evidence for large-scale digging and deposition at Silver Glen Springs, an event 
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that prefaced more than three millennia of subsequent preceramic engagement with this 

location. I discuss these developments in terms of the historical precedents they set for 

the complex’s earliest pottery-making inhabitants after ca. 4500 B.P. I suggest that the 

complex’s two massive Orange period shell mounds were intentionally sited atop 

preexisting mortuaries in order to draw on the authority of the ancestral past, even while 

implementing profound future-oriented transformations of the material and social 

landscape. I also examine an assemblage of huge roasting pits that were likely used to 

provision mound-centered feasts, arguing that through time the digging and infilling of 

these oversized features became important social events in their own right. Throughout 

Chapter 4, I focus on identifying the various times, places, peoples, and materials that 

were bundled together in particular depositional episodes and linking these together to 

create a coherent account of the complex’s development through time.    

In Chapter 5, I turn my attention to the Orange pottery assemblages from Silver 

Glen, and, in particular, to what patterned variation in the technological styles of these 

pots indicates regarding the kinds of social gatherings in which they were involved. I 

preface this discussion with a review of current knowledge regarding the manufacture, 

circulation, and chronology of Orange pottery in northeast Florida. I then present data 

related to numerous metric, formal, and decorative attributes of Orange vessel lots from 

five distinct and temporally overlapping contexts at Silver Glen. Spatial disparities in 

vessel size, surface decorations, and use-wear patterns suggest that the two shell 

mounds were the sites of larger-scale and more culturally diverse gatherings than other 

areas of the complex. These pottery data are thus consistent with those from the 

broader region that support the notion that Orange shell mounds were places of social 
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aggregation and feasting. I contend that Orange pots, by way of their consumption at 

ritually-charged communal events and structured deposition in various contexts, were 

instrumental in both creating mounds as particular kinds of places and in negotiating 

and maintaining the networks of relationships associated with them.    

Chapter 6 presents new data related to the chemical and mineralogical sourcing 

of Orange pottery from Silver Glen. Pottery samples from the complex and clay 

reference samples from throughout Florida and southern Georgia were subjected to 

both NAA and petrographic analysis. These analyses were designed to reveal the 

geographic origins of Orange vessels from Silver Glen and, by extension, the scales 

and orientations of the Late Archaic gatherings that took place there. The chemical data 

obtained via NAA provide compelling evidence that the complex’s shell mounds drew in 

people and pots from diverse locations, including some from more than 200 km to the 

southwest. The same data indicate a more limited range of participants in the activities 

that occurred in nonmound contexts and suggest that they were all relatively local in 

scope. These results are largely corroborated by petrographic data obtained from 

pottery and clay thin sections. As with the chemical analysis, the thin section data show 

that the highest diversity in naturally-occurring aplastics and culturally-added tempers 

occurs in pottery assemblages from the two mounds. While less conclusive in terms of 

linking pots to a specific source location, the petrographic results are largely consistent 

with the provenance determinations made using NAA. 

Finally, Chapter 7 employs all of these lines of evidence in conveying an eventful 

history of Late Archaic interaction at Silver Glen Springs. As already discussed, I 

approach this history as one of social gathering at multiple scales. At the largest scale 
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were the regional aggregation events during which droves of people and pots from 

throughout peninsular Florida converged at the complex’s shell mounds. These far-

reaching, momentous occurrences subsumed countless smaller ones in the form of 

individual shell deposits, features, and artifacts, each with their own referential 

connections to other times, places, people, and traditions. The repeated bundling and 

rebundling of all of these materials in the context of communal feasts helped condense 

an entire regional-scale network of relations into a single location. Over time, these 

events recreated the Silver Glen complex as a broadly influential place of ritual and 

remembrance for the region’s otherwise dispersed Late Archaic hunter-gatherer groups. 

The data generated in this study (especially those obtained via NAA and petrographic 

analysis) thus provide the most compelling evidence yet that Orange shell mounds, like 

late preceramic ones, were important, large-scale gathering places. In this case, 

however, mound-centered gatherings were geared toward the establishment and 

maintenance of cohesive macrocommunities, a far cry from the apparently fragmented 

and status-marking mound interactions of the immediately preceding period. I argue that 

this shift was facilitated, at least in part, by the introduction of pottery, which disrupted 

existing exchange networks based on rare and exotic materials by providing a novel 

and universally accessible medium with which to build alternative long-distance 

alliances. I conclude with a discussion of the limits of the current study and suggest 

directions for future research.   
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Table 1-1. Culture-history of northeast Florida. 

Period Years (cal B.P.) 

Paleoindian 13,500-11,700   

Early Archaic 11,700-7400 

Mount Taylor - Early Mount Taylor phase (Middle Archaic) 7400-5700 

Mount Taylor - Thornhill Lake phase (Late Archaic) 5700-4600 

Orange (Late Archaic) 4600-3500 

St. Johns I 3500-1250 

St. Johns II 1250-500 
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CHAPTER 2 
ANONOMYZING PERSPECTIVES AND CURRENT UNDERSTANDINGS OF 

FLORIDA’S LATE ARCHAIC PAST 

The notion of “prehistory” is increasingly recognized as a patent misnomer. The 

term was originally coined in the nineteenth century (Wilson 1851) as a simple temporal 

marker, intended to distinguish literate societies from those predating the advent of 

written records. Since that time, however, it has acquired a number of additional, more 

value-laden, connotations that have contributed to the caricaturing of countless non-

Western peoples and the devaluing of their relationships with their own pasts. Many 

archaeologists studying so-called “prehistoric” groups have unwittingly exacerbated this 

situation by restricting their focus to macroscale evolutionary processes and producing 

hyper-generalized accounts that ascribe little causal power to events and practices 

commensurate with actual human experience.  

 In this chapter, I argue that the label “prehistoric” has not only highlighted the 

difference between literate and nonliterate peoples but has, in effect, produced a 

troubling dichotomy between people with history and those supposedly without it. Of 

those relegated to the latter group, I suggest that hunter-gatherers have been the most 

generalized and parodied in anthropological literature, a situation that has repeatedly 

resulted in over-generalized, assumption-filled treatments of Archaic societies in the 

Southeast. I then discuss the current state of knowledge regarding Late Archaic Orange 

period hunter-gatherers in Florida and examine how dominant, largely ahistorical 

approaches have impeded archaeological understanding of their lives.  

Problems with “Prehistory” 

In common usage, the term “history” has two related, yet distinct, meanings. In 

some instances, it denotes what might be termed “objective history,” the actual past 
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events and processes associated with a given time period or other phenomenon (social 

group, place, institution, etc.). Alternatively, history also commonly refers not to the past 

itself, but rather to a representation of some past development, usually in the form of a 

written text. The term “prehistory” was originally used to mark a deficiency in the 

represented history of a time period or cultural group due to a lack of written historical 

records (Wilson 1851). Literate societies have frequently been contrasted with peoples 

relying primarily on oral accounts or other means of preserving their pasts, which are 

often seen as less reliable and durable than written descriptions (Henige 1974; Vansina 

1985). According to some scholars, accurate history presupposed writing, because it 

was only through written records that people were able to take events out of their 

contexts and analyze competing accounts (Cole 2001:103 citing Goody and Watt 1963; 

Goody 1977). Anthropologists have long been complicit with such views, as historic and 

prehistoric archaeologies are widely accepted as being characterized by distinct 

research questions, methodologies, and narrative scales due to perceived disparities 

between written sources and other types of archaeological evidence (Trigger 2006:498). 

A growing number of researchers, however, now recognize the serious problems 

associated with maintaining a sharp distinction between historic and prehistoric pasts 

(e.g., Cobb 2005; Lightfoot 1995; Schmidt and Mrozowski 2013).  

Segregating the past in this way ultimately results in the oversimplification and 

devaluing of non-Western forms of historical practice. It helps perpetuate dichotomies 

such as “hot” and “cold” (Levi-Strauss 1966:233) that uncritically divide the world into 

people who embrace historical change and people who deny it. In the process, whole 

societies are branded as “ahistorical” or endlessly “repetitive” (e.g., Fogelson 1989). 
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Ohnuki-Tierney (1990) suggests that anthropologists’ traditional tendency to ignore non-

Western historical traditions stemmed from a subconscious Eurocentric belief that 

nonliterate peoples did not have their own histories but instead existed in a state of 

virtual stasis for millennia prior to colonial contact (see also Wylie 1995). Sassaman 

(2010:1–2) explains that such an image of prehistoric people was necessary to satisfy 

the modern Western need for a foil, a primitive benchmark against which modern 

human progress could be measured and its means justified (see also Cobb 2005; 

Randall 2010:24) . In filling this need, “prehistory” came to represent not just the time 

period before writing but also became the epitome of simplicity, backwardness, and a 

lack of cultural development.  

The privileging of written accounts over other kinds of history-making has 

resulted in in the production of bland, generalized historical narratives that portray 

nonliterate and preliterate peoples as culturally conservative and largely unchanging 

over vast stretches of time. The connotation of “prehistory” has thus been extended 

from the mere absence of a particular type of represented history to also implying a 

deficiency in the objective histories of many non-Western societies. In other words, what 

began as an epistemological distinction between written and other forms of historical 

evidence has since developed into an ontological division between peoples with 

dynamic, complex pasts and those stuck in never-ending cycles of monotony. For this 

reason, the notion of “prehistory,” once the stated focus of much of the discipline, is 

coming under attack by an ever-growing number of archaeologists (e.g., Bradley 2002; 

Lightfoot 1995; Lucas 2005:Chapter 5; Pauketat and Loren 2005; Sassaman 2010; 

Schmidt and Patterson 1995; Schmidt and Mrozowski 2013).  
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Hunter-Gatherer Timelessness    

The significance of “prehistory” (hereafter referred to as “(pre)history”) beyond its 

use as a mere temporal marker is clearly demonstrated by popular use of the term in 

relation to contemporary, living peoples whose pasts have been watered down, ignored, 

or denied entirely. MacEachern (2013), for example, writes about how, in the absence 

of written accounts, the histories of people occupying Africa’s Lake Chad Basin have 

been simplistically and invariably linked to the long term environmental record of the 

lake rather than the multitude of special and day-to-day practices through which they 

engage with and represent their pasts. This perspective has led to widespread 

assumptions regarding the ahistorical character of African societies and a view of their 

people’s actions as “random, childlike, or meaninglessly repetitive” (MacEachern 

2013:127). In similar veins, Lederman (1986) laments the treatment of New Guinea 

Highlanders in both popular and scholarly accounts as “peoples without history,” 

existing in ecological equilibrium and lacking their own internal dynamism, while 

Whitehead (2003) argues that indigenous Amazonian histories continue to be widely 

viewed either “uninteresting or unknowable.”   

No group of people, however, has been more susceptible to such 

characterizations than those glossed as hunter-gatherers. Since virtually the inception 

of the discipline, hunter-gatherers have provided anthropologists with the ultimate 

“other” (sensu Fabian 1983), a category of people so far removed from Western ways of 

living and thinking about the world that they could serve as the necessary baseline for 

evaluating different levels of cultural development (Barnard 2004; Bettinger 1991:2).  

Although the label itself refers only to a particular subsistence strategy, this strategy has 

been structurally linked to a number of other sociocultural characteristics to form a 
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generalized model of hunter-gatherers used to differentiate them from supposedly more 

advanced cultural forms. One of the most persistent and effective ways of distancing 

hunter-gatherers has been to relegate them, either explicitly or implicitly, to a state of 

perpetual timelessness, that is, to locate them somewhere outside of history. 

In traditional evolutionary and neoevolutionary schemes, hunter-gatherers, in 

their various semantic iterations (e.g., “savages”, “foragers”, “bands”, etc.), were 

invariably ensconced on the bottom rung of the ladder of progress, positioned as far as 

possible from the cultural achievements of Western civilization (e.g., Fried 1967; 

Morgan 1877; Service 1962). Built into these schemes was the notion that hunter-

gatherers had somehow escaped the forces of social evolution and remained in 

something approaching a “pristine” state. As the last vestiges of “natural man,” the study 

of hunter-gatherers was thus thought to provide anthropologists with their most 

promising means for reconstructing an “ancient condition of humanity” (Kelly 1995:1; 

see also Barnard 2004). In this way, anthropologists relegated not only past groups but 

also all living hunter-gatherers to a time distinct from, and primitive in relation to, their 

own (Fabian 1983). 

While no contemporary social scientist would argue for the idea of living peoples 

as evolutionary holdovers, the ahistorical, or at least temporally segregated, character 

of hunter-gatherer treatments has persisted. For the past several decades, 

anthropological accounts have tended to privilege broad-scale environmental factors 

over context-specific historical ones in explanations of hunter-gatherer behavior, 

reflecting a perspective that harkens back to the ideas of Julian Steward. Steward’s 

research among Great Basin hunter-gatherers contributed strongly to his influential 
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concept, the “culture core,” defined as those behaviors contributing most directly to the 

extraction of energy from the environment, namely “subsistence practices and economic 

arrangements” (Steward 1955:37). Other cultural factors such as ritual, ideology, and 

social organization were considered to be subject to the unpredictable contingencies of 

history and therefore of secondary importance. While Steward saw the culture core as 

the foundation of all societies, this was especially true for hunting and gathering 

peoples, who, in his view, “evince a less complicated history, whose structure is 

simpler in content and form, and whose institutions were most extensively patterned 

by subsistence activities” (Steward 1938:1). 

For Steward and many of his contemporaries, the “gastric orientation” of hunter-

gatherers and the constraints imposed by their natural environments provided the basis 

for sweeping cross-cultural generalizations regarding the nature of their societies. 

These were formalized in Man the Hunter into a “generalized forager model” that 

conceptually linked hunting and gathering with a number of social and demographic 

characteristics including egalitarianism, low population density, lack of territoriality, a 

minimum of food storage, and band-level organization, all of which were viewed as 

adaptive necessities for nonagricultural populations (Lee and Devore 1968). The 

enduring impacts of this formulation were the ecofunctionalist orientation of most 

hunter-gatherer research and the corresponding homogenization of social and cultural 

differences regardless of spatiotemporal context (Yengoyan 2004). For the present 

discussion, the important aspect of both Steward’s culture core and the generalized 

forager model is that, in directly linking hunter-gatherer lifeways with environmental 
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variables, history was removed from the equation and the people in question were 

rendered timeless.        

Perhaps the most glaring evidence of this has been the repeated, often uncritical, 

attempts by both archaeologists and ethnographers to draw parallels between small-

scale “traditional” societies in the present and those in the distant (i.e. [pre]historic) past. 

Common among nineteenth century cultural evolutionists, this tendency was 

resurrected in full force during the 1960s and 70s when data such as those generated 

by the Kalahari project (Lee 1976; 1979) were helping to paint modern hunter-gatherers 

as “pristine primitives,” and thus legitimate analogs for understanding virtually any 

nonagricultural group back to the dawn of humanity. These comparisons relied largely 

on ecological and technological parallels and necessarily excluded or attempted to filter 

out historical variables in order to remain viable. Although the notion of the “pristine 

primitive” was thoroughly discredited by revisionist scholars who demonstrated long 

histories of interaction between hunter-gatherers and farming societies (e.g., Headland 

and Reid 1989; Wilmsen 1983,1989; Woodburn 1988), modern African groups continue 

to form the basis for many assumptions regarding the social, political, and historical 

lives of hunter-gatherers in all times and places.         

The image of the ahistorical hunter-gatherer has been reproduced more recently 

by various neo-Darwinian approaches, the most influential of which has been behavioral 

ecology. With roots in animal behavior studies, behavioral ecology is concerned 

primarily with human-environment interactions and is focused on the differential 

persistence of behavioral variations over time. It assumes that humans possess an 

innate desire to reproduce and therefore relies on the biological concepts of fitness and 
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adaptation in devising models (e.g., optimal foraging) against which to compare and 

predict actual behaviors (Broughton and O’Connell 1999; Kelly 1995, 2000). While not 

denying the role of extra-environmental considerations in influencing hunter-gatherer 

decision-making, the behavioral-ecology approach is deliberately reductionist, preferring 

to focus on specific material elements of hunter-gatherer economies (Winterhalder 

2001). In practice, this means that contingent historical and ideological factors are 

usually downplayed or ignored entirely, resulting in broad generalized explanations of 

cultural forms. Cultural change, where acknowledged at all, is generally only dealt with 

at the macro-scale and is attributed to external adaptive pressures rather than any 

inherent cultural dynamism. While a number of pointed critiques have been leveled at 

this perspective (e.g., Bamforth 2002; Ingold 2000:Chapter 2; Pauketat 2001; Tëmkin 

and Eldridge 2007), behavioral ecology continues to frame the bulk of hunter-gatherer 

research, especially in archaeological contexts (cf. Holly 2013; Moss 2011; Sassaman 

and Holly 2011; Sassaman 2010).  

Many hunter-gatherers have also been depicted as timeless by their perceived 

lack of historical consciousness and long-term foresight. This line of thinking has been 

influenced by Woodburn’s (1982, 1988) distinction between immediate-return systems, 

in which activities are oriented exclusively toward the present and efforts are directed 

toward obtaining resources to be used almost immediately, and delayed return systems, 

in which activities are also oriented toward the past and future and resource 

investments are made that will not yield a return for some time. This distinction has 

important ramifications for not only subsistence pursuits but also social organization, as 

immediate-return systems preclude the existence of formalized rules and institutions 
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that bind people into relationships of long-term dependency. According to Woodburn, 

hunter-gatherers may have either immediate- or delayed-return systems, while all 

agricultural societies are, by definition, rooted in a system of delayed returns. Despite 

his insistence that immediate-return hunter-gatherers are the rarer of the two types, and 

that their socioeconomic strategies may reflect active resistance to historical 

encapsulation by outsiders rather than anything inherent to hunting and gathering itself 

(Woodburn 1988), Woodburn’s ideas have influenced those who would argue for a 

particular pan-hunter-gatherer conception of time, one that is largely ahistorical. Ingold, 

(1988, 1999) for example, maintains that all hunter-gatherer relationships are mediated 

by an ethos of personal autonomy, one that prevents them from entering into any 

commitment or obligation that extends beyond the moment at hand (for related 

arguments, see Crothers and Bernbeck 2004). In a similar vein, Martin (1993) 

resurrects the view of hunter-gatherers as “natural man” in arguing that true historical 

consciousness did not develop until the Neolithic period when, for the first time, people 

detached themselves from their environments and started bending them to their own will 

(see also Bradley 2005; Suzman 2004).  

While differing in their details and emphases, all of these perspectives have 

positioned hunter-gatherers as essentially outside of time and history. Not only have 

they been represented as changeless over centuries or millennia but they are also 

depicted as having virtually no knowledge of or interest in their own pasts and, 

therefore, no basis for imagining a future different from the present. In this way, the 

actions of hunter-gatherers have been reduced to mindless behaviors and deprived of 

all effective agency (Feit 1994; Sassaman 2012). As a result, and in contrast to all other 
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kinds of human societies, hunter-gatherers continue to be most often studied and 

explained within evolutionary rather than historical frameworks (Sassaman 2004a).  

Archaic Narratives in the Southeast 

The presumptions of cultural stasis and historical indifference associated with 

(pre)historic people in general, and hunter-gatherers in particular, have had a major 

impact on the kinds of archaeological narratives typically constructed for the Archaic 

period in the Southeast. These factors have resulted in a litany of abbreviated and 

hyper-generalized accounts of Archaic societies that, overall, exhibit a dehumanized 

quality that Sassaman (2000:148) describes as a “disturbing anonymity.” 

Sandwiched between the pioneering first settlers of the New World and the 

elaborate agricultural societies of later (pre)history, the Archaic period (11,500-3200 

B.P.) has long been viewed as lengthy transitional stage in the gradual evolution from 

simple to complex social forms in the eastern U.S. Encompassing a vast geographic 

area and more than 8,000 years, the Archaic was, from its inception, delimited more by 

what it lacked, namely horticulture, pottery, and sedentary village life, than any 

perceived cultural advancements or common characteristics (Ritchie 1932). Despite the 

fact that all of these hallmarks of complexity have now been identified, in one form or 

another, within the traditional bounds of the Archaic, these discoveries have done little 

to dislodge the dominant narrative portraying it as a period of relative cultural simplicity, 

passivity, and stasis. 

One of the most persistent themes in Archaic narratives, much like hunter-

gatherer studies more broadly, is the notion of adaptation (Emerson and McElrath 

2009). This focus was established early on by Joseph Caldwell (1958) who, in his 

influential monograph Trend and Tradition in the Eastern United States, posited that the 
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Archaic was, in general, characterized by a gradual trend toward greater economic 

efficiency. He suggested that as Archaic hunter-gatherers moved into new 

environments, they adapted over time by developing new strategies and technologies 

that made them more adept at exploiting local resources. This adaptive process 

culminated, during the Late Archaic, in what he termed “primary forest efficiency,” a 

state that once reached, obviated the need for further economic innovation and enabled 

subsequent nonutilitarian cultural elaborations such as mounds and extravagant grave 

goods. Although written more than fifty years ago, Caldwell’s ideas, which were 

instrumental to the conceptualization of the Archaic as a period of incremental 

adjustments to environmental variables, still exert a substantial influence on Archaic 

interpretations (e.g., Dye and Watson 2010; Jefferies 2009).  

The primary causal role attributed to the natural environment and concomitant 

forces of adaptation in most accounts of the Archaic is reflected in the temporal 

structuring of the period into Early, Middle, and Late subdivisions. Each of these 

subdivisions corresponds with a broad climatic trend, with the onset of the Early Archaic 

coinciding with a sharp increase in global temperatures at the end of what is called the 

Younger Dryas, the Middle Archaic with a warmer-than-average period known as the 

Hypsithermal, and the Late Archaic with the establishment of largely modern climactic 

conditions (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:71-76). The reality of these climactic 

developments on global and regional scales are largely beyond question and, on the 

surface, dividing the Archaic in this way seems fairly benign and perhaps even useful 

for specifying a particular time frame. Problems arise, however, when these broad 

trends are used to explain archaeological patterns at subregional or local scales, as 
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research has shown that their effects were highly uneven and variably experienced 

(Claassen 2010:Chapter 5; Kidder and Sassaman 2009; McElrath and Emerson 2009). 

Moreover, even where local data are available, it remains unclear the extent to which 

these climatic phenomena were manifest at temporal scales commensurate with actual 

human perception and decision-making. Nevertheless, as Anderson and Sassaman 

(2012:76) point out, these trends and their corresponding subperiods “remain the 

primary basis for both describing and explaining Archaic variation across most of the 

region.”            

Because most of the environmental shifts to which archaeologists are privy in 

Archaic contexts play out over long temporal scales, in viewing Archaic cultures as 

nothing more than ecological adaptations, explanations are necessarily limited to the 

slow, gradual processes of evolution. There is, in these accounts, virtually no role 

afforded to historical processes and events occurring at the scale of human experience. 

Moreover, the ecofunctionalist bent of most Archaic research restricts the individuals 

and communities in question to a merely reactive position relative to their natural 

surroundings, providing them no active part in the constitution of their own lived worlds. 

People and places, in this view, become largely interchangeable, as local histories and 

ideologies are subordinated to universal ecological principles. Resulting archaeological 

narratives are almost invariably abbreviated, generalized renderings that contrast 

markedly with the bulk of those constructed for subsequent periods.  

These portrayals of the Archaic, which until recently dominated the 

archaeological literature, could be attributed to the inherent restrictions of the material 

record. It could, for example, be reasoned that due to the muddying effects of temporal 
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distance, Archaic deposits lend themselves more to the study of temporally and spatially 

expansive trends than contingent, rapidly transpiring events and processes, especially 

given the dearth of material culture often presumed to exist among hunter-gatherer 

groups in the first place. This explanation fails, however, to account for the 

disproportionate attention paid to earlier and less materially conspicuous Paleoindian 

groups in regional syntheses (Sassaman 2010:6). To the contrary, Emerson and 

McElrath (2009) argue convincingly that it is not because of the nature of the data but 

rather in spite of increasing evidence that slow-moving and largely faceless Archaic 

narratives continue to represent the norm. In their view, Archaic research across the 

region has been hampered by preconceived notions—rooted in an evolutionary 

ontology and informed by simplistic, flawed analogies with living groups—of what 

hunter-gatherer socialities and material cultures are supposed to look like. 

Unfortunately, this perspective remains entrenched despite now-extensive evidence 

from throughout the region of the rich, complex, and dynamic character of Archaic 

histories (e.g., Blessing 2015; Claassen 2010; Gilmore 2015; Kidder 2010a, 2011; 

Moore 2015; Randall 2010; Russo 2004, 2008; Sassaman 2006, 2010; Spivey et al. 

2015). 

The entire Archaic period in the Southeast has thus been reduced to what 

Randall (2010:22-23 following Fogelson 1989) refers to as a “non-event,”  a 

development that, due to its incommensurability with dominant ontologies, is neglected 

or denied entirely in grand narratives, thereby depriving it of its historical significance. 

Consequently, Archaic societies are, by default, represented as “monotonous” 

(Fogelson 1989:139), culturally conservative (White 2004:25), or even “uninteresting” 
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(Prufer 2001:195), with the burden of proof continually resting with those looking to 

challenge such presumptions. These views are reflected in and perpetuated by state 

and regional syntheses that homogenize the Archaic by portraying it everywhere as the 

playing out of the same gradual evolutionary processes, with little regard for context-

specific cultural differences or historical contingencies. Unfortunately, these mostly 

anonymous Archaic narratives are not exceptional but merely representative of broader 

tendencies in the construction of non-Western and premodern histories.  

Late Archaic Histories in Florida’s St. Johns River Valley 

The Late Archaic Orange period (4600-3500 cal B.P.) in northeastern Florida 

was, according to current evidence, a vibrant and variable time in the region’s history. 

During this roughly 1,100-year interval, the St. Johns River valley and adjacent Atlantic 

coastline were home to diverse groups of hunter-gatherers who witnessed repeated 

social and material transformations that substantially affected both their everyday and 

ceremonial lives. Nevertheless, traditional and still-influential archaeological narratives 

of the Archaic in this area depict it in much the same manner as those constructed 

throughout the broader Southeast—as a protracted and largely undifferentiated stage 

on the inevitable path to farming and sociopolitical complexity. A consistent thread 

running through these accounts is the determinative role attributed to the region’s 

natural environment. Archaic traditions are generally evaluated solely in terms of their 

practical adaptive value, and cultural change is almost invariably linked to the pressures 

exerted by fluctuations in objective ecological conditions, leaving little room for cultural 

or social factors. Resulting narratives are mostly vague accounts that generalize over 

large stretches of time and space while showing little regard for the kinds of context-

specific details needed to provide insight into the actual lived experiences of Archaic 
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people. In this way, lengthy stretches of Archaic history in the St. Johns region have 

been effectively “flattened” (sensu Harvey 1989) and their variability obscured.    

Over the past two decades, however, archaeological perspectives have begun to 

slowly shift as research in this area has intensified and a number of notable discoveries 

have made it increasingly difficult to sustain traditional, deterministic views of its Archaic 

past. Newer approaches have helped reinsert people into Archaic narratives by 

ascribing greater historical import to factors such as social context, agency, and 

ideology. Many of them, however, continue to suffer from the same time-flattening 

tendencies as their more ecologically-minded counterparts (Randall 2013). In both 

cases, an overall lack of attention to the particulars of individual places and events, 

along with a simplistic model of change through time, has impeded construction of Late 

Archaic histories at a truly human scale. 

The Mount Taylor Period (7400-4600 cal B.P.) 

Orange period hunter-gatherers in northeastern Florida occupied a landscape rife 

with the remains of people and events that preceded them.  At that time, the most 

visible remnants of the past would have been those left behind during what 

archaeologists now refer to as the Mount Taylor Period (7400-4600 cal B.P.). This 

period, spanning parts of the Middle and Late Archaic, has been reviewed 

comprehensively elsewhere (Beasley 2008; Endonino 2010; Randall 2010; Wheeler et 

al. 2000). Here, I provide only a brief outline focused on the historical precedents 

established by Mount Taylor people that most directly influenced subsequent Orange 

developments and drawing attention to the enduring preconceptions that have 

structured and, in many cases, inhibited our understanding of Florida’s Archaic past. 
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Mount Taylor shell deposition - background and traditional interpretations.  

The Mount Taylor archaeological culture, as defined by Goggin (1947; 1952:40-43) was 

centered in Florida’s middle St. Johns River Valley. It is distinguished by a suite of 

artifact types including a number of shell, bone, antler, and stone tools, including a 

characteristic lithic hafted biface, the Newnan point (Bullen 1968: Wheeler and McGee 

1994; Wheeler et al. 2000). Mount Taylor sites also frequently contain a broad range of 

vertebrate faunal remains that suggest a subsistence strategy focused primarily on the 

acquisition of freshwater fish, turtle, and other aquatic resources (Blessing 2011a, b; 

Quitmyer 2001; Russo et al. 1992; Sassaman 2003b). A variety of Mount Taylor site 

types and configurations have been delineated including wet sites and ones that are 

shell-free (Randall 2013). The most conspicuous examples of Mount Taylor material 

culture, however, are the countless shell-matrix sites (primarily banded mystery snail 

[Viviparus georgianus], apple snail [Pomacea paludosa], and various freshwater 

bivalves [Unionidae spp.]) that dot the banks of the St. Johns and surrounding bodies of 

water.  

The beginning of the Mount Taylor period is marked by the first appearance of 

shell deposits at ca. 7400 cal B.P. (Randall 2013). Over the following 3,000 years, 

hundreds of diverse shell-matrix places were constructed, ranging from vast, visually 

imposing mounds and ridges to the topographically subtle deposits Wyman (1875: 8-11) 

describes as “shell fields” (see also Randall 2010; Wheeler et al. 2000). These shell 

constructions vary greatly in size, shape, composition, and apparent function. While 

some accumulated slowly and contain abundant evidence of sustained domestic 

occupation, others were erected rapidly during communal events involving feasting, 
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formal ceremony, and sometimes, interment of the dead (Randall 2010; Sassaman and 

Randall 2012). In many cases, however, variation between shell mounds may well have 

been equaled or even exceeded by that occurring within them, with multiple examples 

exhibiting complicated construction sequences and dynamic histories of occupation that 

included multiple transitions between quotidian and overt ceremonial use (e.g., Aten 

1999; Randall et al. 2011; Randall and Sassaman 2005; Sassaman et al. 2011).    

In line with conventional thinking regarding hunter-gatherer simplicity as well as 

broader regional views on the Archaic, Mount Taylor depositional traditions have been 

most often interpreted as straightforward adaptations to local ecological conditions. 

Accordingly, nonrandom patterning in the composition or configuration of shell matrix 

sites is typically explained as a result of natural taphonomic processes, habitual discard 

behaviors, or straightforward attempts to deal with a practical ecological challenge (e.g., 

Crothers and Bernbeck 2004; Marquardt 2010a; Milanich 1994; White 2004). Marquardt 

(2010a:567), for example, argues that “most shell-mound constructions and other paleo-

engineering projects were undertaken to solve practical problems or to respond to 

opportunities or challenges presented by abrupt climate changes.”  He posits a number 

of mundane, practical explanations for what he sees as the gradual “accumulation” of 

large shell deposits in a single location, suggesting that mounds may variously 

represent efforts at providing a buffer against flooding, retaining an adequate supply of 

freshwater, or isolating food waste and thereby avoiding offensive odors, flies, animals, 

and diseases (Marquardt 2010a:561). Marquardt (2010a: 555-558; 2010b:261) further 

maintains that the massive sediment-free deposits of shell that others have interpreted 

as evidence for feasting or intentional monument construction (e.g., Aten 1999:140; 
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Randall and Sassaman 2005:101; Russo 2004:43; Schwadron 2010:126) could be 

more easily explained as resulting from secondary refuse disposal, postdepositional 

scavenging by sea birds, and/or inadequate archaeological reporting of mound 

constituents. While not completely denying the possibility that some mounds may have 

been ritually or politically significant, he is, nevertheless, adamant that claims of such 

cannot be taken seriously until it is proven that mounds were not, in fact, just oversized 

domestic middens arranged in order to address basic practical concerns.  

The fundamental premise of this argument—that archaeologists must disprove 

that a shell deposit is a “midden” before proclaiming it a “mound”— has helped set up 

an unproductive, and ultimately unsustainable, dichotomy between these two 

archaeological categories. For its proponents, middens are simple accumulations of 

domestic debris, a result of the practical, largely unreflexive, activities of waste disposal. 

Mounds, on the other hand, are large, purposeful constructions associated with a 

variety of non-utilitarian, ritual practices that include feasting, monument building, 

mortuary ceremonialism, and identity signaling. Conceived in this way, mound and 

midden constitute mutually exclusive and internally homogeneous classes of 

phenomena roughly equivalent to sacred/profane, ritual/practical, and 

symbolic/utilitarian. These dichotomous categories, with roots in modern Cartesian 

thought, have long hindered archaeological understanding of non-Western and 

(pre)historic societies for whom such rigid distinctions are not likely to have existed 

(e.g., Bradley 2005; Brück 1999; Fowles 2013; Pauketat 2013a). Recapitulating them in 

this context serves only to oversimplify the motivations and practices of past actors. 



 

57 

There are also significant problems with explaining shell mound characteristics 

based entirely on a pan-cultural, “common-sense” notion of practicality. Framing 

interpretations in terms of practical reason requires accepting that there is a universal 

logic to human actions that transcends the cultural and historical circumstances at play 

in a given context (Walker 2002). For hunter-gatherers, this logic is generally assumed 

to involve a desire to maximize material benefits while minimizing corresponding costs. 

The trouble with these assumptions is that, as Sahlins (1976:164) recognized almost 

forty years ago, “material effectiveness, practicality, does not exist in any absolute 

sense but only in the measure and form projected by a cultural order.”  In other words, 

practical logic and cultural meaning cannot be separated because the former is simply 

an extension of the latter (see also Brück and Goodman 1999; Hutson and Stanton 

2007; Walker 2002). As for Mount Taylor mounds, while they were undoubtedly involved 

in addressing practical challenges, determining whether those involved distancing 

refuse from living spaces, formalizing social or political relations, memorializing a 

historical event, communicating with ancestors, or some other task entirely can be 

accomplished only by examining the precedents for and consequences of depositional 

decisions as they played out within a specific set of historical circumstances. 

Attempts to pigeonhole Mount Taylor shell deposits into idealized categories, 

along with interpretations that focus exclusively on their perceived adaptive functions, 

have had the unfortunate consequence of obscuring depositional variability across time 

and space. Too often, functional evaluations are made on the basis of a mound’s static 

final form rather than taking into account all of the various events and processes that 

contributed to its development through time (Sassaman and Randall 2012). In the 
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process, lengthy and often-complex histories of mound construction and interaction are 

collapsed and the structure’s significance is arbitrarily reduced to a single point in 

time—the moment in which its final form was achieved. Mounds with similar shapes 

thus become interchangeable. In contrast, when Mount Taylor shell sites are examined 

closely and diachronically, it becomes clear that few, if any, of them conform neatly to 

either the “midden” or “mound” designation as formulated above. Instead, most 

investigated examples either cut across these categories altogether or show evidence 

for shifting between functions and meanings over the course of their use-lives (Randall 

2010; Randall et al. 2014; Sassaman and Randall 2012).  

Depositional variability has also been masked by those who assume a 

straightforward, predictable relationship between environmental stimuli and cultural 

responses. As already noted, regional archaeological narratives have long tied Archaic 

cultural developments to global-scale climatic phenomena such as the Younger Dryas 

and Hypsithermal. Adopting a similar perspective, Marquardt (2010b) hypothesizes 

direct links between various Archaic shell deposits and a series of climate fluctuations 

gleaned from sea level data collected off the coast of Denmark (Tanner 1993). 

Marquardt’s overall aim of ratcheting down the temporal scale to better understand the 

cultural effects of “abrupt,” human-scale climate changes is a worthy one. However, 

even looking past the potential issues involved in employing Danish sea level data to 

explain archaeological patterns in the southeastern U.S., his attempts to establish one-

to-one correlations between environmental and cultural changes (a strategy elsewhere 

referred to as “wiggle-matching” [Robb and Pauketat 2013:5; Sassaman 2010:190]) 

simply recapitulate outdated notions of hunter-gatherer societies passively and 



 

59 

uniformly adapting to their natural surroundings (cf. Lightfoot et al. 2013; Thompson and 

Waggoner 2013). Such interpretations automatically and uncritically designate shell-

mounding a purely reactive enterprise. They also show little regard for the variable ways 

in which environmental changes would have been construed and acted on based on the 

distinct cultural proclivities and historical experiences of the people implicated (cf. 

Sassaman and O’Donoughue 2015). Ultimately, it makes little sense to (as Marquardt 

suggests) seek finer-grained temporal data on paleoclimatic shifts, only to make gross 

spatial generalizations regarding their manifestation and effects across diverse cultural 

contexts. 

Fortunately, over the past two decades, the middle St. Johns basin has been the 

focus of extensive archaeological research conducted in accordance with an alternative, 

history-centered perspective. One important outcome of this work has been the recent 

subdivision of the Mount Taylor period into two distinct phases, the “Early Mount Taylor” 

phase (7400 – 5700 cal B.P.) and the “Thornhill Lake” phase (5700 – 4600 cal B.P.), 

based primarily on observed changes in mortuary traditions and exchange practices 

(Beasley 2008; Endonino 2008, 2010). In-depth investigations at a number of mounds 

and other places have helped to fill in the historical details of each of these phases. 

Overall, this research has resulted in a much more nuanced and dynamic picture of 

Mount Taylor societies, one that contrasts markedly with the more-common 

ecofunctionalist characterizations just discussed.  

The Early Mount Taylor phase (7400-5700 cal B.P.).  Beginning with the 

advent of intensive shellfishing and shell deposition along the St. Johns River at ca. 

7400 cal B.P. (Randall 2013), the Early Mount Taylor phase saw the establishment of a 
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number of regional traditions that persisted in one form or another for millennia 

afterward.  These traditions were initiated in the context of sweeping transformations in 

demography and ecology that were triggered by the inundation of large sections of the 

river valley due to rising seas (Miller 1998). They involved the creation of innumerable 

historical places that referenced preexisting ways of life, while also creating 

unprecedented arenas for the negotiation of cultural categories amid the newly 

reconfigured material and social landscape.  Because a number of these Mount Taylor 

traditions had a direct bearing on the practices and interactions of subsequent Orange 

populations in the region, they are worth considering in some detail here. 

It is widely accepted that the primary catalyst for the initiation of Archaic shell 

deposition along the St. Johns was the onset of artesian spring flow (Miller 1992, 1998). 

Sea level rise during the early–mid Holocene led to ever-increasing pressure within the 

Floridan Aquifer System, ultimately resulting in sustained artesian flow out of Florida’s 

many springs. According to Miller (1992, 1998) the increased surface water generated 

by these springs helped to establish the St. Johns River in its current configuration and 

contributed to the formation of highly productive aquatic biomes, which drew 

unprecedented numbers of people into the river valley. He argues that these 

newcomers mapped directly onto resource-rich areas, eventually producing the massive 

piles of inedible shellfish remains that we see today. In this scenario, spring flow not 

only established the necessary ecological conditions for shell accumulation but also 

provided the basis for the entire riverine way of life espoused by Mount Taylor peoples.  

While parsimonious, Miller’s hypothesis is not entirely reconcilable with current 

data. Since his narrative of Mount Taylor origins was put forward, a considerable 
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amount of research has been conducted that paints a far more complicated picture of 

human-spring interaction than the one he envisioned. O’Donoughue (2011, 2015) has 

convincingly rebutted the idea of initial spring flow as a regionally consistent “founding 

event” that led directly to large-scale shellfishing and largely determined the subsequent 

trajectories of Mount Taylor societies. Using GIS modelling, O’Donoughue (2015) 

demonstrates that, due to disparities in spring elevation, conduit depth, and 

connectedness to the underlying aquifer, the onset of spring flow in Florida was 

asynchronous and spatially heterogeneous, making the notion of a sudden valley-wide 

response exceedingly unlikely. He also provides data suggesting that the water 

chemistry of most Florida springs renders them less than optimal habitats for supporting 

the kinds of shellfish that compose Mount Taylor mounds (O’Donoughue 2011). The 

direct connection between spring flow, increased ecological productivity, and shell 

deposition is also questionable based on archaeological evidence. As noted by 

O’Donoughue (2015), the oldest shell mounds in the St. Johns River valley are not 

associated with spring locales, and, in fact, spring-side shell deposition does not occur 

until perhaps a full millennium later. Moreover, at a number of springs the earliest 

deposits consist of largely shell-free middens, indicating an extensive period of 

occupation prior to substantial shellfish exploitation (O’Donoughue 2011; Randall et al. 

2011; Sassaman 2003b).  All of these considerations point to a great deal of ecological 

and cultural heterogeneity at the beginning of the Mount Taylor, and together, they 

effectively undermine the dominant narrative positing a simple cause-and-effect 

relationship between spring flow and large-scale shell deposition. 
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Using the most up-to-date evidence, Randall (2013) has identified two distinct 

“episodes” of Early Mount Taylor shell deposition based on differences in the context, 

scale, configuration, and content of deposits.  Marking the beginning of Episode I (ca. 

7400 to 6350 cal B.P.), the earliest shell deposits in the river valley were associated 

with a number of small settlements. The best-studied example is Hontoon Dead Creek 

Village (8VO215), a roughly linear site consisting of five topographically subtle and 

regularly spaced house mounds, sometimes referred to as shell “nodes” (Randall 2007). 

Ranging from 13 to 25 meters in their longest dimension and rising only 40 to 50 

centimeters above the surrounding terrain, testing of two of the nodes indicate that they 

were constructed in a series of small depositional episodes (manifested as alternating 

thin layers of whole and crushed shell), probably corresponding to successive 

occupations and abandonments. They contain abundant evidence for everyday living 

including food remains, charcoal, various tools, crushed-shell surfaces, and areas of 

primary and secondary deposition. Radiocarbon assays date the earliest of these 

occupations to near the beginning of the Mount Taylor period at ca. 7300 cal B.P. 

(Randall 2007). Subsequently, use of the site appears to exhibit a “time-transgressive” 

pattern with the oldest deposits occurring at the northern end of the site and later Mount 

Taylor, Orange, and post-Archaic deposits increasing to the south. As Randall 

(2011:129) notes, this extended history of occupation suggest that “once established as 

places to dwell, the structure and spatiality of early residential sites were reproduced 

over the course of many years, if not generations.” 

 Additional Early Mount Taylor settlements are likely to be found at the bases of 

the region’s oldest shell mounds. Dozens of these linear or crescent-shaped ridges 
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were constructed in the Middle St. Johns region during the Mount Taylor period, with 

extant examples measuring more than 100 meters in length and approximately 5 meters 

tall (Randall 2010). While most of these were severely impacted by 20th-century shell 

mining, investigations of two intact ones, Hontoon Dead Creek Mound (8VO214; located 

just north of Hontoon Dead Creek Village) and Live Oak Mound (8VO41), have revealed 

elaborate and eventful depositional histories (Randall and Sassaman 2005; Sassaman 

2003b). Limited excavations and coring at these locations show very similar 

stratigraphic sequences consisting of three distinct depositional macrounits (Sassaman 

and Randall 2012). The basal components of both ridges consist of midden deposits 

similar in scale, structure, and content to the just-described settlement. At each site, this 

submound midden was covered over by 1.5 to 2 meters of whole, “clean” shell 

containing virtually no soil matrix and very small quantities of vertebrate fauna and other 

artifacts. Sassaman and Randall (2012) interpret these massive shell layers as 

intentional and rapidly-transpiring “capping” events, used to seal off defunct domestic 

spaces and mark a symbolic transition in use of the sites. Subsequently, series of thin 

alternating layers of burned and unburned shell were laid down atop these shell caps. 

Occurring as depositional couplets, these successive light and dark deposits resemble 

the stacked living surfaces identified in other Mount Taylor locations but lack the food 

remains and artifacts generally associated with residential sites. They may instead 

indicate a number of periodic communal events during which people gathered to renew 

mound surfaces, reaffirm social relationships, and mark special occasions (Sassaman 

and Randall 2012). Stratigraphic and radiocarbon data indicate that both ridges were 
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constructed relatively rapidly given their size, with the bulk of the deposition taking place 

over perhaps only a few hundred years (Randall 2013; Sassaman and Randall 2012). 

 Episode II (ca. 6350-5700 cal. B.P.) saw the cessation of deposition at these 

early monuments and the concomitant construction of two very different types of Early 

Mount Taylor mounds (Randall 2013).  One of these is exemplified by Harris Creek site 

(8VO24), located on Tick Island in the Middle St. Johns River. In contrast to the shell 

ridges just discussed, which yielded no evidence for burials, Harris Creek was a 

dedicated Middle Archaic mortuary. This sprawling mound complex was once 10 meters 

tall and covered more than five acres prior to being mined for shell (Moore 1999). In the 

early 1960s, Bullen conducted salvage operations at the site, removing 175 burials from 

the basal Mount Taylor component (Jahn and Bullen 1978).  His excavation results 

were reported in detail by Aten (1999) and have since been summarized elsewhere 

(e.g., Randall 2010, 2011; Sassaman 2010:68–69; Tucker 2009). Like the shell ridges 

described above, the creation of the Harris Creek mortuary involved the repurposing of 

a former residential site. At some point following the settlement’s abandonment, a shell 

ridge was constructed over it that served as a foundation for two successive mortuaries. 

First, a number of bodies were placed atop and within this ridge and then covered over 

with white sand. Directly above this mortuary component, a black charcoal-rich layer 

was found with postholes and other features that Aten (1999:147) interprets as the 

remains of a charnel house. This “black zone” was followed by another multi-burial 

mortuary deposit. Additional layers of shell and earth were then deposited later in the 

Mount Taylor and subsequent periods. The basic layout and orientation of the original 

ridge was maintained throughout this process (Randall 2011). Isotopic analysis of 
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human bone indicate that the site’s burials included both local and nonlocal individuals 

with some having spent the early portions of their lives to the north, perhaps as far away 

as Tennessee and Virginia (Quinn et al. 2008; Tucker 2009). Evidence suggests that 

similar Mount Taylor mortuaries may exist within the cores of other mound complexes in 

the region, including Silver Glen (8LA1/8MR123), Old Enterprise (8VO55), and Orange 

Mound (8OR1). 

Also constructed during this interval were a number of linear or crescent-shaped 

mounds that, while similar in configuration to Episode I ridges, contain ample evidence 

for residential activities (Randall 2013).  Known examples of these later ridges, including 

those at the Silver Glen and Thornhill Lake complexes, occur along major water bodies 

such as wetlands, channel segments, and spring runs and include.  Extensive 

excavations at Silver Glen’s Locus A indicate, perhaps not surprisingly, that the ridge 

there is situated atop a preexisting assemblage of large shell-processing pits (Randall 

2013; Sassaman and Randall 2011).  At some point around 6000 B.P., the entire 200-x-

75-m area encompassed by the pits was rapidly capped off with a layer of tan/brown 

sand, an event that made way for subsequent use of the site as a persistent place of 

dwelling.  The first settlements there probably consisted of distinct shell nodes similar to 

those at Hontoon Dead Creek Village (discussed above).  Over time, however, repeated 

occupations resulted in a complex amalgamation of sand and shell deposits 

interspersed with apparent living surfaces containing abundant vertebrate fauna and 

other domestic debris.  Eventually reaching more than 3 m in height, the original layout 

of the ridge was maintained throughout this process (Randall 2010, 2013; Sassaman 

and Randall 2011). 
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The Thornhill Lake phase (5700-4600 cal B.P.).  The builders of various Early 

Mount Taylor shell mounds took advantage of the abundant historical resources 

available to them by appropriating long-standing traditions of place-making and tailoring 

them to fit particular sets of social and ecological circumstances. By ca. 5700 cal B.P., 

many of these traditional practices had been transformed and new strategies of 

landscape manipulation and social networking were adopted, a development signaling 

the beginning of the Thornhill Lake phase (Beasley 2008; Endonino 2008, 2010). This 

period was characterized by a general continuation of Early Mount Taylor domestic 

practices, including a predominant reliance on aquatic resources, repeated occupation 

of linear settlements along riverbanks, and use of a similar range of lithic and shell tools. 

While many Early Mount Taylor places were abandoned at this time, active mounding 

was continued at several locations near major physiological features such as spring 

pools, lakes, and stream-channel confluences (Randall 2013). What distinguished the 

Thornhill Lake phase was a novel mortuary tradition centered on the construction of 

primarily sand burial mounds and increased participation in extraregional exchange 

networks (Beasley 2008; Endonino 2008).   

During this phase, conical burial mounds were constructed at a number of 

locations in the middle St. Johns River valley and along the adjacent Atlantic coastline. 

Composed mostly of sand, these mounds constituted the first largely-earthen 

monuments in the region, although they also frequently incorporated deposits of shell 

and other materials and may have been anticipated by sand layers in earlier Mount 

Taylor shell mounds. Impossible to dismiss as mere refuse piles, the dating of these 

structures effectively laid to rest any lingering doubts regarding the existence of Archaic 
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monuments in Florida. While most, or perhaps all, Thornhill Lake sand mounds served 

as mortuaries, they vary greatly in terms of their internal structures and contents. For 

example, the Bluffton burial mound (8VO23), one of the best known in the region, was 

apparently constructed in a single event around a central burial (Randall and Tucker 

2012; Sears 1960). As was the case at the earlier Harris Creek mortuary site, this male 

individual was emplaced atop a preexisting shell midden that had apparently been 

burned and then covered by a meter-thick deposit of brown sand. Successive mantles 

of shell, black muck (referred to by Sears [1960] as “gumbo”), and sand were then 

deposited on top of the sand. The entire core of the mound was then capped with up to 

two meters of old shell midden mined from elsewhere and apparently deposited in 

basket loads (Sears 1960). Sears (1960), the excavator of the central burial, argued 

based on stratigraphic evidence that the mound must have been constructed rather 

quickly. A radiocarbon assay obtained on human bone from the burial returned a 2-

sigma calibrated age range of 5660-5320 cal B.P., with a median age of 5520 cal B.P. 

(Randall and Tucker 2012).                   

This apparently eventful construction contrasts in important ways with the 

outwardly similar Mound A (8VO58) at the Thornhill Lake complex. The latter was 

originally excavated by C. B. Moore (1999) in the late nineteenth century and was 

recently further investigated by Endonino (2008, 2010). One of a pair of conical sand 

mounds at the complex, Mound A, much like its counterpart at Bluffton, began with the 

burning of shell atop an old domestic midden. Charcoal from the top of this midden 

returned a 2-sigma date range of 4840–4550 cal B.P. (Endonino 2008). Subsequently, 

approximately 1 meter of white sand then 1.5 meters of brown sand with some shell 
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was deposited on top of the midden. Collectively, these sand layers contained at least 

42 burials, likely interred over an extended period of time. Another 46-centimeter layer 

of white sand was then deposited followed by an additional 15 centimeters of brown 

sand (Moore 1999:210). Mound A at Thornhill thus differs from the one at Bluffton not 

only in the details of its stratigraphic sequence but also in the temporality of deposition 

and the number of burials involved. 

The two also diverge in terms of the artifacts included in graves. Sand burial 

mounds frequently contain rare objects and exotic materials, often in association with 

particular burials. These include chipped stone from northern and west-central Florida 

(Endonino 2007, 2010), Strombus gigas celts with origins in south Florida (Wheeler and 

McGee 1994; Wheeler et al. 2000), bannerstones from the piedmont and coastal plain 

of Georgia (Randall 2010; Sassaman and Randall 2007), and groundstone beads from 

the Midsouth (Endonino 2010; Randall 2010). The central burial at Bluffton, however, 

while occasioning the construction of an entire mound, was not interred with any 

durable grave goods. In contrast, one individual at Thornhill’s Mound A was buried with 

a bannerstone on either wrist, a stone pendant near the neck, and “great quantities” of 

shell and stone beads (Moore 1999:278). Caches of bannerstones were also recovered 

from the roughly contemporaneous Tomoka Mound complex (8VO81) on the Atlantic 

coast, although apparently not in association with any specific human remains (Piatek 

1994). This singling out particular individuals represents a significant departure from 

earlier Mount Taylor mortuary practices, such as those exhibited at Harris Creek, where 

large numbers of mostly undifferentiated interments point to relatively inclusive and 

egalitarian burial rites (Randall 2011). 
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Shifting Perspectives on Mount Taylor Deposition.  As is clear in these 

examples, the deposition of shell, sand, and other materials constituted an important 

mode of historical practice for Mount Taylor societies. According to Sassaman and 

Randall (2012:56), depositional acts during this time were “instruments of intervention” 

that drew on metaphors of the past in order to chart a particular course for the future. 

The interest of Mount Taylor people in their own past is perhaps most apparent in the 

repeated siting of shell and sand mounds over the top of prior places of residence. This 

practice undoubtedly imbued mounds with historical significance (Randall 2011), a 

quality that would have contributed to the legitimacy and social influence of the events 

that took place there (Bell 1992:122-123). In this way, old places served as important 

historical resources for the institution and maintenance of new ones. The potency of 

these submound deposits is evinced by the substantial buffers that were constructed 

over them, in the form of the thick shell and sand “caps” described above, as well as in 

the repeated social gatherings and depositional renewals that their construction 

entailed.  

Sassaman (2013; Sassaman and Randall 2012) hypothesizes that the mounding 

of shell was, from the beginning, a reference to the pre-Mount Taylor tradition of 

interring the dead in mortuary ponds. He suggests that as surface water expanded and 

dry land became increasingly scarce, shell mounds, whether or not they actually 

contained burials, may have been built as symbolic inversions of subaqueous 

mortuaries, with shell standing in for water as the primary burial medium. In this 

scenario, the capping events at mounds such as Hontoon Dead Creek Mound and Live 

Oak Mound may well have marked the symbolic “death” of these places as sites of 
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everyday living and helped transform them into communal ceremonial loci. The cyclical 

deposits subsequently emplaced atop these caps (manifested archaeologically as the 

light and dark couplets described above) evince the repeated reconvening and 

reiterating of resulting mound-centered communities (Sassaman and Randall 2012:68). 

Regardless of whether one agrees with the details of these interpretations, it is 

clear at this point that Mount Taylor deposition was, at least in many cases, much more 

than an unintentional and inconsequential means of garbage disposal. Presumptions 

regarding the slow accumulation rates, interchangeability, and exclusively mundane 

character of mounded deposits are no longer justifiable based on contemporary data. 

The massive scales and rapid temporalities implicated in the erection of some mounds 

point to momentous construction events involving large groups of people. Moreover, the 

highly structured nature of mound deposits, their referencing of past practices and 

places, and the incorporation of exotic materials and ancestral remains all hint at the 

role of these places in the making and projecting forward of historical narratives. 

Importantly, their significance in this regard far outlasted the projects of their builders 

and even the Mount Taylor period itself, as the materials deposited during this interval 

endured to serve as powerful historical resources for those who encountered and 

interacted with them for millennia thereafter.  

 The Orange Period (4600-3500 cal B.P.) 

The Orange period began with the appearance of Florida’s first pottery 

technology at ca. 4600 cal B.P. Based on mostly superficial continuities in shell 

deposition and basic subsistence practices, archaeological consensus has long been 

that the appearance of pottery came with few, if any, significant changes in the lifeways 

of Florida’s Late Archaic hunter-gatherers. Milanich (1994:86), for example, remarks 
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that “there appears to be great uniformity in local settlement patterns and artifact 

assemblages—except for the absence or presence of fiber-tempered pottery—wherever 

Late Archaic sites are found.”  We now know this to not be the case. The arrival of 

pottery in northeastern Florida, in fact, coincided with a number of cultural 

transformations including substantial changes in monument building, mortuary 

practices, settlement, exchange, and multiple non-ceramic technologies. When these 

shifts are examined closely, the continued influence of earlier Mount Taylor ideas, 

practices, and materials is unmistakable. However, it is also clear that, during the 

Orange period, these conventional principles and traditions were once again adjusted to 

address the concerns of an ever-shifting social and material landscape.     

Orange in time and space.  The Orange period is delineated based primarily on 

the presence of Florida’s earliest pottery technology (discussed in detail in Chapter 5). 

This pottery, also called “Orange,” is distinguished by its organic fiber (usually Spanish 

moss [Tillandsia usneoides]) temper. Technologically, it is closely related to Stallings 

wares, another fiber-tempered tradition centered in the Savannah River Valley and 

coastal regions of Georgia and South Carolina (Sassaman 1993). Current data suggest 

that pottery was probably first developed along the Georgia coast sometime prior to 

5000 B.P. before spreading through preexisting exchange networks to Florida’s 

northern Atlantic coast, the St. Johns River valley, and eventually to other parts of the 

state (Sassaman 2004b). The earliest secure radiocarbon assay associated with 

Orange pottery comes from the coastal Cock Fight site near the mouth of the St. Johns, 

with a 2-sigma range of 4870 to 4570 cal B.P. (Russo et al. 1993). From there, data 

suggest that pottery reached the Middle St. Johns basin by at least 4500 cal BP 

http://www.ars-grin.gov/cgi-bin/npgs/html/taxon.pl?310398
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(Sassaman 2003a; Appendix A). This area of northeastern Florida has yielded a 

majority of the type’s largest and most diverse assemblages and is generally considered 

to be the heartland of Orange pottery production. In the Middle St. Johns, Orange 

pottery continued to be manufactured and used until around 3600 years ago, when 

fiber-tempered wares were largely replaced by spicule-tempered vessels belonging to 

the St. Johns tradition.     

The overall distribution of Orange pottery, however, is much more extensive. In 

the east, it has been found from southern Georgia coast (DesJean 1985) down through 

the St. Johns and Indian River drainages to the Lake Okeechobee area. Similar fiber-

tempered sherds are also frequently recovered along the Gulf Coast from Pensacola 

Bay all the way south to the Ten Thousand Islands region (Schwadron 2010). In the 

panhandle and along the northern Gulf Coast, fiber-tempered wares are often referred 

to by a different type name, “Norwood,” due their frequently sandier pastes and 

occasionally divergent surface treatments (Phelps 1965). However, a number of 

archaeologists have elected to stop using the Norwood moniker due to difficulties in 

distinguishing it from Orange and other related types. Milanich (1994:97) suggests 

including all of Florida’s fiber-tempered pottery under the label Orange, while others 

prefer using the type-neutral designation “fiber-tempered” for sherds found outside of 

northeast Florida (e.g., Campbell et al. 2004; White 2003; 2004). The timing of pottery’s 

spread into the northwestern part of the state is not yet well established, although the 

few radiocarbon dates that do exist (see Appendix A) suggest that its arrival there 

postdated its adoption on the Atlantic Coast by at least a few centuries (cf. White 

2004:13–14). A similar delay is generally assumed, although not verified, for the 
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movement of pottery into southwestern Florida. The broad distribution of Orange 

pottery, while hinting at historical interactions among far-flung groups, likely precludes 

any notion of a unified Orange culture or people.     

Orange places and landscapes in northeastern Florida.  During the Orange 

period, state site-file data show a marked increase the number of sites in northeastern 

Florida relative to preceding periods (Sassaman et al. 2000). It is unclear, though, 

whether this increase relates to a demographic upswing in the region or simply reflects 

the higher visibility of Orange sites compared to preceramic ones that typically contain 

fewer diagnostic artifacts. Early models of Orange settlement, relying mostly on 

historical data and faulty assumptions regarding the inherent limitations of a shellfish-

based diet (e.g., Cumbaa 1976), posited high levels of residential mobility that involved 

seasonal movement between the St. Johns and the coast (Milanich and Fairbanks 

1980:154). More recently, using the incremental growth structures of various shellfish 

and fish remains, Russo et al. (1993) demonstrate multi-seasonal or perhaps year-

round occupation of Orange sites in the coastal Timucuan preserve. Similar results 

were obtained at Groves Orange Midden (8VO2601) in the middle St. Johns Valley 

based on botanical and hydrological evidence (Russo et al. 1992). In the upper St. 

Johns, a network of small sites was found to collectively constitute a year-round Late 

Archaic settlement system (Sigler-Eisenberg et al. 1985).  Together, these studies 

suggest that coastal and riverine zones were inhabited by distinct populations on an at 

least semi-permanent basis. While not ruling out substantial mobility within these zones, 

it does cast serious doubt on models proposing regular seasonal transhumance 

between them. 
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Upon quick inspection, Orange groups in the Middle St. Johns basin appear to 

have constructed a similar range of sites as their Mount Taylor counterparts, including 

sprawling shell mounds, relatively low, subtle shell-fields, and small shell-free sites with 

presumed specialized functions. While very little information exists regarding the latter, 

the shell fields dating to this period, for the most part, constitute the remains of Orange 

habitation sites. Like those of their predecessors, Orange settlements were generally 

positioned near the river and usually close to productive wetlands and marshes (Randall 

et al. 2011:39). Because only a few of these sites have been investigated in detail, little 

is known about the everyday domestic lives of Orange peoples. The data that do exist, 

however, suggest a number of significant divergences from Mount Taylor traditions.  

All known Orange settlements along the Middle St. Johns appear to have been 

relatively ephemeral, hinting at small co-residential groups and/or frequent settlement 

relocations. They typically consist of thin deposits of shell and other materials, and none 

have produced direct evidence (e.g., post molds, wall trenches, house pits, etc.) for 

substantial architecture. Stratigraphic evidence from multiple riverine sites (e.g., Bullen 

1969; Randall 2007; Sassaman 2003b) suggests that some locations were occupied 

repeatedly over time; however, no known examples developed into the expansive tell-

like mounds of debris recorded at some preceramic settlements (e.g., Sassaman and 

Randall 2011). In terms of settlement layout, our best evidence comes from Blue Spring 

Midden B (8VO43), where excavations and a ground-penetrating radar (GPR ) survey 

were conducted by the St. Johns Archaeological Field School  from 2000 to 2001 

(Sassaman 2003b). They revealed a series of four clusters of pit features and dense 

cultural deposits that Sassaman interprets as the remains of probable habitation 
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structures. The clusters range from 3.5 to 7.5 meters across. They are regularly spaced 

roughly eight meters apart and arranged in an arcuate, or semi-circular, pattern with a 

projected diameter of 34 meters. Similarly configured Orange residential spaces are 

indicated by GPR and excavation data from the Silver Glen complex, approximately 35 

kilometers to the north of Blue Spring (Randall et al 2011; Sassaman et al. 2011; 

Chapter 4 of this dissertation). These arcuate/circular living spaces contrast sharply with 

the consistently linear settlement layouts of their immediate predecessors in the region.  

As one would expect, Orange habitation sites typically contain a variety of 

subsistence remains and objects involved in carrying out the routine tasks of everyday 

life. Zooarchaeological assemblages indicate a general continuation of Mount Taylor 

subsistence strategies with a primary focus on aquatic resources, including freshwater 

shellfish, fish, and turtle (Blessing 2011a; Russo et al. 1992; Sassaman 2003b). 

Terrestrial fauna such as deer, various small mammals, birds, and snakes also occur, 

but in much lower quantities. These sites are rich in mostly undecorated Orange pottery 

and are associated with a number of new hafted biface types including Culbreath, 

Lafayette, Clay, and Levy varieties (Bullen 1968; Milanich 1994). Bone tools, including 

splinters, awls, and pins are frequently found at Orange sites. Although still present, the 

frequency of other non-ceramic forms of material culture, namely marine shell and lithic 

tools, appear to have dropped off precipitously between late preceramic and Orange 

times (e.g., Gilmore 2011; Sassaman 2003b).  

In addition to residential sites, Orange groups also continued the well-established 

regional tradition of piling shell up to form larger-scale, more permanent places on the 

landscape. During this period, a number of these massive features were constructed in 
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the Middle St. Johns valley and along the Atlantic coast. Of these, coastal “shell rings,” 

due to their relatively intact conditions, have yielded the most detailed information 

regarding Orange mounding traditions. The term shell ring refers to any large shell 

feature that encloses a largely shell-free interior space, often labeled a “plaza.” Dating 

mostly to the Late Archaic period (5000-3000 cal BP), dozens of these so-called rings 

have been identified along the coastline of the Southeastern U.S. between Mississippi 

and South Carolina, with most occurring in South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida (see 

Russo 2006 for a comprehensive review). Despite their shared categorization, these 

structures actually vary widely along a number of dimensions. Although termed “rings” 

they exhibit diverse shapes (including circles, ovals, U-shapes, and arcs) and sizes 

(ranging from 30 to 250 meters in diameter and from 1 to 6 meters in height). They also 

vary in composition. While most rings are composed primarily of oyster shell, there are 

major differences in the proportions other shellfish species, sand, artifacts, and 

vertebrate faunal remains. None have so far been found to contain burials. These 

discrepancies reflect important differences among the respective depositional histories 

of rings, with some having been formed accretionally through the gradual buildup of 

domestic materials, some rapidly via large-scale depositional events, and still others as 

some combination of both processes (Thompson 2007; Thompson and Andrus 2011). 

As a group, shell rings in peninsular Florida are distinguished from those in other 

regions by their fairly consistent shapes and large sizes. While shell rings in South 

Carolina and Georgia typically form true circles or “C-shapes” with average respective 

diameters of 64 and 53 meters, those in Florida are generally horseshoe- or U-shaped 

and average a remarkable 178 meters in length (Russo 2006:24). Florida’s 
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southwestern coast boasts two massive shell ring complexes, Bonita (8LL717) and 

Horr’s Island (8CR208), as well as an undetermined number of smaller rings that span 

the Late Archaic and Early Woodland periods (Schwadron 2010). Both Bonita and 

Horr’s Island include elongated U-shaped shell rings along with conical sand and shell 

mounds. The Horr’s Island ring is largely preceramic in age, while the Bonita ring may 

overlap temporally with the very beginning of Orange pottery production in the region 

(Russo 1991, 2004, 2006). Approximately 130 kilometers to the north of Bonita, the Hill 

Cottage midden (8SO2) at the Palmer site (Bullen and Bullen 1976; Sarney 1994) is 

another large U-shaped ring, similar in shape and scale to those further south but 

lacking the associated shell and sand mounds. The basal portions of this ring lack 

pottery but its upper deposits contain abundant fiber-tempered sherds and multiple 

dates place it squarely within the Orange period. On the opposite side of the peninsula, 

directly east of Lake Okeechobee, the Joseph Reed shell ring (8MT13) is a large, semi-

circular example that lacks fiber-tempered pottery and dates to near the end of the Late 

Archaic ring-building tradition (Russo and Heide 2002). 

Three Archaic shell rings are present on Florida’s northeastern coast. Oxeye 

(8DU7478), located near the mouth of the St. Johns River, is Florida’s earliest ring (with 

basal dates of ca. 4800 cal BP) and the only one that resembles a true circle (Saunders 

and Russo 2011). The other two, Rollins (8DU7510) and Guana (8SJ2554), are both 

large, roughly horseshoe-shaped rings that date to the Orange period and contain 

substantial quantities of fiber-tempered pottery (Russo et al. 2002; Saunders 2004a, 

2004b; Saunders and Russo 2011). Rollins consists of one central hexagonal ring 

measuring 250 meters across and 7 meters tall, along with fourteen smaller “ringlets” 
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attached to it. Like most Archaic mounds along the St. Johns, the main ring at Rollins 

was constructed atop, and in the same basic configuration as, a preexisting domestic 

midden. The bulk of the ring is composed of massive deposits of clean oyster shell that, 

contrasting shellfish taxa aside, are not unlike those making up Mount Taylor shell caps. 

These deposits lack natural soil development, have low levels of fragmentation, and 

exhibit a dearth of domestic debris, suggesting that their emplacement involved 

episodes of rapid, large-scale deposition (Saunders 2004a). Radiocarbon assays further 

indicate that the ring was erected quickly (probably over less than 100 years), beginning 

around 3800 cal B.P. and suggest that its shape was intentionally maintained 

throughout this process (Saunders 2004a; Saunders and Russo 2011). Construction of 

the Guana shell ring, 40 km to the south of Rollins, began at around 3600 cal B.P., and 

culminated in a U-shaped ring measuring 170 m long and up to 1.2 m thick.  Fewer 

details exist regarding Guana’s construction history, although limited excavation data 

indicate that, like Rollins, it was built atop an earlier Orange domestic site (Russo et al. 

2002). Deposits at both these rings contain relatively few artifacts overall but large 

quantities of  Orange pottery, a majority of which features elaborately incised 

decorations (Russo et al. 2002; Saunders 2004b; Saunders and Wrenn 2014; Wrenn 

2012).  

While coastal shell rings have garnered consistent, if sometimes limited, 

research over the past three decades, considerably less recent attention has been 

devoted to Orange mounds in the middle St. Johns River Valley. This period saw a 

significant reorganization of regional mounding activities, as by 4600 cal B.P., most of 

the dozens of existing Mount Taylor mounds were seemingly abandoned, and the active 
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piling of shell appears to have ceased at all but a few (perhaps as little as four) 

locations. These four Orange mound complexes (from north to south—Silver  Glen Run, 

Harris Creek, Old Enterprise, and Orange Mound) are roughly evenly spaced, 

approximately 40 kilometers apart. At each of them, preexisting Mt. Taylor ridges were 

built up and appended, resulting in huge multi-lobed complexes that, based on their 

shape, scale, and age, would likely be described as rings if not for their interior riverine 

locations. Although all but one of these complexes was severely affected by 20th-

century shell mining, pre-mining descriptions of them, and in some cases archaeological 

testing of their intact remnants, have provided important information regarding their 

forms, compositions, and histories of use.  

The Silver Glen complex—the primary focus of this dissertation—contains the 

remains of two Orange mounds, both of which were among the biggest prehistoric 

structures recorded in the region. At the mouth of the spring run, Orange groups 

mounded shell atop a preceramic linear mortuary ridge and transformed it into a 

massive U-shaped mound measuring 8 to 10 meters tall and more than 200 meters long 

(Randall 2014; Sassaman et al. 2011). During the same period, another very large 

mound was constructed around the boil of the spring, again on top of a preexisting 

mortuary (Potter 1935; Randall et al. 2011). At Harris Creek, the elaborate Mount Taylor 

mortuary deposits discussed above were covered over and expanded to form an 

immense and complicated shell landscape that Moore (1999:90), writing in the late 

nineteenth century, described as “acres of shell ridges.” Although the site’s precise 

premining configuration is unknown, Randall (2010:217, 2014), based on historic 

descriptions, old aerial photographs, and recent LiDAR data, suggests that Orange 
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deposits there likely formed a ring-like structure consisting of two distinct ridges. 

Nineteenth-century descriptions of Old Enterprise by Wyman (1875) indicate that it 

originally comprised a large central dome from which two perpendicular ridges extended 

(see also Randall 2010:220, 2014; Wheeler et al. 2000). Unfortunately, the entire 

terrestrial portion of the complex was destroyed by mining, making it impossible to know 

what, if any, cultural deposits underlay its Orange component.  And finally, Orange 

Mound, the only (mostly) intact example in the river valley, is a large crescent-shaped 

structure measuring more than 150 meters in length and upwards of 6 meters at its 

apex. Although only sparsely investigated, excavations there by Moore (1999:98–104) 

revealed that it too consisted of thick Orange deposits overlying a preceramic mortuary.  

Like shell rings on the coast, all of these riverine mound complexes have produced 

copious quantities of mostly decorated Orange pottery. In addition, all four are—or at 

least were originally—surrounded by extensive shell fields, suggesting that mound-

centered activities were not always restricted to mounds themselves. 

Objects, persons, and interactions at Orange mounds.  Unlike their Mount 

Taylor counterparts, Orange mound deposits are apparently completely devoid of 

burials, and as a result, almost nothing is known of what Orange mortuary practices 

entailed. The only secure Orange burials that have been found were uncovered within 

and below domestic midden deposits at the Summer Haven site (8SJ46) on Florida’s 

northeastern coast. Of the five in situ burials that were excavated, four were interred in 

a flexed position, one was buried extended and face-down, and none were 

accompanied by grave goods (Janus Research 1995:56–58). Midden burials have not 

been found elsewhere despite a number of substantial excavations into Orange 
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domestic deposits. The dearth of Orange burials in mound contexts is made more 

interesting by the fact that at least three of the four known Orange mounds were 

emplaced directly atop preexisting Mount Taylor mortuaries. Given that most other (i.e. 

non-mortuary) Mount Taylor mounds in the region were seemingly avoided by Orange 

people (the one exception being the Bluffton site [8VO22]), the intensive reuse of these 

particular places may signal their distinct status as the repositories for the ancestors. 

Orange mounds (including coastal rings) also diverge from earlier examples by 

their lack of unusual and exotic objects, as no bannerstones, groundstone artifacts, or 

concentrations of beads have been recovered from Orange contexts. This parallels the 

more general decrease in nonlocal materials (primarily marine shell and lithic artifacts) 

noted above. What Orange mounds contain instead are copious amounts of techno-

stylistically diverse fiber-tempered pottery. The deposition of this pottery appears to 

have been at least broadly structured, with decorated sherds showing up 

disproportionally at mounds compared to contemporary non-mounded sites in the same 

regions (Gilmore 2011; Sassaman 2003a, 2004b; Saunders 2004a, 2004b; Saunders 

and Wrenn 2014). At three of the four Orange mounds in the middle St. Johns region, 

decorated bone pins have also been found that bear carved linear motifs patently 

reminiscent of those found incised on fiber-tempered pots (Wheeler 1994). 

The apparently planned configurations of many Orange mounds and rings have 

made them difficult to dismiss as unintentional refuse piles. They are, nevertheless, 

subject to many of the same interpretive debates as their Mount Taylor counterparts, 

with most seeking to explain them in terms of everyday, practical activities conducted 

within local subsistence economies (e.g., Marquardt 2010a, 2010b). Across the broader 
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region, archaeologists frequently point to the frequent presence of practical tools and 

food remains in suggesting that shell rings accreted slowly through the routine disposal 

of domestic refuse. Trinkley (1985:112), for example, contends that “the formation 

process appears to be one of house middens, deposited in a rough circle, gradually 

closing together to form a continuous ring of varying height and width.”  He suggests 

that the circular shape of many rings relates to the egalitarian ethos of their builders. 

Alternatively, Edwards (1965) hypothesizes that the unenclosed Sewee Shell Ring 

(38CH45) in South Carolina may have functioned as a fish weir. More recently, 

Marquardt (2010a, b) has posited that some rings, including those on St. Catherines 

and St. Simons Islands in Georgia, accumulated during periods of relatively low sea 

level and served as water catchment devices. In this scenario, the interior of a ring was 

essentially a “water tank built to capture and store unconfined freshwater,” while the ring 

of shell surrounding it was a result of people depositing their garbage at a distance in 

order to avoid contamination (Marquardt 2010b:564). 

Others reject the idea of shell rings as gradual accumulations of domestic refuse 

or as simple practical implements, arguing instead that at least some rings were 

monuments, carefully planned and rapidly constructed during the course of integrative 

feasting events. Strong evidence for rapid, large-scale deposition at sites like Rollins 

seems to substantiate these interpretations (Saunders 2004a; Saunders and Russo 

2011). In addition, Saunders (2004b) and Sassaman (2004b) both point to the 

disproportionate number of decorated Orange pottery vessels at mounds and rings as 

an indication that these were highly social contexts, utilized by large, diverse groups of 

people. Russo (2004) argues that intra-ring disparities in height and volume may reflect 
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power differences among ring users. He notes that ring segments with the highest 

volume are consistently those predicted to be high status positions according to Grøn’s 

(1991) discussion of social space theory. If rings were indeed feasting locales, then 

according to Russo, these segments were probably occupied by relatively successful 

groups who possessed the ability to amass the greatest amounts of food. Based on 

what they refer to as the “patently dualistic” configurations of Orange mounds along the 

St. Johns River (especially 8LA1E at Silver Glen), Sassaman and Randall (2012) 

hypothesize that these structures may reflect the arrival and cultural accommodation of 

a new people into the region. They note that although these dualistic mounds present a 

striking contrast with earlier, mostly linear and conical examples in the river valley (the 

preceramic mound at Hontoon Island North [8VO202] notwithstanding), they may have 

historical precedents in shell rings along the Atlantic coast (e.g., Sanger 2008). 

Disagreement thus centers on the scale and temporality of the social interaction 

said to have occurred at Orange shell mounds, namely whether they were utilized 

constantly by one or a few local groups in the course of everyday activities or 

intermittently by a number of geographically distant and socially diverse peoples for 

specialized ritual purposes. Of course shell ring sites need not have functioned as either 

localized villages or regional ceremonial centers but may instead have fulfilled both 

roles. As Russo (2002:85; 2004:29) points out, because some period of habitation 

occurs whether a place occupied once a year at an annual ceremony or year-round in 

the context of a permanent settlement, the mere presence of daily refuse is not 

sufficient to designate a site as exclusively quotidian. Horr’s Island and Sapelo shell 

rings, for example, both show signs of year-round occupation while also exhibiting 
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evidence for large-scale feasts (Russo 1991; Thompson and Andrus 2011). Russo 

maintains that shell rings might be best viewed as “ceremonial villages” whose specific 

occupational histories must be determined on an individual, site-specific basis (Russo 

2002:85). In a similar line of thinking, Thompson’s (2007:92-94) “developmental” model 

takes a diachronic perspective, emphasizing that shell ring function is likely to have 

shifted, or perhaps even alternated, between residential and ceremonial foci through 

time. He hypothesizes that many rings may have begun as unassuming circular 

settlements and only later took on a greater ritual significance as they matured and 

became more prominent features on the landscape. Instead of mutually exclusive 

alternatives, then, prevailing models that present Late Archaic shell mounds as either 

gradual accumulations of domestic refuse or vacant ceremonial monuments might best 

be viewed as constituting two ends of a continuum of possibilities. 

Thus, rather than further exegesis regarding these places’ collective significance, 

what are needed are more in-depth investigations of the historical entanglements of 

particular mounds and rings. Recent interpretations of Orange shell deposits that 

recognize their roles and meanings beyond basic subsistence concerns constitute an 

important step toward illuminating how various archaeological locales were actually 

experienced by the people who built and lived among them. However, as noted in the 

introduction, the authors of these more humanistic renderings have unfortunately 

tended to follow their eco-centric colleagues in treating mounds as singular, static 

objects rather than vibrant places, continually made and remade through time in 

accordance with shifting conditions. In Chapter 3, I outline a perspective that draws 

attention toward the specific acts and events through which places were constructed 
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and engaged with, as well as the different modes of interaction that they helped foster. 

Using this approach, I hope to transcend typical generalized accounts and construct a 

history sensitive to the ways that Archaic people drew on their own past experiences to 

make sense of their present and move toward a particular future.  
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Figure 2-1.  Select Middle–Late Archaic sites in Florida.  
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Figure 2-2.  Late Archaic shell mound and shell ring footprints in peninsular Florida 
(*indicates preceramic mounds.  Footprint outlines adapted from Bullen and 
Bullen 1976, Randall 2014, and Russo 2006).
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CHAPTER 3 
MAKING HISTORY IN “PREHISTORY”: THINGS, PLACES, AND OTHER MATERIAL 

GATHERING EVENTS 

As detailed in the previous chapter, archaeologists have tended to either ignore 

(pre)historic histories entirely or to engage them exclusively at scales far beyond the 

scope of human experience. These approaches have resulted in repeated 

archaeological accounts in which macro-level explanations dominate and actual people 

remain largely invisible. Here, I outline an alternative approach that, following Pauketat 

(2001) and others (e.g., Holly 2013; Hirsch 2007; Sassaman 2010), views history as an 

always ongoing process of cultural construction, something people actively do rather 

than merely observe from a distance or represent in writing. In doing so, I advocate for a 

bottom-up perspective focusing attention on the specific events and narrative 

sequences by which the history-making process was moved forward in particular 

contexts. Important to this approach is the idea that events are accessible to 

archaeologists in the form of artifacts, features, and places, which not only exist as the 

conspicuous effects of eventful occurrences but, due to their realization of relationships 

between various gathered constituents, may be considered important events in their 

own right (Hicks 2010). I contend that by identifying the components and internal 

structures of these material gathering events and linking them together through time, 

archaeologists can construct more complete, convincing, and humanized historical 

narratives, even when dealing with the distant past.  

Toward Eventful (Pre)histories 

The outdated idea that European contact in the New World spawned the first 

punctuated, dramatic transformations in indigenous societies otherwise characterized 

by millennia of harmony and continuity is clearly no longer tenable. Recent research 
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demonstrates that many of the large-scale, eventful occurrences thought to have been 

largely a product of modernity, including wars, famines, abandonments, migrations, 

pilgrimages, and religious movements, also played out in various contexts in the 

premodern past (Cobb 2005; Sassaman 2010). Furthermore, there is growing 

recognition among archaeologists of the transformative potential of smaller, everyday 

happenings and practices in relation to broader historical developments. Too often, 

however, especially when hunter-gatherers are involved, these kinds of historical 

variables are ignored in favor of the kinds of sweeping, monolithic explanations 

described above. What is needed if archaeologists are to advance beyond these 

watered-down accounts and achieve at least a basic understanding of past human 

experience is a rejection of unrealistic ecofunctional models that paint (pre)historic 

cultures as “little more than food-getting, gene-spreading devices” (DeBoer and 

Sundstrom 2012:8) and an acknowledgement that, wherever people are concerned, 

history matters.  

The approach employed here recognizes history not as a fixed, objective past 

wholly detached from the present, but rather as a powerful social and political resource, 

one that is continually produced and reproduced according to the concerns of the 

present and plans for the future. Following from this, instead of a static representation or 

objective reality, history is conceived as a form of social practice, an individual or 

group’s active engagement with their past. One effective way for archaeologists to 

access this engagement in  particular contexts, and begin to construct more humanized 

(pre)historic narratives, is through the identification and linking together of specific 

material events.  
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Practicing History  

Since the Enlightenment, traditional Western conceptions of history have been 

rooted in the principle of historicism, the idea that the past is bounded and isolated from 

the present. This perspective opened up the study of history as an object, something 

real and concrete that could be examined from a distance (Hirsch and Stewart 2005). 

While anthropologists and historians have tended to accept this view as a cultural 

universal, it is now widely recognized as a very particular product of Western modernity 

(Dawdy 2010; Fogelson 1989; Hirsch and Stewart 2005; Koselleck 2004). It not only 

reflects the modern world’s fixation on ruptures and newness but may have been an 

important step toward modernity itself as it allowed “the modern” to be defined in 

opposition to “the past” (Hirsch and Stewart 2005:265). The recognition of the cross-

cultural peculiarity of this historicist perspective has led to a significant shift in focus for 

many anthropologists from simply attempting to recover the past “as is” toward efforts at 

understanding the varied ways in which the past has been constructed and employed in 

various cultural contexts. 

This shift has contributed to a broad reconceptualization of history in more active 

terms, as a form of social practice (e.g., Cameron and Duff 2008; Gillespie 2008; Holly 

2013; Morphy 1995; Pauketat 2001, 2003; Sassaman 2010; Wallis and Randall 2014). 

That trend is continued here, as for the present purposes, history is understood as “the 

ongoing process of making culture through social interactions” (following Sassaman 

2010:5). Sassaman’s definition underscores two aspects of historical process important 

for the following discussion. First, framing history as an “ongoing process” of cultural 

construction highlights both the dynamic, malleable character of the past as well as the 

durable links that bind the past and present together in all forms of human practice. And 



 

91 

second, centering “interaction” focuses attention on the fundamentally social quality of 

history, that is, on the engagements and negotiations among social actors involved in 

various forms of historical production. Pauketat (2013a:55) makes a very similar 

argument, suggesting that history may be conceived as “a process of the cultural 

construction of relationships.”  

Significantly, particularly for archaeologists relying exclusively on material 

evidence, the social interactions through which history is set in motion involve a variety 

of effectual actors, both human and nonhuman. This point has led to a great deal of 

recent discussion—and often disagreement—regarding the notion of “agency” and its 

extension to nonhuman entities (as reviewed in Gardener 2004; Robb 2010 ). Gell 

(1998) was one of the first to seriously advance the idea of nonhuman agency, arguing 

that objects could acquire a kind of “secondary agency” through their meaningful 

interaction with humans. In his view, although material things lack the intentionality of 

their human counterparts, they constitute agents insofar as they affect the world around 

them (see also Robb 2004). While innovative and influential, Gell’s notion of secondary 

agency has been criticized for subordinating the role of nonhuman actors and for 

privileging human intentions in agentive processes (e.g., Boivin 2008:Chapter 4; 

Gosden 2001; Ingold 2011a:213-214; Jones and Boivin 2010) .  

More recent treatments of this topic have tended to put humans and nonhumans 

on more equal footing by even further emphasizing agency’s relational qualities. 

According to this line of thinking, and the position adopted here, agency is not a 

characteristic of individual actors at all (human or not) but rather of the relationships and 

interactions between them (Robb 2010). Hence, in Latour’s (1999:Chapter 6) oft-cited 
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and now-timely example, when a shooting takes place, it is neither the gunman nor the 

gun that is responsible but instead the network (i.e., “actant”) formed by their union in a 

given context. Similarly, Bennett (2010) argues that the U.S.’s rolling blackouts in 2003 

cannot be solely attributed to either human decision-making nor simple mechanical 

failure but instead must be understood as emerging out of the interactions of people, 

materials, energy, and contingent events, all of which converged to form a 

“heterogeneous assemblage,” one whose affective power was greater than the sum of 

its parts. In both examples, the idea of agency as a universal quality of individuals is 

rejected in favor of the view that it is defined in particular historical contexts and is 

distributed across a “heterogeneous field” (Bennett 2010:23; see also Knappett 2008; 

Latour 2005). This is not to say that humans and non-humans have identical or even 

equivalent roles in historical process (see Robb 2004; cf. Olsen 2010, 2012; Whitmore 

2007). It simply means that, rather than intentionality, agency’s defining characteristic 

becomes the ability to make a difference, to alter existing relationships, to affect the 

course of history (Pauketat 2013a:27). This kind of “effective agency” (Robb 2004) is 

afforded by the interactions between humans and things during various forms of 

historically-situated social practice (Barrett 2000; Pauketat 2013a:30).  

One of the biggest conceptual impediments to the archaeological construction of 

human-scale (pre)histories has been a neglect of social practice in favor of human 

“behavior.” Far more than mere semantics, the ontological distinction between practices 

and behaviors entails important differences in the kinds of questions that archaeologists 

ask, the methods that they employ, and even the manner in which they conceive of the 

archaeological record itself. A focus on behaviors is characteristic of various “top-down” 
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approaches in archaeology including traditional culture history and cultural ecology as 

well as more recent neo-Darwinian perspectives such as behavioral ecology and 

selectionism. What all of these approaches have in common is the causal primacy that 

they attribute to some larger, usually unseen, system (often the “invisible hand” of 

selection). For culture-historians this determinative system is society, while for cultural 

ecologists and neo-Darwinists it is the natural environment. In both cases, human 

behaviors and their material products are viewed as adaptive mechanisms to be 

evaluated in terms of their contribution to the system as a whole. This fundamental 

concern with function subordinates the context-specific manner in which behaviors are 

executed or objects are formed (i.e., their style) to their practical usefulness—as 

universally defined by the analyst (Barrett 2001; Pauketat 2001). Consequently, 

behaviors are typically treated as undifferentiated, normative activities carried out in 

essentially the same manner and for the same reasons across broad expanses of 

space and time (Barrett 2001). Following from this, research questions are generally 

limited to those that are beyond the scope of actual human experience, and cultural 

change tends to be explained monolithically, in terms of macro-scale “prime-movers” 

(e.g., environment, demography, technology, etc.) rather than human decision-making.  

In contrast, a focus on social practice is first and foremost concerned with the 

integration of human action and larger structural influences. While not denying the 

existence or significance of factors beyond the scale of individual lived experience (see 

Robb 2013; Robb and Pauketat 2013), a practice-centered perspective views the 

relationship between these structures and human action as mutually constitutive rather 

than deterministic. As succinctly and now-famously stated by Giddens (1984:25), “the 
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structural properties of social systems are both medium and outcome of the practices 

they recursively organize.”  Consequently, in this view as opposed to the behavior-

based approaches just discussed, structures have no a priori existence independent of 

their instantiation in social practice (Giddens 1984:25; Joyce and Lopiparo 2005).  

While a focus on behaviors typically precludes any consideration of agency or 

power, these topics are vital for any study of practice. This is because behaviors are 

conducted by cultural “dopes” whose decisions are mostly determined by the social and 

environmental systems in which they exist (Barrett 2001). Practices, on the other hand, 

are carried out by knowledgeable, intentional agents occupying particular social and 

material contexts and possessing disparate abilities to affect change (Ortner 2001; see 

also Bourdieu’s [1977:169] discussion of “doxa”). Moreover, whereas within most 

behavioral models, space and time are viewed as neutral and measurable backdrops of 

action, practices create their own intersubjective spacetimes based on the kinds and 

scales of social connections that they achieve (Munn 1986). Instead of adapting to 

some pre-existing natural environment, therefore, people are recognized as actively 

creating their worlds through various modes of inhabitation (Ingold 2000:Chapter 10).  

A practice perspective thus involves a crucial ontological shift from objective time 

and space to socially constructed “places,” defined by the gathering of various people, 

things, memories, ideas, and such at particular times and points on the landscape 

(Casey 1996; see below). This shift has important implications for actual archaeological 

practice, as it requires that one’s analytical focus be broadened to include not only the 

practical functions of past activities, but also the precise manner in which they were 

carried out (i.e., their style), the different types of agency involved, and the different 
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relationships created and referenced in the process (Barrett 2001; Dobres 2000; Munn 

1986). It also means that archaeological remains can no longer be viewed as the mere 

material “record” of human behaviors but instead must be recognized as comprising the 

dynamic, historically constituted material conditions in which past practices were 

executed (Barrett 2001).  

Most importantly for the present discussion, in contrast to behaviors, which are 

essentially interchangeable and therefore timeless, practices are inherently historical. 

As already alluded to, each practice unfolds through real time via human engagement 

with a particular social and material world (Barrett 2001; Bourdieu 1977). Moreover, 

practices are not conducted in isolation but are instead always influenced by events that 

preceded them and play a role in shaping those that follow. In this way, individual 

practices are linked together to form chains of action related to longer-term social 

projects. These projects include protracted material undertakings such as crafting and 

monument-building, which provide a historical basis for creating and maintaining social 

identities and for positioning people within social networks (DeMarrais 2013; Robb 

2012). They are carried out within specific, culturally defined “fields of action,” genres of 

activity with established rules regulating appropriate forms of participation and 

performance, which are themselves products of historical interaction (Robb 2004, 

2010). They also capable of affecting large-scale historical change by altering the 

material conditions of future undertakings (Barrett 1994; Joyce and Lopiparo 2005) or 

by exposing existing cultural categories to novel, potentially transformative, historical 

circumstances (Sahlins 1985; Sewell 2005). Thus, instead of being a consequence of 
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some larger external process or entity, according to this perspective, practices 

themselves are the historical processes of concern (Pauketat 2001:74). 

Critically, however, history is not conceptualized or employed in the same 

manner across all cultural contexts. Ethnographic and archaeological research have 

instead shown that the ways and extent to which peoples construct and engage with 

their pasts vary widely. This has led to growing focus on more conscious forms of 

historical practice and what these reveal about the “historicities” of the people in 

question. In contrast to traditional Western notions of history which isolate the past, the 

concept of historicity concentrates attention on the continual social production of pasts 

and futures within a constantly shifting present (Hirsch and Stewart 2005). It also 

recognizes the creative and political aspects of historical production. Lambek (2002:7) 

emphasizes this creative dimension using the Aristotelian term “poeisis” in reference to 

the “crafting” or “performance” of history by spirit mediums among the Sakalava people 

in Madagascar. He argues that through their particular artistic means, the possessed 

act as a “vehicle for history,” literally bringing the past into the present and lending it 

agency. For the Sakalava and many other non-Western peoples, the past is not static or 

detached but instead exists as a dynamic resource, a “reservoir” to be drawn on for 

understanding the present and anticipating the future.  

In archaeology, focus on ancient historicities has been framed as the study of 

“the past in the past” (Bradley 2002; Yoffee 2007). Archaeologists, of course, have a 

potential advantage in the examination of various historical engagements due to the 

lengthy timescales at their disposal. In addition, many of the material things accessible 

to archaeological analysis are of the kind that play a key role in bridging the past and 
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present because of their durability relative to human lives (Jones 2007).  Together with 

an abundance of recent ethnographic studies, archaeologists engaging in this type of 

research have illuminated a broad range of material practices through which histories 

were constructed and made meaningful in ancient and non-Western contexts (e.g., 

Barrett 1999; Bradley 2002; Dillehay 2007; Gosden and Lock 1998; Hendon 2010; Holly 

2013; Sassaman and Randall 2012; Van Dyke 2013). Material histories and mnemonics 

are likely to have been especially prolific and culturally significant in the absence of 

written records (Bradley 2003; Lillios 2003). Connerton (1989:76) argues that writing 

technology facilitated an “economization” of memory, one that “releas[ed] extensive 

mental energies previously invested in the construction and preservation of [other] 

mnemonic systems.”  If this was indeed the case, then the introduction of written 

records may be expected to have substantially curtailed other types of historical 

practice, a development that has probably hindered the recognition of these practices 

by Western anthropologists. 

The Significance of Events 

One effective means for inserting real people into (pre)historic narratives, 

irrespective of time period or cultural type, is to focus on the identification and 

articulation of specific history-making events. As phenomenal happenings that people 

live through, interpret, and act on, events furnish the moments according to which time 

itself is culturally structured and around which memories are organized and made 

meaningful. They are the concrete, on-the-ground occurrences through which larger 

historical processes are made manifest and intersect with actual human lives. As such, 

events comprise the inflection points in any historical trajectory. Depriving a people or 

place of events, therefore, effectively flattens and homogenizes its history by reducing 
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its temporal existence to gradual undifferentiated process or, worse yet, mere duration. 

Too many archaeological accounts without the advantage of written evidence suffer 

from a complete absence of eventful occurrences. As discussed above, these tend to 

be organized around geographically extensive, slow-moving trends that are beyond the 

scale of human perception or agency. At the scale of the individual lifespan, then, 

(pre)historic groups are portrayed as existing in a default state of virtual stasis, with 

change occurring only gradually and emanating exclusively from external, usually 

evolutionary, forces. Centering events in archaeological analysis and interpretation 

helps to animate otherwise faceless narratives by foregrounding human experience, 

interaction, and decision-making in explanations of historical dynamics. 

Colloquially, the term “event” can be used to refer to almost any occurrence, from 

the extinction of the dinosaurs to the cooking of a meal. For my purposes, an event is 

defined only slightly less broadly as a contingent happening or practice that has an 

effect on (i.e., contributes to or influences) subsequent happenings or practices. While 

events of this type may theoretically transpire at almost any scale, the ones of interest 

here are limited to those commensurate with human experience and response (see 

discussion of experiential vs. analytical events in Gilmore and O’Donoughue 2015). This 

definition, along with the implications that it entails, are strongly influenced by the ideas 

of MarshalI Sahlins and, following him, historian William Sewell.  

Sahlins’s (1985:xiv) theory of the event centers on what he terms the “structure 

of the conjuncture,” defined as “the practical realization of cultural categories in a 

specific historical context, as expressed in the interested action of the historic agents, 

including the microsociology of their interaction.” Events, in this view, play out according 
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to the details of this “conjuncture,” which consists of the intersection of contingent 

happenings or actions (including all of the details and circumstances of their 

occurrence) and preexisting, culturally defined structures (Sahlins 1985, 1991). For 

Sahlins, structures are categories of meaning that provide the frame of reference within 

which history is ordered and experienced. In any engagement with the real world 

(including everything from intercultural encounters to the routine practices of everyday 

life), these categories are put at risk because objective conditions often do not conform 

to cultural expectations. In such cases (i.e., events), existing structural relationships are 

subject to re-evaluation and may be transformed. Thus, in his famous example, Captain 

Cook’s chance arrival in Hawaii constituted an unprecedented intersection of people, 

things, and ideas that could not be fully accommodated within existing Hawaiian 

structures. The contradictions that resulted from this encounter ultimately forced a 

reworking of traditional cultural categories during which the various parties implicated in 

the event were redefined (Sahlins 1981, 1985). The strength of Sahlins’s approach to 

events is that by foregrounding interpretation, analytical emphasis shifts away from 

either the details of the initial occurrence or the preexisting structural conditions, instead 

focusing attention on the relation between the two (i.e., their “conjuncture”). 

Sewell (2005) builds on Sahlins’s ideas by interjecting a novel conception of 

structure. Starting with Giddens’s (1984:377) definition of structure as the rules and 

resources recursively implicated in the reproduction of social systems, Sewell makes 

two important theoretical maneuvers. First, he argues that for Sahlins’s theory of 

eventful change to be applicable outside of instances of intercultural contact, structure 

must be conceptualized as plural and as corresponding to different spheres of social 
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practice rather than to distinct societies. Otherwise, structure, viewed as singular and 

coherent, lacks the internal differences, contradictions, and “novelties of reference” 

necessary to give rise to transformative events (Sewell 2005:205-207). Second, 

whereas Sahlins views structure as symbolic and Giddens attributes it a purely “virtual” 

existence, Sewell argues that structures are better understood as sets of mutually 

sustaining virtual “schemas” (defined as “the generalizable procedures applied in the 

enactment/reproduction of social life” [Giddens 1984:21]) and actual resources 

(consisting of the real material objects and qualities used to enhance or maintain 

power). Cultural change, in Sewell’s adaptation of Sahlins’s model, is always possible 

whenever structure is enacted (i.e., “risked”) because structures are multiple and 

intersecting, because schemas are transposable to novel social contexts, and because 

resources are polysemic and unpredictable (Sewell 2005:139-143). By redefining 

structure as multiple, overlapping, and existing at different scales, Sewell’s theory of the 

event effectively overcomes much of the criticism leveled at Sahlins’s original model for 

reifying structure as a monolithic, all-encompassing entity corresponding to an entire 

society (e.g., Ohnuki-Tierney 1995; Robb and Pauketat 2013). Furthermore, his 

emphasis on the role of material resources in initiating and subsequently reflecting 

eventful change has made it attractive to archaeologists investigating events in the 

(pre)historic past (e.g., Beck et al. 2007; Bolender 2010; Thompson et al. 2013). 

With this reworked conception of structure in mind, Sewell (2005:227) defines 

events as “sequences of occurrences that result in transformations of structures.”   He 

argues that events begin with a “rupture” or break in routine practice, an occurrence that 

takes place frequently and generally with few lasting effects. Because local structures 
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articulate with other, larger-scale ones, however, there is always the potential for even 

small ruptures to bring about a further cascading series of ruptures that result in the 

transformation of structure. These ruptures become eventful when they reach the point 

at which repair becomes difficult and novel rearticulation is possible. Conceived in this 

way, an event is constituted by “(1) a ramified sequence of occurrences that (2) is 

recognized as notable by contemporaries, and that (3) results in a durable 

transformation of structures” (Sewell 2005:228). 

Two aspects of Sahlins’s and Sewell’s ideas are particularly significant for the 

notion of events adopted here. First, events always involve unique convergences or 

“gatherings” of distinct constituents. This convergence takes place at two levels within 

the unfolding of an event. At one level, various tangible elements intersect in the playing 

out of a contingent happening or practice. These elements comprise the objective 

details of the occurrence and may consist of a range of material constituents including 

people, things, substances, and places, as well as more transient variables like weather 

conditions, sounds, and odors. As noted by Sewell (2005:227), convergent episodes of 

this kind occur frequently with little or no lasting effect. In order for them to become 

eventful, these happenings must further intersect larger-scale structural influences so as 

to achieve some broader, more enduring historical impact. Whereas for Sahlins the 

structures in question are coherent, overarching systems of meaning, for Sewell they 

(more realistically) comprise a diverse range of emergent material and immaterial 

agents that exist at varying scales and condition distinct spheres of practice. These 

potentially include a whole host of factors including material aspects of place and 

landscape, political and economic arrangements, social networks, memories, traditions, 
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beliefs, and so on, all of which momentarily converge in events. Events therefore, 

according to this view, occur at the confluence of numerous moving parts, including all 

of the various elements involved in a contingent happening as well as the full range of 

factors contributing to its experience and interpretation in a given context. 

Second, both Sahlins and Sewell agree that for something to be considered 

eventful, it must have effects that extend beyond the time and place of its initial 

occurrence. Such effects are manifest in reinforced or altered patterns of practice or 

meaning. In framing events as convergent occurrences, capable of impacting the things 

around them, some obvious connections become apparent between this concept and 

the notion of agency as outlined above. And indeed, events may be usefully thought of 

as involving discrete “moments” of agency, facilitated by the contingent intersections 

just described. Ultimately, it is the “synergetic interaction” among an event’s gathered 

constituents that determines its outcome and lasting consequences (Sewell 2005:223).  

According to Sahlins (1991:47), how exactly these consequences play out, how 

relatively small-scale happenings become amplified so as to achieve a broader-scale 

historical significance, represents the fundamental “enigma of the event” (see also 

Gilmore and O’Donoughue 2015). In his view, one answer to this perceived enigma lies 

in the fact that small incidents are frequently interpreted such that they become 

metonymic representations of higher-order cultural categories, thus providing them with 

a much broader historical influence than would otherwise be the case (Sahlins 1991). 

This is the process, for example, by which individual events such as the voyage of the 

Mayflower or the Boston Tea Party transcend their original historical contexts and come 

to serve as broad symbols of national identity (Dolgin and Magdoff 1977).  
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Among archaeologists interested in similar questions, focus has recently 

centered on the complex social and material entanglements at play in various eventful 

sequences. Every decision or practice draws people into a vast network of associations 

and dependencies, connecting them to countless other people, places, materials, 

practices, and temporalities, such that even a seemingly isolated event in one part of 

the network is capable of producing big effects that reverberate throughout the entire 

system (Hodder 2012). These ramifications are sometimes swift and far-reaching, as 

can be seen in various instances of technological innovation. The invention of the gas-

powered automobile, for example, not only replaced the horse and buggy as Americans’ 

primary means of travel but also rather quickly intensified the country’s petroleum 

dependence, transformed labor relations and factory dynamics, necessitated an 

updated road system, established a new symbol of affluence, created the new 

profession of auto mechanic, and so on. Alternatively, the effects of numerous small 

events can also sometimes aggregate through time to produce unanticipated, large-

scale patterns. Robb (2013:662) discusses this cumulative transformative process in 

terms of what he calls “emergent causation,” a form of historical causality that “develops 

out of human action and relational networks rather than prime movers.”  Robb employs 

this idea in explaining the Neolithic transition in Europe, which he argues occurred as a 

result of the unintended consequences of countless decisions (e.g., what to eat, what 

tools to use, how long to remain in the same location) made by individuals and 

communities with diverse motivations and experiences. These decisions, especially 

those related to plant cultivation, ultimately locked people into new material and social 

relationships that overlapped and reinforced each other, making any return to a 
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“Mesolithic lifestyle” unthinkable. The result was an emergent, continent-wide process of 

“neolithization” that, although beyond the experience or intentions of any single person 

or social group, can nonetheless be understood only by considering the localized 

practices (i.e., events) from which it emanated (Robb 2004, 2013).  

Robb’s (2013) case study underscores an important point. Events, at least as 

they are defined here, are not restricted to those relatively rare moments of broad-scale 

transformation wrought by revolutions, disasters, intercultural contacts, and the like (cf. 

Beck et al. 2007; Sewell 2005). They also include the stuff of everyday experience, the 

routine occurrences that help connect past, present, and future in chains of human 

action (Carr 1986: 24; Hirsch 2007; Sansi 2013). As historical processes that draw on 

the memories and material consequences of what preceded them and have the ability 

to structure what follows, every social practice has at least the potential to be eventful. 

This includes everything from grand historical interventions (sensu Sassaman 2012) 

down to the mundane, habitual tasks of daily living.  

    Whether or not this potential is fulfilled depends largely on the narrative 

sequence(s) in which a particular practice becomes enmeshed. This is because events 

are not objective, freestanding entities waiting to be discovered, but are instead created 

and interpreted as such within narratives (Fogelson 1989:141; Meskell 2008; Trouillot 

1995:25). “Narrative” in this case does not refer exclusively to texts, but rather to any 

chronologically ordered (though not necessarily linear) story that is unified by a common 

theme or “plot” and has a beginning, middle, and end (sensu Pluciennik 1999:654). 

Narratives can be written or spoken, but they can also be performed (e.g., de Certeau 

1984:115-130; Hill and Wright 1988) or constructed materially (e.g., Kidder 2011; 
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Randall 2010: Santos-Granero 1998). They are what connect events together and give 

them coherence and meaning beyond the “mere” sequence provided by other forms of 

discourse (White 1987:16). Further, it is the narrative that determines the types and 

scales of happenings deemed eventful in the first place. Obviously, an occurrence that 

is pivotal to the playing out of one narrative may be entirely inconsequential to another. 

Thus, a story of European colonization may be filled with dramatic events such as 

intercultural encounters, battles, and forced migrations, while the story of a particular 

ceramic pot may, in contrast, consist of a series of comparatively innocuous technical 

practices such as selecting a raw material and applying a surface treatment. In each 

case, the relevant events are defined and ordered in relation to the larger narrative. 

Importantly, this holds equally true whether one is discussing the narratives constructed 

by people in the distant past or those put forth by archaeologists in the present (Joyce 

2002; Pluciennik 1999). 

Some may insist that opening up the event, as a historical category, to include 

micro-scale, everyday happenings diminishes the utility of the concept. I would argue 

that this is the case only if labeling a development as “eventful” is, in itself, somehow 

considered to be an adequate explanation for its occurrence. The argument being 

advanced here is that the difference between a big event with far-reaching effects and a 

small one with a relatively limited impact is primarily one of scale, not of kind. Rather 

than making arbitrary distinctions between what does and does not constitute an event 

in a contextual vacuum, then, the primary issues of concern in this view become: What 

were the events implicated in a specific development or process?  How were they 
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connected across time and space?  Who were the principal constituents involved? What 

were the effects of these events and how were they achieved? 

Foregrounding events in this way offers a number of advantages in the 

construction of archaeological narratives. Perhaps most obviously, it is a valuable 

strategy for accessing phenomena and patterns that are invisible at larger scales. This, 

in many ways, parallels the justification offered by microhistorians for their bottom-up 

approach to historical reconstruction (e.g., Maddox 2008:34; Walton et al. 2008:4). 

Bruegel (2006:553), for example, maintains that although “the bird's-eye view of history 

may be elegant and appear encompassing in its presentation of the chronological 

progress of an original blueprint,” when “viewed from below at a reduced scale, it is 

composed of a variety of discontinuous social experiences, each of which may give 

rise—even when reduced to a few typical traits—to a new, a different historical narrative 

on the dynamics of economic, social, and technical change.” Event-centered 

archaeology then, like microhistory, may be best described as an “exploratory stance” 

(in the words of Maddox 2008) centered on the notion that experiences and actions at 

the local scale are never entirely reducible to the abstract macro-processes to which 

they are frequently attributed (Hodder 2000:26; Koselleck 2004:110; Sewell 2005:219, 

227; Walton et al.2008:4). Rather than the “anonymity” characteristic of so many 

archaeological metanarratives, this perspective highlights the active role that individuals 

and communities play in the formation of their own histories. 

Importantly, however, the study of events does not preclude consideration of 

larger-scale phenomena. History is not a simple linear process in which one event 

neatly follows another in a straightforward sequence of cause and effect. It instead 
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consists of a number of crosscutting scales and temporalities such that a small, 

localized development may be affected by countless other events and processes, some 

of which directly preceded it and others that were set in motion centuries or millennia in 

advance (Hodder 2012 98-101; Robb 2013; Robb and Pauketat 2013). A compelling 

historical narrative must take into account all of these disparate scales and structuring 

variables. Events, as the convergence points of phenomena operating at varying 

magnitudes and levels of abstraction, lend themselves to this kind of multiscalar 

examination. An event-centered archaeology is therefore not incompatible with 

questions of so-called “big history” (Robb and Pauketat 2013). It simply forces 

researchers to confront the often diverse manners in which the abstract, macro-scale 

processes to which archaeologists so frequently defer were made manifest in the lives 

and experiences of actual people. Moreover, events in general can be said to possess a 

nested or fractal quality (Cobb 2015; Sewell 2005:260), such that all individual events 

are actually components of larger, more temporally and spatially expansive ones, a trait 

that further facilitates the consideration of multiple scales.  

Events also provide windows into ancient historicities. When people experience 

and act on events, they do so, according to Koselleck (2004:259), in relation to a 

specific “space of experience” (i.e., the “present past” as manifest in things and 

memories) and “horizon of expectation” (i.e., the “future made present” through 

anticipation and planning). Both arise within particular cultural and historical contexts 

and constantly shift in accordance with the concerns and conditions of an ever-changing 

present. In the context of an event, the space of experience and horizon of expectation 

intersect, as a happening is evaluated simultaneously in terms of prior experiences and 
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future expectations. This intersection affords valuable insights into historicities of the 

people involved. This is similar to the argument made by phenomenologist Edmund 

Husserl, who maintains that all temporal phenomena—including routine, habitual 

practices—are experienced in a present that is temporally extended by “retentions” of 

the past and “protentions” of the future. For Husserl (1964), retentions and protentions 

“function as horizons for ongoing, present experience” (Carr 1986:20-30). While this 

event-induced merging of past, present, and future is often immediate and largely 

subconscious, it can be much more deliberate and drawn-out. Dawdy (2006), for 

example, discusses how decisions regarding the treatment of debris in the aftermath of 

Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans fused concerns about historical meaning and social 

attachments to place with considerations of perceived future vulnerabilities. In this way, 

the event yielded important “windows into the worldview and lived realities of the [city’s] 

inhabitants” (Dawdy 2006:724). 

In short then, an eventful archaeology has the potential to transcend typical 

distanced, impersonal renderings and bring us closer to understanding the details and 

diversity of actual human experience in the relatively distant past. It also provides 

insight into the ways that individual actors and practices contributed to the larger-scale 

processes that have more typically constituted the focus of (pre)historic research. While 

these are obviously not archaeology’s only worthwhile objectives, they are ones that 

resonate widely beyond the discipline and, as a result, may help to expand the field’s 

contributions to the broader social sciences (Hegmon 2013).  

Time Perspectivism and the “Deep Time” Problem 

Archaeologists attempting to construct eventful histories of people occupying the 

distant past are at the mercy of their enduring material traces. This means having to 
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grapple with not only a lack of written evidence and presumptions of cultural simplicity, 

but also the frequently obfuscating nature of the archaeological record itself. This has 

led many archaeologists to submit to what may be termed the “deep time” problem, the 

idea that the further one moves back in time, the less accessible historical events and 

processes (especially the small-scale ones) become to archaeological investigation. In 

this view, it does not matter whether or not people in the distant past initiated or 

responded to the kinds of eventful change observable in the contemporary world 

because, even if they did, those events and their effects are not recoverable. While this 

attitude has long been implicit in many archaeological accounts, it has been formalized 

over the past few decades as part of a broader approach termed “time perspectivism.”  

Time perspectivism, as defined by Bailey (1983, 2007, 2008), is based on two 

primary ideas. The first is the notion that different timescales bring into focus different 

behaviors and processes and thus require different concepts and explanatory principles 

on the part of researchers. Hence, Bailey (2007) suggests that as temporal distance 

increases from the object of study, the details will become more and more distorted until 

they disappear completely, while, at the same time, larger scale patterns may be 

revealed that would have been invisible from a more intimate vantage point. In his view, 

the problem is not that “small-scale phenomena did not exist in the deeper past and 

have similar impact on past lives to what we observe in the context of our own but that 

these phenomena are much more difficult to investigate in earlier periods because of 

the poorer resolution, quality, and detail of the available data” (Bailey 2007:202). While 

this position is perhaps preferable to the idea—expressed in some closely related lines 

of thinking—of small-scale events as mere epiphenomena in relation to larger-scale 
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processes (e.g., Binford 1982; Braudel 1996[1949]:21), it nevertheless places similarly 

severe limits on the kinds of historical narratives possible outside of the recent past. 

The second foundational premise of time perspectivism relates the distorting 

effects of temporal distance to the methodological challenges posed by the palimpsest 

nature of the archaeological record (Bailey 1983, 2007, 2008; Binford 1981; Foley 

1981). In common usage, a palimpsest is a “superimposition of successive activities, 

the material traces of which are partially destroyed or reworked because of the process 

of superimposition” (Bailey 2007:203). Archaeological palimpsests of various types pose 

potential difficulties for their interpreters because, as they accrete over time, a certain 

amount of mixing is inevitable, leading to a loss of resolution with regard to the original 

pattern. As a result, chronological relationships, especially contemporaneity, can usually 

be established only within a certain—often substantial—margin of error (Bailey 2007, 

2008; Sullivan 2008). What most archaeological deposits reveal, then, are not individual 

activities or events but rather “larger aggregates of behavior, reflecting average 

tendencies that persisted over long periods of time” (Bailey 1981:109-110). The upshot 

of this for advocates of time perspectivism is that archaeologists dealing with the often 

vast timescales of (pre)history should not focus the on day-to-day lives and phenomenal 

experiences of individuals, nor rely on social theory developed by ethnographers 

studying the contemporary world, but should rather investigate broader-scale (usually 

ecological) phenomena using methods and principles more commensurate with the 

relatively coarse resolution of their observations (Bailey 2007; Binford 1981; Murray 

1999, 2008). In many respects, this epistemological stance has the unfortunate effect of 

recapitulating Hawkes’s (1954) infamous “ladder of inference” by limiting the range of 
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cultural phenomena open to archaeological investigation in deep-time contexts (Gilmore 

and O’Donoughue 2015). 

Gavin Lucas (2005) has provided one of the most direct and effective rebuttals to 

these tenets of time perspectivism. Lucas suggests that time perspectivists’ gloomy 

view of the archeological record stems from their exclusively chronological conception 

of time. He agrees that chronological resolution becomes more challenging as time 

depth increases, but argues that this makes little difference in terms of archaeologists’ 

abilities to access short-term events in the past. To illustrate this point, he uses the 

example of two burials, one Neolithic and one Roman (Lucas 2005:48). While the 

Roman burial, because of its relatively young age, may be able to be dated more 

precisely, Lucas maintains that this is only relevant for objective, chronological time. In 

real, experiential time, it is probable that that the events that resulted in these features 

unfolded at similar timescales and moreover, that their duration is no different than what 

might be experienced in a similar event today. The same could be said of a Paleolithic 

butchering episode or instance of tool manufacture. Lucas’s point is that the 

archaeological record is rife with evidence for events of the same ilk and order of those 

observable in contemporary settings regardless of our ability to assign them to a precise 

point in time. For him, just because archaeologists have access to larger time periods 

than other related disciplines, there is nothing intrinsic about archaeological evidence 

that requires correspondingly macro-scale units of analysis.  

Where chronological challenges do sometimes arise is in the conjoining of events 

to form diachronic narratives. The extent of these issues, however, will largely depend 

on the type of narrative being constructed. Archaeologists are increasingly forgoing 
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simple linear narratives in favor ones focused on the intersection of multiple scales and 

temporalities in particular places or developments (e.g., Dawdy 2010; Gilmore and 

O’Donoughue, ed. 2015; Olivier 2001; Owoc 2005; Robb and Pauketat, ed. 2013). 

These accounts tend to rely less on precisely dating individual events than on 

reconstructing the network of relationships within which certain events became possible 

and attained historical significance. That is not to say that these kinds of narratives are 

entirely independent of chronological concerns but merely that the pessimism with 

which time perspectivists seem to approach the archaeological record is not always 

justified. Moreover, if events are conceived not simply as momentary happenings but 

rather as intersections between happenings and broader structures, then the ability to 

pinpoint a single date for such phenomena becomes impossible, as events become 

temporally extended, “smear[ed] into the past and future” via their interpretation 

(Thomas 2006:81). More important than an event’s absolute date, in this view, is its 

relative position and role within a particular “chain of ordered presents” (Harding 

2005:97), since that is what is necessary to consider its effects on the intersection of 

past experience and future expectation in a specific context. Fortunately, this modest 

level of relative chronological control is eminently achievable across many 

archaeological settings. 

The Eventfulness of Things 

The material things to which archaeologists have access are not just reflective of 

past events, however; they also may usefully be considered events in their own right. 

According to Prown (1996), artifacts are, in fact, the only class of event that occurred in 

the past but remain observable in the present. And like all events, artifacts do not 

merely exist, they happen. Understanding how things happen begins with a recurring 
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theme in recent materiality discussions, the notion of things-in-motion (e.g., Hahn and 

Weiss, ed. 2013; Hicks 2010; Hodder 2012; Ingold 2011a, b; Joyce 2012; Joyce and 

Gillespie, ed. n.d.; Pauketat 2013a). According to this line of thinking, people, materials, 

and other entities all exhibit distinct pathways of movement. Through time, individual 

pathways crosscut others forming complex, ever-changing webs of association. The 

different categories of material culture (i.e., artifacts, features, and places) studied by 

archaeologists constitute nodes of intersection within these webs. They are material 

gatherings of multiple moving parts, variously bringing together people, materials, 

techniques, traditions, memories, and beliefs (Heidegger 1971; Ingold 2011a).  

Conceived in this way, material things constitute important inflection points within larger 

historical webs of relationships (Pauketat 2013a:27).  

It is important to keep in mind, however, that these relationships are always 

tenuous and that things are never truly static. They change hands and shift between 

contexts, along the way acquiring associations with new people and events. They are 

also subject to processes of accumulation, dissolution, recombination, and decay. Even 

when an object appears unchanging over long stretches of time, as is often the case at 

the scale of human observation, its specific articulations with other things, people, and 

places are always in flux (Fowler 2013:32). Consequently, rather than enduring as 

stable objects, things are more appropriately envisioned as emerging through time as 

series of contingent gathering events (sensu Casey 1996; Hicks 2010; Strathern 1990).  

This view of material things as intersections of multiple interacting constituents 

can be traced to the writings of Heidegger (1971). Using the example of a jug, 

Heidegger references the original German meaning of the word “thing” as a “gathering” 
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in emphasizing the status of things as convergences of various materials in motion. 

Since Heidegger, a number of additional “gathering” theories have been developed 

emphasizing the composite, relational nature of things and their roles within larger 

networks of interaction. One of the most influential has been Actor Network Theory 

(ANT), championed by Latour (2005). Latour stresses the relational character of social 

life. For him, like Heidegger, things are not coherent singular objects but rather 

heterogeneous gatherings, nodes of intersection within larger networks of interaction. In 

this model, each of these nodes constitutes a unique event out of which relational, 

socially efficacious “actants” (in contrast to individual, essentialized “actors”) emerge 

(Sansi 2013). While innovative and widely-referenced, Latour’s networks have been 

critiqued for being too static and consequently, ahistorical (e.g., Harris 2013; Ingold 

2011, 2012; Sansi 2013). As an alternative, Ingold (2007a; 2011a) offers up the notion 

of the “meshwork.” According to him, things do not exist at certain points, they occur 

along paths. Thus, whereas Latour’s networks are composed of relationships between 

pre-existing entities (i.e. nodes), meshworks are instead composed of intertwining lines 

of movement, a model that Ingold argues more accurately conveys the dynamic flow of 

actual social life.  

The views expressed by Latour and Ingold provide a sound basis for 

understanding how things may be said to “happen”; however, the highly abstracted 

nature of their arguments and frequently opaque language make these ideas difficult to 

implement directly in archaeological research. More grounded and accessible ways of 

conceptualizing this notion are provided by the closely related and archaeologically 

familiar concepts of “assemblage” and “bundle.” For archaeologists, assemblages are 
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usually thought of as groups of things (i.e., artifacts), but individual things may be 

thought of as assemblages as well (Joyce and Pollard 2010; Lucas 2012). The general 

notion of assemblages has roots in the philosophy of Heidegger discussed above and 

has been expounded upon more recently by Deleuze and Guattari (2004) and De Landa 

(2006). In general, assemblages may be defined as vibrant groupings of diverse 

elements, whether human or not, capable of affecting the things around them (Bennett 

2010: 23-24; Deleuze and Guattari 2004). Assemblages can thus be social but they can 

also be material, auditory, or even chemical. They are the outcomes of dynamic 

historical processes and remain in a state of “becoming” as elements are added, 

subtracted, and repositioned. An assemblage’s affective power is an emergent product 

of the interaction of its various constituents and cannot be reduced to the summed 

capabilities of its individual parts (Bennett 2010:24; De Landa 2006:37; Fowler 

2013:22). Assemblages are also nested, as each component is itself also an 

assemblage with its own histories, emergent properties, and abilities (Fowler 2013:23). 

There are obvious overlaps between this concept and the Heideggerian notion of the 

“thing” just discussed. Archaeologically, modeling material things as assemblages not 

only conveys their status as dynamic, eventful gatherings but also allows consideration 

of their origins and histories of articulation with larger-scale gatherings such as caches, 

burials, places, and communities (e.g., Conneller 2011; Fowler 2013; Harris 2013). 

Largely paralleling the concept of assemblages is that of bundles. Traditional 

ceremonial bundles, made by animistic societies worldwide (Zedeño 2008), are 

composed of multiple items held together by a wrapping. According to Zedeño 

(2008:364), while each bundled object “has its own properties and realms of interaction, 
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when two or more objects are combined, their interactive capabilities integrate to 

become a new object—the bundle—that is more than the sum of its parts.” In other 

words, as with assemblages, a bundle’s affective power or agency is derived not from 

the essential qualities of any individual component but from the relationships 

established by combining and positioning different materials in a particular context 

(Pauketat 2013a, b). Recognizing the bundle-like qualities of all people, things, and 

places, Pauketat (2013a, b) and others (Hodder 2012:7; Keane 2005) have usefully 

extended the concept to include virtually all manner of material phenomena. 

Like assemblages, bundles require movement, and are never truly static. 

According to Pauketat (2013a:39), to bundle is always to move and reposition things, to 

alter their relationships and corresponding affordant qualities. Consequently, bundles 

are most aptly viewed as ongoing processes rather than finished states. The bundling 

process is historically pervasive, and occurs in the context of every social project 

(Pauketat 2013b:38; see Hodder 2012:28 for similar ideas). Pauketat (2013a) illustrates 

this process using the example of a carriage ride by Charles Dickens through an Illinois 

prairie, which, via the carriage’s movement, bundled a particular set of landscape 

features and sensory encounters to produce a unique and memorable experience. 

Material things are special kinds of bundles in that the associations that they achieve 

often (although not always) play out at temporalities that make them appear enduring to 

the people who make and interact with them (Hodder 2012:7). The sedimentation of 

relationships is, in fact, the explicit impetus behind many material practices, such as 

caching and monument construction. That being said, even the most durable material 

bundles are subject to not only the constant physical effects of weathering and decay 
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but are also susceptible to repeated re-experience, reinterpretation, and re-

contextualization (sensu Thomas 1991) as the social conditions surrounding them 

change through time (e.g., Bender 1993).  

Though subtly different, all of these gathering or “ensemble” theories of 

materiality (in the words of Knappett 2012) share a few major themes. A critical one for 

the eventful conception of archaeological materials espoused here is that things are not 

the inert, fixed objects that they have generally been assumed to be. They are instead 

formed through the eventful gathering of various entities and repeatedly “happen” 

throughout their existence as they gain or lose constituent parts, move into and out of 

relationships, and shift between disparate contexts and systems of meaning. Equally 

important is the emphasis on interaction. As composite, relational phenomena, things 

have social efficacy that emerges out of interactions among their different components. 

Individual things are also enmeshed within ever-larger networks or relational fields 

containing other things, people, and places that, at their broadest extent, comprise the 

totality of social life (Hodder 2012). It is the shifting relations among the various players 

in these networks that constitute the ebbs and flows of historical process.  

For the present purposes, I variously employ either the term “assemblage” or 

“bundle” (along with the verb forms “assembling” and “bundling”) depending on the 

relative boundedness of the phenomena under consideration.  As noted above, the 

notion of the bundle implies some sort of wrapping or discrete margin.  Following from 

this, I use the term bundle when referring to the different materials, qualities, and 

referents that are combined within more or less discrete artifacts or features.  

Conversely, assemblages, while also at least loosely bounded in some sense, typically 
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exhibit boundaries that are more permeable and shifting.  Consequently, I employ the 

assemblage concept when referring to the gatherings constituted by various places, 

communities, and the like.  It should be kept in mind, however, that these ideas have 

similar theoretical genealogies and, in many ways, may be used interchangeably. 

Like all events, things also have effects on those around them. These effects are 

conditioned by the physical properties of things themselves, often discussed in terms of 

“affordances” (Gibson 1979; see also Jones 2007; Pauketat 2013a). Different materials 

(e.g., stone vs. clay vs. wood) possess different sensory qualities that affect their 

potentialities for use in particular tasks and social projects. In other words, things, due to 

their physical disparities, vary in their agentive capabilities. Recently, a number of 

scholars have advocated for additional focus on the affordances of materials 

themselves rather than concentrating exclusively on the forms and social roles of 

finished artifacts (e.g., Hodder 2012:33; Ingold 2007b; Joyce 2012). Affordances, 

however, do not exist independent of a particular social context (Boivin 2008:167; Robb 

2012). The effective potentialities of things depend on their position in networks of 

interaction with other things, places, and people, a position that is established in the 

context of various material practices. Three culturally ubiquitous categories of material 

practice in which things play a very active role in human social life are technological 

production, exchange, and deposition. 

Technological Production (Making Things) 

Contrary to traditional perspectives, (referred to as the “Standard View” by 

Pfaffenberger [1992]), technology is more than a collection of objects, and it is also not 

all about harnessing nature and extracting resources. Technology is a historical and 

social process engendered by the crafting and using of things in a particular context. It 
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is geared toward not only material ends, but social and religious ones as well. In making 

and interacting with things, people themselves are likewise made or remade in 

particular ways (Dobres 2000, 2010; Lemmonier 1992; Miller 2005; Warnier 2009).  

Technical choices emanate from the shared experiences of people occupying 

common material and social contexts. Because of this, technical traditions often play a 

major role in the formation and demarcation of social identities (Dietler and Herbich 

1998; Gosselain 1998). Jones (2005; 2007:81) explains that artifacts are situated in 

“networks of referentiality” in which each act of material production refers to or “cites” 

previous acts of the same kind. As the durable residues of past actions, older things 

serve as powerful precedents that structure the production and use of new ones, 

thereby perpetuating technical traditions and shared forms of practice. Furthermore, 

shared participation in technical activities also helps to create the intersubjective 

meanings and social memories around which communities of various types cohere. 

Pfaffenberger (1999; 2001) illustrates this point using Trobriand yam storehouses. He 

interprets the importance of these structures as lying not in their storage capabilities, or 

in their role as visible symbols of chiefly authority (as proposed by Malinowski), but 

rather in the shared experiences and personal transformations facilitated by communal 

participation in their construction. In this way, according to Ingold (2000:318), technical 

practices are always “active ingredients of personal and social identity” and “the very 

practice of a technique is itself a statement about identity.”   

In addition to being an integral player in identity formation, making things also 

actively channels the responses and activities of the people who subsequently interact 

with them (Gell 1998; Gosden 2005). As explained by Robb (2012), this occurs as a 
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result of design features that are built into things and provide cues as to their 

appropriate use. While the connection between design and use has long been accepted 

with regard to an artifact’s practical material functionality (e.g. Braun 1983), it has only 

recently been recognized as relating to social function as well. Gell (1998:74), for 

example, argues that artifact decorations act as a “technology of enchantment,” 

attaching people to certain things and draws them into the social projects that these 

things entail (see also DeMarrais 2013). As a case in point, he refers to the ability of an 

elaborately decorated pillow or blanket to coax an otherwise uncooperative child into 

their bed. According to Robb (2012), the design characteristics of things build on their 

inherent material affordances by incorporating their makers’ knowledge regarding likely 

contexts of use and user response, thereby increasing their social efficacy.  

Choices regarding what technological activities in which to engage also have 

important effects that play out at scales beyond the experiences and anticipations of 

individual people. As discussed above, decisions such as what kinds of tools to make, 

what kind of houses to build, and how many resources to devote toward food production 

lock people into complex social and material networks or “entanglements” that span 

broad stretches of space and time (Gillespie 2012; Hodder 2012). These entanglements 

operate such that a seemingly small change in one arena of material practice can have 

consequences that reverberate through many additional spheres of life. Moreover, 

commitments to particular material strategies overlap with others and require 

investments that compound over time, making any return to a previous strategy 

increasingly difficult (Hodder 2012:169; Robb 2013). Hodder (2012:172-773), for 

instance, writes that the initial adoption of pottery technology at Çatalhöyük not only led 
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to reduced use of clay balls in cooking but also contributed to transformations in 

household size and organization, the scheduling of other economic activities, and the 

size and orientation of social networks. As a result, once pots were committed to, 

reverting to prepottery technologies would have meant undoing a vast array of 

economic and social relations and abandoning major material investments that cut 

across numerous facets of life.  

Exchange (Circulating Things) 

Recognition of the social efficacy of things has had a major impact on the 

anthropological study of exchange. Much of the recent thinking on this topic can be 

traced to Mauss (1990 [1925]) who, in The Gift, attempts to understand one particular 

form of exchange—gifting—and, in particular, why the acceptance of a gift obligates a 

return. He explains this obligation as stemming from what he calls the “spirit of the gift.” 

In his words, “the thing received is not inactive. Even when it has been abandoned by 

the giver, it still possesses something of him” (Mauss 1990 [1925]:11-12). Weiner 

(1992) draws on Mauss’s ideas in linking the obligations between exchange partners to 

the inalienability of a gift from its giver. She explains reciprocal exchange networks as 

being fueled by a process that she refers to as “keeping while giving,” the strategic 

practice of exchanging some items while concomitantly retaining those whose symbolic 

prominence is important for maintaining personal or group identities. What these 

discussions underscore is that, due to the enduring qualities of people that remain 

attached to circulated materials, exchange plays a critical role in mediating human 

relationships and identities (Miyazaki 2010; Wallis 2011:15).  

In addition to retaining a connection to particular people, exchanged things also 

provide tangible links to distant events, times, and places. Material things operate at 
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temporalities that contrast with, and often far exceed, human lifespans and personal 

recollections (Hodder 2012:60; Jones 2007). Because of this, things frequently act as 

potent mnemonics for not only recalling but actually re-experiencing aspects of past 

interactions and events (Arnold et al. 2008; Mills and Walker, ed. 2008). In many 

contexts, an artifact’s association with past events may increase its cultural value, as 

demonstrated by the inflated prices of modern antiques that can be connected to a 

famous historical battle, discovery, or individual. As “pieces of places” (Bradley 2000:81) 

things also carry with them enduring associations with the locations of their origin and 

subsequent movements. While some may be identified with a specific place, others are 

simply recognized as being nonlocal or exotic (Wallis 2011). In both cases, the 

referential qualities of things allow people to transcend the restrictions imposed by 

temporal and spatial remoteness by materially “presencing” multiple places and times in 

a single interactive context. 

As a result, the circulation of things does much more than simply allocate 

resources or satisfy economic needs. It enacts relationships between people and things, 

between the past and present, and between various places across landscapes of 

interaction. Chapman (2000a; Chapman and Gaydarska 2007 following Strathern 

1988:161) discusses this process as one of “enchainment” in which the distribution of 

things builds relationships and positions social actors in larger networks of interaction. 

Although his focus is largely restricted to the exchange of deliberately fragmented 

artifacts and bodies, similar relationships are also realized through the circulation of 

whole objects that exist as parts of sets or as representations of broadly recognizable 

styles (Brittain and Harris 2010).  
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The details of these relationships in a given cultural context play a key role in the 

constitution of different varieties of social persons. Archaeological considerations of 

exchange’s contribution to personhood have drawn a great deal of inspiration from 

Strathern’s (1988) discussion of “dividual” persons in indigenous Melanesian societies. 

Strathern argues that unlike bounded Western individuals, Melanesian persons are 

distributed and relational, arising out of the social connections forged via participation in 

a socially and spatially expansive gift-exchange economy. While it is important that 

Melanesian dividuals not be uncritically transplanted into other times and places 

(Brittain and Harris 2010; Fowler 2004; Jones 2005), Strathern’s ideas have proven 

instrumental in expanding the range of possibilities open to archaeological 

considerations of personhood in the past (see also Gell 1998; Wagner 1991). Her 

research also demonstrates that, due to its critical role in long-distance interaction and 

identity formation, exchange provides archaeologists with valuable insight into the ways 

in which past peoples constructed and navigated their social worlds.  

Deposition (Emplacing Things) 

Whereas exchanging things effectively extends relationships across space and 

time, deposition concentrates them in place. Unfortunately, most of the materials 

deposited outside the purview of formal contexts such as burials or caches have 

traditionally been interpreted as “garbage” or “rubbish” and their deposition as a simple 

case of waste “disposal” (e.g., Needham and Spence 1997; Schiffer 1987). The 

archaeological value of such deposits has been most often evaluated in terms of their 

ability to inform on the original activities that produced them rather than any potential 

significance the depositional acts themselves may have held. Recently though, a 

growing number of archaeologists (e.g., Chapman 2000b, 2000c; McNiven 2013; 
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Pollard 2008; Thomas 1999; Villagran 2014) have critiqued the application of concepts 

such as rubbish in non-Western contexts. Chapman (2000c) points out that the term 

betrays two culturally-specific, ideological assumptions, neither of which should be 

uncritically applied to (pre)historic contexts: 1) that rubbish constitutes something that 

was once active and dynamic but is now “dead” and of no more use, and 2) that 

because of its ineffectual position within society, rubbish should be separated from 

processes of the living.  

An extensive literature now exists arguing that deposition is not merely reflective 

of social practice but in fact is social practice, worthy of study in its own right (e.g., 

Gillespie 2008, n.d.; Joyce and Pollard 2010; McNiven 2013; Mills and Walker 2008, 

ed.; Pollard 2001; Richards and Thomas 1984; Thomas 1999). As Pollard (2001, 2008) 

argues, all deposition, even routinized non-discursive forms, is structured to the extent 

that it is conducted according to a particular cultural sensibility or “aesthetic” judgment 

regarding what is appropriate in different contexts (cf. Garrow 2012). This aesthetic can 

be expected to permeate virtually every decision affecting depositional practice, 

including the types, qualities, and arrangements of buried materials, the location and 

temporality of their emplacement, and the bodily dispositions of those participating 

(Pollard 2001:318). However, while all cultural deposits are important loci of social 

negotiation, deposition is at least occasionally used as a very conscious and deliberate 

strategy for making material statements about the world, often regarding the history and 

identity of places or the nature of social and political relations (Randall 2011). 

Araucanian groups in southern Chile, for example, constructed mounds during 

elaborate mortuary ceremonies whose layered soils were intended to represent and 
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maintain the continuity of relations between the living and the dead (Dillehay 2007:166). 

Likewise, the mixing of human bone and various objects in the ditches at the Neolithic 

Etton enclosure in Britain was a conscious strategy used to forge a sense of community 

among otherwise dispersed groups (Pollard 2008:58). As Pollard (2008:44) suggests, 

“one could think of deposition as embodying a continuum of practices, some routinized 

and largely unconsidered, others overt performances.” 

Far from passive and lifeless products of waste disposal, then, deposited 

materials have repeatedly been shown to actively participate in social life in a number of 

ways, including evoking memories related to specific events and places (Dawdy 2006; 

Jordan 2003), setting precedents for future practices (Gillespie 2010; Moore 1986; 

Thomas 1999), and creating or reinforcing social relationships (Cameron 2002; 

Chapman 2000a; Gillespie 2008; Murray and Mills 2013; Pauketat and Alt 2004). This 

latter function is a product of deposition’s ability to durably fix relations between things 

(along with their referents) and cement them in a particular place, a very literal form of 

what Chapman (2000a:31) refers to as “grounding.”   Via this grounding process, 

deposition helps to establish, reinforce, and reproduce the identities of people, things, 

and place in relation to each other (Chapman 2000a, 2000c).  

The agencies exerted by deposited materials derive from a variety of sources, 

beginning with the highly social and performative nature of many depositional events, 

which gathered together diverse combinations of people and materials at important 

times and places, thereby generating shared experiences and cultivating social 

memories. This contributes to what Bell (1992) argues to be one of the primary effects 

of ritualized action in general, the production of agents oriented in a particular way (see 
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also Joyce 2008). As discussed above, agentive power also sometimes emanates from 

the deposited materials themselves, particularly those whose origins, histories, or 

physical characteristics reference distant entities (Pollard 2008; Weiner 1992). Quite 

often, however, depositional potency derives less from the inherent power of particular 

objects and substances and more from the relations created by their combination and 

arrangement in a specific context. While things all have their own predepositional 

meanings and associations, once bundled with other materials in a given location, those 

initial meanings may be transformed or even overridden completely by the power of the 

assemblage as a whole (Pollard 2001:330; Stahl 2008:171). Thus, diverse depositional 

practices that have all too frequently been glossed as simple acts of refuse disposal 

might, at least in some instances, be more accurately described as processes of refuse 

transposal. Transposal, in this sense, refers to the propensity for some forms of 

deposition to affect the symbolic recontextualization (sensu Thomas 1991) of an object 

or set of objects from one cultural category to another. So, while a Neolithic pot or stone 

tool may have initially been valued primarily in terms of its practical use, once it was 

broken and deposited within a ditched enclosure alongside other tools, pots, and human 

bone, it was transformed into a symbol of community cohesion (Pollard 2008). 

In summary, things can be considered eventful to the extent that they consist of 

the dynamic convergence of distinct material and immaterial constituents, remain in 

motion throughout much of their existence, and have substantial lasting effects on the 

things and conditions that surround them. Things intersect the lives of humans in the 

context of different material practices and projects, many of which are accessible to 

archaeological examination and interpretation. Various human-thing engagements, 
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including those constituted in technological production, exchange, and deposition, all 

serve to reposition people, things, and places within broader networks of interaction, 

thereby shifting the relationships on which personal and social identities are based. The 

upshot of this line of thinking for archaeologists is that it is no longer tenable to view 

material culture items as singular, stable objects with fixed associations and 

representational meanings. They should instead be approached as relational 

assemblages or bundles with active social histories, shifting meanings, and context-

dependent agencies. 

Material Biographies, Itineraries, and Genealogies 

A number of different strategies are available for archaeologists attempting to 

construct eventful social histories using exclusively nonliterary evidence. One recently 

popular methodology (following Kopytoff 1986) has been to compose biographical 

accounts of objects, resembling in structure and narrative style those written for people. 

Object biographies highlight the fact that as things change hands, moving between 

places and social contexts, their place in relational networks shifts, resulting in new 

meanings and agencies. Through time, they accumulate their own distinctive histories of 

travel and interaction, comparable to those accrued by humans during the course of 

their social lives (Appadurai, ed. 1986; Gosden and Marshall 1999). A biographical 

approach adheres to Appadurai’s (1986:5) directive to “follow the things” as they shift 

between different geographic, social, and symbolic positions beginning with their “birth” 

as recognizable objects, continuing through their participation in various social 

transactions, and ending with their “death” at the time of deposition. Such an approach 

is advantageous in revealing the varied ways that particular things became entangled in 
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the lives of people and in tracing their shifting values and social effects as they move 

between social fields (Gillespie n.d.; Hoskins 2006). 

The biography metaphor, however, is not without its limitations. Archaeological 

evidence rarely, if ever, permits the tracking of any single object’s every move from 

beginning to end (Joy 2009). More commonly, researchers are forced to assemble 

“idealized” biographies using bits of information from multiple artifacts of the same 

general class (Dant 2001; Joy 2009:545). Moreover, the “lives” of things are usually not 

as neat or unidirectional as those of humans. The historically significant events in the 

life of a material thing begin long before its birth as a coherent object, extending at 

minimum back to the gathering of raw materials and other things used for its 

manufacture (Joyce 2012; Joyce and Gillespie n.d.). Things also rarely have clear-cut 

moments of death. As discussed above, deposition does not always indicate removal 

from social life, and deposited materials are frequently disinterred and given new 

purpose in subsequent contexts (Gillespie n.d.; Joyce 2012). The individual components 

of things also have their own histories and referential meanings that must be taken into 

account. In addition, their durability means that things frequently persist across many 

human lifetimes, along the way undergoing multiple rebirths and reconfigurations 

(Gillespie n.d.; Joy 2009; Joyce 2012).  

Consequently, in place of object biographies, some have suggested the 

alternative concept of “itinerary” (Hahn and Weiss 2013; Joyce 2012; Joyce and 

Gillespie n.d.).  For Joyce (2012:124), this notion better captures what it is 

archaeologists actually do, which is “follow the entire chain of movement and 

transformation, beginning before there is an object as such with enlistment of raw 
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materiality and continuing after discard through the physical alteration of some thing into 

other things.” Unlike biographies, itineraries have no discrete beginnings or ends but 

rather allow archaeologists to track the entanglements of materials indefinitely into the 

past and all the way up to their recent engagements with archaeologists and museum 

collections (e.g., Gillespie n.d.). Primary focus expands from just the individual object 

itself to include the mechanisms and pathways through which materials were circulated, 

as well as the social effects of various movements and stoppages (Gillespie n.d.; Joyce 

2012; Joyce and Gillespie n.d.).  This allows for the incorporation of numerous partial 

object histories into larger itineraries of movement.  The ultimate goal of such an 

approach seems to be a comprehensive, albeit usually composite, account of the total 

social transactions and relationships participated in by the thing(s) in question.  

A different, yet closely related, method for constructing eventful accounts of 

(pre)history involves the formation of “genealogies” of material practice (Harding 2005; 

Pauketat and Alt 2005; Thomas 1999). Rather than following the movement of individual 

things across space, this approach centers on the tracking of homologous practices 

(e.g., pottery decorating, mound-building, mortuary techniques) through time. Within 

such a genealogy, each iteration of the practice(s) in question constitutes the socially 

negotiated and historically consequential decisions of actors occupying a specific 

context (Pauketat and Alt 2005). These individual practices are connected together via 

memories and material vestiges of past practices, along with anticipations of future 

ones. Archaeologically constructed genealogies are, therefore, actually eventful 

histories related to the origin, reproduction, and transformation of particular institutions, 

practices, and material forms (Harding 2005). They provide access to the long-term 
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material trajectories of different fields of action (Robb 2010). For archaeologists, a 

genealogical approach makes it possible to recognize and evaluate historical processes 

such as intensification, complexification, and ritualization according to empirically 

documented and context-specific lineages of practices rather than relying on universal 

benchmarks or trait lists (e.g., Owoc 2005; Stahl 2008). Pauketat and Alt (2005) 

illustrate the effectiveness of this method in their examination of early Mississippian 

post-setting practices around Cahokia. By recording variation among hundreds of 

archaeological postmolds and linking them together across time and space, they 

discovered patterned differences that ultimately revealed the role of seemingly 

insignificant post-setting “events” in the rise of the Cahokia polity and broader 

Mississippian culture. 

Gathering Histories and Communities in Place 

Biographical, itinerary, and genealogical approaches provide distinct, yet related 

(and I would argue complementary), methods for assembling human-scale histories of 

engagement between people and things. They are all concerned primarily with 

movement and interaction through time, differing mainly in whether analytical focus is 

directed toward individual objects themselves, the mechanisms and routes of their 

travels, or the practices through which they were created and transformed. Where all of 

these foci converge, both in terms of interactions in the past as well as material 

evidence in the present, are in various socially and historically constituted places. 

Histories of place are always histories of gathering. Places are points of 

convergence for countless things in motion, potent amalgamations of disparate entities, 

including substances, objects, and bodies  as well as memories, traditions, identities, 

and ideas. According to Casey (1996:26): 
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Place is the generatrix for the collection, as well as the recollection, of all 
that occurs in the lives of sentient beings, and even for the trajectories of 
inanimate things. Its power consists of gathering these lives and things, 
each with its own space and time, into one arena of common engagement.   

In other words, places are heterogeneous assemblages whose effective capabilities 

emerge out of the combining and positioning of diverse constituents in a particular 

setting. Like all assemblages, places are always-ongoing processes. They are 

continually made and remade through localized engagement between human and 

nonhuman actors (Barrett and Ko 2009; Tilley 2004). Every act of material production, 

consumption, exchange, or deposition constitutes a convergent event within the 

gathering history of the place (i.e., assemblage) as a whole. Furthermore, the various 

material things (e.g., artifacts, features, and deposits) implicated in these place-making 

events are themselves gatherings, replete with their own properties, associations, and 

social biographies that contribute to a place’s character and historical trajectory 

(Halperin 2014). The durability of many gathered materials means that places are 

typically chock-full of the residues of the past practices through which they were created 

and modified. As Barrett (1999:257) argues, “each generation can be regarded as 

having to confront its own archaeology as the material remains of its past piled up 

before it” (see also Gillespie 2008; Wallis 2008). These remains encourage some 

practices and constrain others by facilitating particular interpretations, directing 

movement, and providing symbolic cues that demarcate appropriate forms of interaction 

(Barrett 1999, 2001; Richardson 1982). In this way, particular places and the broader 

landscapes into which they articulate constitute “systems of reference in which each 

human action that is performed is intelligible in the context of past and future acts” 

(Thomas 2001:174).  
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For archaeologists, places, especially those with extended histories of 

occupation, gather and concentrate all of the biographical and genealogical relations 

established by innumerable things and practices into a single location. In doing so, they 

permit access into the histories of social gathering and interaction out of which different 

kinds of communities emerged and changed through time (e.g., Fowler 2013:Chapter 

5). Importantly, the term “community,” as employed here, does not refer to a bounded 

residential unit or a natural and stable social group (cf. Kolb and Snead 1997). Nor does 

it refer to purely “imagined communities” composed of people with no affinity beyond the 

idea of a shared identity (cf. Isbell 2000). Communities are instead relational entities, 

the emergent results of various forms and scales of interaction, ranging from the day-to-

day dealings of inhabitants of the same village to the sporadic contacts between 

participants in large-scale religious gatherings. Thus, rather than natural and preexisting 

things that people have, communities, in this sense, are something that people actively 

do in conjunction with other people and things via various forms of social practice 

(Varien and Potter 2008; Yaeger and Canuto 2000). They are comprised of all manner 

of interacting phenomena, including not only humans but also various animals, things, 

and places (following Fowler 2004; Harris 2012, 2013). Opening up the community 

concept in this way provides archaeologists a more realistic basis with which to consider 

social dynamics by acknowledging the significant historical roles played by non-human 

actors. It highlights the ability of material things to mediate relationships and establish 

communal ties between people in the absence of face-to-face interaction (Harris 2012). 

Place figures prominently into community dynamics not because communities 

necessitate co-residence but because the interactions on which they depend require 
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some form of co-presence (Harris 2012). The artifacts, features, and deposits that make 

up archaeological places evince distinct moments of such interaction. By determining 

the kinds of relationships that these things helped to enact and linking them together 

through time, it is possible to ascertain the kinds of communities facilitated by 

interactions in a given place, track fluctuations in their composition and scale through 

time, and identify the specific events responsible for these shifts (e.g., Owoc 2005). 

Using terminology from De Landa (2006), Harris (2013) discusses multiple axes of 

variation along which communities can be evaluated and their differences probed 

across space and time. These include the relative heterogeneity of a community, the 

sharpness of its boundaries (assessed in terms of the “territorializing” and 

“deterritorializing” effects of particular events and processes), and the number and 

density of the relations it implicates (what De Landa [2006:6-7] refers to as relative 

“extensiveness” and “intensiveness”).  

In the present study, I examine the mutually constitutive processes of place-

making and community formation at the Silver Glen complex in northeast Florida. 

Comprising multiple shell monuments, mortuary contexts, intensive resource-processing 

locales, and residential spaces, the Silver Glen landscape registers an elaborate and 

eventful history of Archaic interaction. During the Late Archaic Orange period, this 

history included innumerable acts of excavation and deposition that repeatedly 

transformed the physical landscape, in the process reworking preexisting relationships 

and altering broadly shared frames of reference. It also included countless movements 

of people and things (most notably fiber-tempered ceramic vessels) into the complex, 

many of them having traversed long distances. Each of these individual episodes 
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constituted a significant gathering event, bringing together not only a range of materials 

and things but also a variety of times and places via the cultural values and traditions 

they referenced, the biographies of their constituent parts, and the enduring memories 

that they helped produce. They also contributed to the larger gathering events through 

which mound-centered communities were created, sustained, and reconfigured. In the 

following chapters, I attempt to construct a Late Archaic “gathering history” for the Silver 

Glen complex by identifying and linking together the discrete material events constituted 

by the various artifacts, deposits, and features uncovered there. My goal is to illuminate 

the different kinds and scales of communities that assembled at Silver Glen during the 

Late Archaic and better understand the historical processes behind their geneses and 

transformations.
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CHAPTER 4 
LATE ARCHAIC DEPOSITIONAL HISTORIES AT SILVER GLEN 

As already noted, the Silver Glen complex is one of four known Orange period 

mound centers in Florida’s middle St. Johns River valley.  Only sporadically visited by 

archaeologists in the twentieth century, Silver Glen has seen seven recent seasons of 

field research by the University of Florida’s St. Johns Archaeological Field School that 

have uncovered an elaborate array of cultural deposits at the complex that provide an 

almost unbroken record of approximately 7,000 years of pre-Columbian indigenous 

history.  During the Late Archaic period, activities at Silver Glen involved the 

construction and use of an assortment of temporally overlapping contexts by 

communities of various size and composition.  The sheer scale of some of these 

contexts point to the complex’s status as an important place of gathering during this 

interval and their diversity provides a virtually unparalleled opportunity for investigating 

the various kinds of mound-centered interactions engaged in by Orange period hunter-

gatherers.   

In this chapter, I attempt to take advantage of this potential by constructing a 

narrative history of the multi-scalar depositional events that contributed to the creation 

of Silver Glen as a widely influential place of regional integration.  After providing a 

basic description of the complex’s environmental setting, configuration, current 

condition, and previous archaeological investigations, I examine the state of Silver 

Glen’s social and material landscape as it existed just prior to the introduction of pottery 

technology.  I then discuss in detail how the complex was repeatedly and dramatically 

transformed via a number of depositional undertakings that included the construction of 

two massive shell mounds, the digging and infilling of hundreds of huge roasting pits, 
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and the transient occupation of a number of small circular encampments.  I suggest that 

each of the depositional acts implicated in these transformations brought together 

different combinations of people, materials, places, and times that to some extent 

altered community relations and helped remake the place as one of communal ritual 

and remembrance. 

The Environmental Setting 

   The physical environment experienced by Florida’s Archaic inhabitants was 

heavily influenced by the state’s dynamic geological history.  As summarized by Scott 

(1997, 2011), the Florida platform (roughly half of which forms the current terrestrial 

portion of the state) has a geologic basement composed of Mesozoic and pre-Mesozoic 

rocks.  At the beginning of the Paleocene (approximately 65 mya), or perhaps earlier, 

carbonate sediments came to dominate deposition on the platform, eventually resulting 

in a thick mantle of limestone, dolostone, and evaporites that covered virtually its entire 

expanse.  This carbonate layer houses the massive Floridan Aquifer System, the source 

of most of Florida’s countless artesian springs and much of its potable water (Miller 

1997).  As discussed above, springs were important cultural and ecological resources 

for pre-Columbian peoples throughout the state, and their initial flow has been posited 

as the primary impetus behind a mid-Holocene influx of migrants into the St. Johns 

valley (Miller 1992, 1998).  Florida’s carbonate lithology is also responsible for its 

distinctive karstic terrain, which features abundant solution features such as sinkholes, 

caves, conduits, and fractures. Near the beginning of the Miocene (approximately 25 

mya), a dramatic uplift of the Appalachians resulted in a marked increase in siliciclastic 

sedimentation across Florida that continued up to the Quaternary, albeit interspersed 

with additional periods of substantial carbonate deposition.  Miocene to Holocene 
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sediments now blanket the entire platform, ranging from less than 1 m thick in some 

areas to more than 300 m in others (Scott 1997, 2011).  These heterogeneous near-

surface deposits were the primary source of the various clays, quartz sands, and heavy 

minerals used by pre-Columbian potters. 

Florida’s largest river, the St. Johns, cuts through these surficial deposits along a 

500-km course that roughly parallels Florida’s Atlantic coastline from southern Brevard 

County to Jacksonville.  The St. Johns is unusual among rivers in the northern 

hemisphere in that it flows from south to north.  It has an extremely low gradient (<0.02 

m per kilometer) (Miller 1998:28), resulting in low flow velocities and a smaller than 

expected discharge rate given its substantial breadth.  This low gradient also means 

that the river is highly responsive to sea level changes and is tidally influenced over 

most of its length.  Its exceedingly slow-moving currents have resulted in an abundance 

of backwater environments and expansive lakes (Miller 1998:67).  These productive 

aquatic environs are especially characteristic of the middle portion of the St. Johns 

River, which stretches from Lake Monroe in the south to Lake George in the north.  

Sometimes referred to as the “St. Johns offset” (Pirkle 1971; White 1970:104), this 

segment of the river juts to the west and cuts into the underlying limestone (Schmidt 

1997).  It is fed by a number of sizeable springs and features a litany of old channels, 

lagoons, and lakes that speak to this area’s complicated hydrological history.  

Paleoclimatic data and archaeological site distributions suggest that the general 

parameters of the present hydrological regime were likely in place by at least 7,000 

years ago (Randall 2010; Randall et al. 2011:15; Watts et al. 1996).   
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The Silver Glen complex is distributed along a 1-km-long spring run at the 

intersection of Lake, Marion, and Volusia counties in the middle St. Johns valley.  This 

spring run is fed by the first magnitude (indicating  >100 ft3 water-second discharge rate) 

Silver Glen Springs and empties into Lake George, Florida’s second largest body of 

fresh water.  Currently, land rises steeply from 1.0 to 4.0 m in absolute elevation both 

north and south of the run before levelling off, although this topography has been 

greatly altered by anthropogenic activities, including both ancient shell deposition and 

modern shell removal (Randall et al 2011; Sassaman et al. 2011; see below).  The soils 

surrounding the complex are diverse and range from excessively drained to poorly 

drained (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1975; U.S. Department of Agriculture 1979).  

They support a diverse array of native vegetation including various oaks, pines, cypress 

trees, gumtrees, and saw palmetto, along with a host of other trees, shrubs, and 

grasses.  Upland forests and wetlands bordering the spring run are home to a number 

of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and gastropods that were exploited by the 

complex’s indigenous inhabitants (Blessing 2011a).  The unique hydrological regime 

presented by the confluence of the spring run, lake, and tidally-influenced river provides 

habitat for a wide range of aquatic fauna including manatee, otter, alligator, turtle and 

scores of species of both freshwater and marine fish (Bass and Cox 1985).  Importantly, 

it also supports abundant shellfish populations, including Viviparus georgianus (banded 

mystery snail), Pomacea paludosa (Florida apple snail), and freshwater bivalve 

(Unionidae), which form the primary constituents of freshwater shell matrix sites along 

the St. Johns River. 
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The Silver Glen Complex – Archaeological Overview and Background 

The Silver Glen complex, as originally configured (Figure 4-1, top), comprised an 

extraordinary array of pre-Columbian cultural features that included some of the largest 

shell deposits in Florida.  The remains of these features are arranged along both the 

southern and northern banks of the spring run.  Although the complex is broken into 

three separate sites, 8LA1, 8LA4242, and 8MR123, its division is more a function of 

archaeological reporting procedures than any hard-and-fast boundaries in the 

distribution of cultural remains.  Due to its massive size and archaeological complexity, 

the largest of these sites, 8LA1, has been divided into two areas, 8LA1-East (8LA1E) 

and 8LA1-West (8LA1W), in order to ease communication (following Sassaman et al. 

2011).  8LA1W is further subdivided into four distinct archaeological loci (Locus A–

Locus D).  Site 8LA1 is confined to the area south of the run on the property of the 

Juniper Club, a private organization, while 8MR123 and 8LA4242 are located north of 

the run, within the boundaries of the Ocala National Forest.   

Prior to the twentieth century, the most visually imposing parts of the complex 

would have been two gigantic, multilobed shell mounds—one at the mouth of the spring 

run and the other surrounding the spring’s primary vent.  These mounds were noted 

repeatedly by 19th-century naturalists and antiquarians, who marveled at their 

impressive scale and apparent antiquity (Bartram 1942:44; LeBaron 1884:774; Wyman 

1875:38-39).  Wyman (1875:39) describes the huge U-shaped mound at 8LA1E as 

forming three sides of a hollow square with a maximum height of 20 to 25 feet (6 to 7.6 

m) and exhibiting a deep, shell-free interior.  His excavations there in the 1860s yielded 

“an abundance of pottery and other evidence of man’s agency” (Wyman 1875:40).  Of 

the mound at 8MR123, Wyman (1875:39) states that it formed an “amphitheatre” of 
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shell around the spring’s source.  Two other prominent aboveground shell deposits 

apparently went unnoticed by nineteenth-century visitors to the complex.  These 

deposits, Locus A at 8LA1W and 8LA4242, form roughly linear ridges situated on either 

side of the run, approximately midway between the spring pool and Lake George.  

Locus B and Locus C at 8LA1W are two topographically subtle, yet elaborately 

stratified, areas of shell deposition located on ridge noses overlooking the run west of 

Locus A.  Locus D is a subsurface shell-free midden still farther to the west. 

Like most of the large shellworks in the middle St. Johns Valley, the mounds at 

Silver Glen were severely impacted by shell mining in the first half of the twentieth 

century.  South of the spring run, mining began in 1923.  At 8LA1E, shell was dug out 

down to the level of the water, and in some cases below, and sold for a sum of $17,000 

(Sassaman et al. 2011:1).  At the same time, the shell ridge at 8LA1W’s Locus A was 

reduced to a series of discontinuous escarpments and isolated remnants (Sassaman 

and Randall 2011:121).  In the northern half of the complex, mining between the 1920s 

and 1940s removed virtually the entire aboveground portions of the 8MR123 mound 

and the ridge at 8LA4242 (Randall et al. 2011:18).  Fortunately, intact subsurface 

deposits remain at most of these locations.  The only substantial shell deposits to 

escape mining activities were those at Locus B and Locus C, which are manifest only 

subtly on the surface.   

Perhaps because of its denuded postmining condition, the Silver Glen complex 

received only scant archaeological attention during the twentieth century.  Some 

general observations were made of the mound at 8MR123 by visitors from the Civilian 

Conservation Corps as it was being mined, and a rough sketch map was produced 
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(Potter 1935; Figure 4-2).  Potter (1935) and Taylor (1935) also noted a number of 

mostly Archaic artifacts as well as the presence of human burials at the site.  In 1990, 

two 1-x-1-m test units were excavated into remaining basal strata at 8MR123 by Florida 

State University researchers, revealing approximately three meters of intact mounded 

deposits.  This work yielded four radiocarbon assays that suggest that at least the lower 

component of the mound was erected during the preceramic Thornhill Lake phase 

(Marrinan et al. 1990).  In the 1950s, John Goggin and others collected pottery samples 

from the ground surface and water surrounding 8LA1E that are now housed at the 

Florida Museum of Natural History.  Otherwise, the southern half of the complex had 

remained completely unstudied by archaeologists until recent investigations by the 

University of Florida’s Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology (LSA).  Between 2007 

and 2013, LSA researchers and participants in its St. Johns Archaeological Field School 

directed by Kenneth Sassaman conducted extensive surveys and detailed stratigraphic 

excavations across the entire complex (Randall et al. 2011; Sassaman et al. 2011).  I 

was directly involved in these investigations for five of the seven field seasons, during 

which time I designed and oversaw the project at 8LA1W’s Locus B.  The remainder of 

this chapter relies on the results of this field research in outlining a historical narrative of 

the depositional strategies and events that factored into the making and remaking the 

complex during the Late Archaic. 

Depositional Events and the Making of the Silver Glen Complex 

As noted above, the Silver Glen complex contains deposits that span most of the 

past 7,000 years; however, radiocarbon data (Appendix A) indicate that most of the 

complex’s substantial shell deposits and its most prominent aboveground components 

were emplaced during the Archaic period.  A summary of the Archaic depositional 
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sequence in this location goes as follows: The first large-scale shell deposition began as 

early as 6500 cal B.P. and culminated in the Early Mount Taylor shell ridge at 8LA1W’s 

Locus A.   During this same period, a morphologically similar and likely coeval ridge was 

erected directly across the spring run from Locus A at 8LA4242, although its precise 

chronological position is unknown.  As occupation of these paired structures was 

winding down at around  5700 cal B.P., a Thornhill phase sand and shell mortuary was 

established at 8MR123 and a small residential settlement—one that  would be serially 

reoccupied over the next thousand years—was set up at 8LA1W’s Locus B.  An 

additional preceramic mortuary was founded at 8LA1E but little is known regarding its 

configuration and age.  During the Orange period, the mortuary deposits at 8LA1E and 

8MR123 were built up and appended with huge quantities of shell, resulting in the 

enormous multilobed mounds described by Wyman and others.   At the same time, 

hundreds of massive roasting pits were dug, filled in, and encased with shell at Locus B 

and Locus C, and a number of apparently ephemeral, circular encampments were 

occupied around the complex. 

Here, I concentrate primarily on the Orange period landscape developments at 

the complex.  In particular, I consider the different depositional strategies engaged in by 

the complex’s inhabitants during this time, the temporal, spatial, and social relationships 

that these strategies achieved, and their effects on the composition and structure of the 

Late Archaic communities tied to Silver Glen.  Before delving into these topics, however, 

I provide a brief discussion of the late preceramic Silver Glen landscape as it would 

have been encountered at the outset of what we know as the Orange period.      
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Mount Taylor Precedents 

By Orange times, the area surrounding Silver Glen Springs, like much of the 

Middle St. Johns valley, was far from pristine.  It was rather teaming with the material 

remains of millennia of past domestic and ceremonial activities in the form of eye-

catching mounds and ridges, buried features and deposits, and countless scattered 

artifacts.  The remarkable concentration of these remains at Silver Glen and similar 

places was surely one of the most significant attractors for the vast quantities of people 

and materials that converged there during the Orange period.  

Early Mount Taylor shell ridges.  Two of the most obvious preceramic 

structures that would have confronted early Orange visitors of Silver Glen are the 

extensive shell ridges at 8LA1W’s Locus A and 8LA4242.  Positioned directly across 

from one another, each consists of a roughly 75-m-wide shell ridge stretching for 

approximately 200 m along the edge of the spring run.  Their original heights are 

unknown, although Locus A ridge retains a total of 3 m of intact vertical deposits 

(Randall 2013; Sassaman and Randall 2011:121).  As discussed briefly in Chapter 2, 

excavations at Locus A indicate that the first Mount Taylor activities there involved the 

digging of numerous large pits along the run (Randall and Sassaman 2012).  The entire 

pitted area was then capped off with a mantle of tan/brown sand.  Atop this sand, a 

series of individual house platforms were constructed and occupied.  Over time, the 

sand and shell nodes resulting from these residential activities began to overlap, 

eventually resulting in a complex mounded palimpsest of intersecting surfaces and 

domestic deposits.  Radiocarbon assays from upper and lower Locus A strata show that 

the bulk of the ridge’s aboveground depositional sequence played out relatively rapidly 

sometime between 6300 and 5940 cal B.P. (Randall 2013).  After this interval, there are 
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few signs of continued Archaic period activity at Locus A, suggesting more than a 

millennium of abandonment prior to the onset of the Orange period. 

Thornhill Lake phase mortuaries.  Immediately preceding the onset of Orange 

period activities at the complex were Thornhill Lake phase deposits at 8MR123.  The 

sprawling mound that surrounded the spring pool prior to historic shell mining began as 

an earthen mortuary deposit.  Multiple in situ burials were uncovered during mining 

operations in this area, and human remains have been routinely encountered since that 

time (Potter 1935; Randall et al. 2011:35-38).  The original dimensions and height of the 

mortuary mound are unclear; however, recent excavations reveal that it was composed 

primarily of brown and yellow sand that was then capped with a lens of dense 

freshwater shell.  Charcoal samples yielded radiocarbon age estimates of 5850–5590 

cal B.P. for the sand and 5590-5320 cal B.P. for the shell cap, situating these deposits 

relatively early in the Thornhill Lake phase (Randall et al. 2011; Randall 2013).  During 

this same period, additional large quantities of shell were deposited around the spring 

pool and along the run (see detailed descriptions in Randall et al. 2011).  In at least 

some spots, these shell deposits would grow to reach a height of more than 3 m above 

the surrounding terrain (based on Marrinan et al. 1990). 

The presence of a human interment in shell deposits at 8LA1E hints at the 

possible presence of an additional preceramic mortuary facility in that portion of the 

complex (Sassaman 2011b). The location of the burial, which was exposed by erosion 

and subsequently reburied, places it within what were, prior to the twentieth century, the 

basal deposits of the northern ridge of 8LA1E’s U-shaped mound.  The burial is now 

situated within an expansive area of dense concreted shell that parallels the southern 
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bank of the spring run.  Given this deposit’s great depth when the mound was intact, its 

highly concreted condition, and its resemblance in size and shape to intact Mount 

Taylor ridges, it is likely that the site’s eventual U-shaped monument was most likely 

preceded by a roughly linear preceramic mortuary. 

Preceramic Locus B.  The final area of preceramic deposition that is likely to 

have impacted subsequent Orange ideas and activities is located at 8LA1W’s Locus B.  

Between approximately 5800 and 4600 cal B.P., Locus B was the site of repeated 

small-scale settlements and abandonments by Thornhill Lake phase hunter-gatherers.  

Sratigraphically, this occupational sequence is manifested as a series of crushed-shell 

living surfaces with intervening thin layers of dark, organic-rich sands that are largely 

shell- and artifact-free (Figure 4-3a; see also Gilmore 2011).  At least one of the 

surfaces appears to have been formalized through the laying-down and burning of clay-

rich sediment prior to the commencement of shell deposition.  A number of pit features 

of various sizes and shapes descend from the habitation surfaces.  Both the pits and 

surface deposits contain abundant material residues of everyday living including tools 

and ornaments made from stone, bone, and shell, along with charcoal, vertebrate faunal 

remains, and paleofeces (Figure 4-3b, c; Gilmore 2011).  Once again, the last of these 

habitation deposits was capped with a thick layer of mostly whole freshwater gastropod 

and bivalve shell.  The final result of these various depositional activities was a relatively 

discrete shell node, similar in many respects to those found at the Hontoon Dead Creek 

Village site (described in Chapter 2).  Reaching approximately 1 m in height at its apex, 

this anthropogenic deposit is responsible for most of the modest topographic relief 

currently visible at Locus B.  
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In summary, by the beginning of the Orange period, the upland areas both north 

and south of the Silver Glen Springs run were covered with the remains of thousands of 

years of preceramic habitation and ceremony.  Among the most conspicuous ruins were 

two expansive shell ridges, two large-scale mortuary facilities, and the accumulated 

residues of a repeatedly occupied settlement.  Although it is possible (and perhaps 

likely) that none of these places were utilized without interruption into the Orange 

period, they all played active roles in the momentous events of that era. 

Orange Interventions 

The material vestiges of Silver Glen’s preceramic places factored significantly 

into the interactions and decision-making of the complex’s Orange period inhabitants.  

In some cases, such as Locus A and 8LA4242, ancestral deposits were apparently 

actively avoided.  Not to be confused with ignorance of or indifference toward the past, 

the dearth of Orange activity at such prominent points on the landscape instead likely 

reflects the lingering social power of such places and corresponding efforts to maintain 

an appropriate cultural boundary or buffer around them (sensu Munn 1996).   A number 

of other Mount Taylor shell ridges and mounds in the Middle St. Johns also remained 

seemingly untouched even as substantial Orange deposits accrued only a few tens of 

meters away (Randall 2007; Randall and Sassaman 2010).   

This treatment of defunct historical places contrasts sharply with that bestowed 

on sites such as 8LA1E, 8MR123, and to a lesser extent Locus B, where the past was 

directly and persistently engaged by Orange peoples via repeated acts of excavation, 

circulation, and deposition.   The perpetrators of these events drew on Silver Glen’s by-

that-point abundant historical resources to help gather different people, places, and 

times together into an arena of common engagement.  In doing so, they durably altered 
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the complex’s material and social landscape and significantly impacted the historical 

trajectory of the broader region. 

Monumental transformations (8LA1E and 8MR123).  The most dramatic 

landscape transformations instigated by Orange groups at Silver Glen involved the 

construction of the massive shell mounds at 8LA1E and 8MR123.  As already noted, 

both mounds were severely impacted by historic shell mining, which removed a vast 

majority of their aboveground deposits.  Nevertheless, premining descriptions of these 

monuments, along with extensive testing of their intact remnants, have revealed a great 

deal regarding the mounds’ respective configurations, contents, and social histories.   

Today, few obvious signs exist of the 8LA1E mound that once dominated the 

Silver Glen landscape.  However, a comprehensive auger survey conducted in 2007 as 

part of the St. Johns Archaeological Field School largely confirmed Wyman’s (1875) 

characterization of the mound’s configuration and horizontal extent (Figure 4-4; 

Sassaman 2011b:37).  A total of 84 auger tests were conducted at a 20-m-interval 

across all open portions of the site and observations were recorded on the 

presence/absence of shell, the depth and condition (crushed, whole, burned) of shell, 

and the presence/absence of nonshell midden (Sassaman 2011b:38-39).  These tests 

revealed the footprint of a sprawling U-shaped shell construction paralleling the spring 

run in its longest dimension and opening toward the west.  Composed primarily of 

freshwater gastropod and bivalve shell, the mound is estimated to have stretched for 

300 m along the run and to have approached 200 m in width.  According to Wyman 

(1875:39), it originally exceeded 8 m in height at its apex in the northeastern corner of 

the site.  In stark contrast to the mound itself, its interior, which Wyman (1875:39) 



 

148 

described forming a “deep valley” between the two ridges, was found to be virtually 

shell-free. 

Auger tests along the banks of Silver Glen Run and Lake George, in the area 

originally encompassed by the mound’s north ridge, revealed shell deposits as deep as 

2.5 m below the modern surface.  Given the concreted state of these basal deposits and 

their position well below the current water table, it is likely that they were deposited 

during preceramic times, perhaps as part of a Mount Taylor (mortuary?) ridge that 

fronted the spring run (Sassaman 2011b).  Excavation of four test units and numerous 

core samples in the mound’s northeast corner failed to locate any undisturbed deposits.  

They instead uncovered a complicated amalgam of shell, sand, and artifacts that were 

most likely displaced and redeposited during the course of shell mining (Sassaman 

2011b).  Excavated artifacts from this area consist mostly of ornately decorated Orange 

pottery sherds (discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6), hundreds of more of which 

have been collected from the surrounding ground surface, nearby tree throws, and from 

the shallow waters of the adjacent spring run and lake.  Seven radiocarbon assays 

obtained from soot adhering to the exterior surfaces of Orange sherds and from  

charred Spanish moss fibers preserved within their fabric indicate that Orange 

deposition at the 8LA1E’s north ridge began as early as 4600 cal BP and persisted until 

at least 3800 cal B.P. (Appendix A; Sassaman 2003b). 

Since 2007, a variety of archaeological techniques have been brought to bear on 

the study of 8LA1E’s south ridge, including augering/soil probing, ground-penetrating 

radar (GPR) survey, and test unit excavation (Sassaman 2011b).  Initial auger tests 

demonstrated that unlike the north ridge where Orange deposits were emplaced over a 
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preexisting Mount Taylor ridge, the south ridge was constructed directly atop the Late 

Archaic ground surface (Sassaman 2011b:40).  This was corroborated through 

excavation of 10 2-x-2-m excavation units along the south ridge that showed an 

expansive, yet discontinuous, layer of shell overlying shell-free sand.  Excavations 

uncovered few artifacts in the shell deposits save for a modest amount of mostly plain 

Orange pottery.  Underneath the shell, a maze of mineralized roots, including entire 

palm root balls, were encountered in the underlying sand (Figure 4-5).  These are 

thought to have resulted from water percolating through overlying shell deposits and 

bringing down calcium carbonate minerals that covered and ultimately preserved the 

structures of subterranean root systems.  The abundance of both linear hardwood roots 

and basketball-sized root balls may be an indication that a number of trees were 

deliberately felled in this area in preparation for the emplacement of shell (Sassaman 

2011b:90).  Charcoal from a basal pit feature uncovered near the center of the south 

ridge yielded an age estimate of 4060 to 3830 cal B.P. (Sassaman 2011b :60), 

suggesting the possibility that the south ridge may have been a relatively late addition to 

the 8LA1E monument.  Because it was truncated by shell mining, this ridge’s ultimate 

height is impossible to know; however, Wyman (1875) is clear that it was smaller than 

its northern counterpart. 

Even fewer details exist regarding Orange contributions to the 8MR123 mound 

north of the spring run.  Orange activity at the mound is clearly indicated by the 

abundant fiber-tempered sherds that have been recovered from the surface around the 

spring pool, a majority of which, like those from 8LA1E’s north ridge, bear elaborate 

incised decorations (see Chapters 5 and 6 below).  However, while test unit excavations 
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into surviving remnants of the mound (Marrinan 1990; Randall et al. 2011) have yielded 

extensive evidence for large-scale shell deposition during the preceramic Thornhill Lake 

phase, intact Orange deposits have been intersected in only one location, near the 

eastern margin of the spring pool.  There, excavations revealed a highly concreted shell 

deposit that did not yield any Orange artifacts but did return a radiocarbon age estimate 

of 4410-4080 cal B.P., well within the Orange period (Randall et al. 2011:107).  Ten 

meters away, a subaqueous radiocarbon sample obtained with a bucket auger at a 

depth of approximately 2.5 m below the current surface returned a temporally 

overlapping age estimate of 4520-4240 cal B.P. (Randall et al. 2011:107).  These data 

imply that more than two meters of shell were deposited at 8MR123 during the Orange 

period, at approximately the same time that large-scale deposition was also taking place 

at 8LA1E.   At 8MR123, Orange depositional efforts, when added to the preexisting 

sand mortuary and expansive shell deposits, culminated in the vast and visually 

imposing “amphitheater” of shell described by Wyman (1875:39). 

Given their extremely denuded postmining condition, fashioning a traditional 

linear narrative of the construction and use of the 8LA1E and 8MR123 mounds is 

impossible.  These mounds are close to what Bailey (2007:203) refers to as “true 

palimpsests,” meaning that most of the evidence related to their histories of use has 

been removed by recent activity.  Nevertheless, an enlightening, albeit partial, account 

can be pieced together of the various Orange period constituents that were gathered in 

these locations and the relationships that were achieved in the course of particular 

depositional events.  The fact that portions of both mounds were grafted onto 

preexisting mortuary facilities suggests a deliberate attempt to connect with ancestors 
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through renewal of a deep-seeded depositional tradition.  Throughout the Mount Taylor 

period, mounds and ridges in the middle St. Johns Valley were almost invariably 

superimposed over former places of everyday living, a clear sign of these sites’ 

enduring social importance to descendant communities (Randall 2010; Sassaman and 

Randall 2012).  During the Orange period, a substantial shift occurred as most 

preceramic sites were apparently actively avoided even in cases when the landscape 

surrounding them was intensively occupied.  The only exceptions were a few select 

places, like Silver Glen, where temporal boundaries were collapsed and the past was 

once again engaged through strategic deposition at a historically significant location.  

The architects of the first Orange period additions to 8LA1E and 8MR123 were, in this 

way, strongly influenced by the material remains of what came before them.  They also, 

however, set an effective precedent for future activities in these places, which, over the 

next five centuries, involved social gatherings during which copious amounts of shell 

and pottery were deposited onto the ever-growing monument and into the water 

alongside it. 

The respective temporalities involved in the construction of the two mounds are 

unknown; however, the sheer scale of the structures speaks to the extraordinary nature 

of the social gatherings that they must have facilitated.  This is especially evident when 

the mounds are considered in relation to contemporary places of everyday living.  As 

discussed in Chapter 2, these aspects of Orange settlements point to a dominant 

tradition of small co-residential groups and/or high levels of residential mobility.  By 

comparison, the Orange period mounds at Silver Glen stand out as disproportionately 

massive and permanent features on the Late Archaic landscape.  Their construction 
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would have required the assembly of unusually large and diverse groups of people, 

repeated returns to the same place over a very long period of time, or, perhaps most 

likely, some combination of the two.  The unique (for this spatiotemporal context) social 

conditions fostered by the mounds are evinced by high frequencies of elaborately and 

boldly decorated pottery when compared to other kinds of contemporary sites, a 

situation that has also been noted in reference to other Orange mounds in the region 

(e.g., Gilmore 2011; Sassaman 2004a; Saunders 2004a, 2004b).  While this disparity is 

discussed in detail in Chapter 5, suffice it to say here that these sorts of context-

restricted stylistic embellishments may be a sign of the relatively high degree of cultural 

diversity and ritual significance implicated in mound-centered interactions at Silver Glen 

(e.g., Mills 1989, 2007; Spielmann 2004). 

A final point to consider regarding Silver Glen’s Orange period mounds is the 

“patently dualistic” (in the words of Sassaman and Randall [2012:71]) configuration of 

8LA1E.  The organization of social space into a U is a common cross-cultural means of 

bringing together two discrete groups into a common sociality, with leadership positions 

typically situated at the closed end of the U (Grøn 1991).  8LA1E’s two parallel ridges 

are asymmetrical and artifactually distinct, with the north ridge exhibiting a higher 

maximum height and width, a higher frequency of Orange pottery, and a larger 

proportion of decorated vessels than its southern counterpart.  Pointing to these factors 

as well as a number of seemingly anomalous cultural transformations that accompanied 

the adoption of pottery in the Middle St. Johns valley, Sassaman and Randall (2012) 

hypothesize that 8LA1E’s U shape may in fact reflect a dual social organization 

resulting from the coalescence of indigenous (Mount Taylor) people and extralocal 
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migrants, likely originating from the Atlantic Coast.  In this scenario, the mound’s 

asymmetries may relate to the differential abilities of established and newly arrived 

groups to amass the social and material resources involved in mound construction 

(following Russo 2004; Saunders 2004b).  These possibilities are considered further in 

subsequent chapters.  

In summary, despite the poor condition of Silver Glen’s Orange period shell 

mounds, it is clear that they functioned as important nexus points for extended Late 

Archaic communities.  They were gathering places where broad-scale relations were 

condensed and negotiated.  The symbolic renewal of preceramic depositional traditions 

and the superimposition of Orange mounds over old mortuaries would have been 

effective strategies for connecting the present to the past and thereby helping legitimize 

the dramatic social and material transformations that were underway across the region 

at the time.  The unprecedented scale of the mounding projects undertaken points to 

the contribution of innumerable individual depositional events, each of which drew on 

memories of the past while simultaneously helping establish a durable material 

framework that would persist far into the future.   

Pit events and placemaking at Locus B.  At the same time that vast quantities 

of shell were being heaped on the surface at 8LA1E and 8MR123, equally impressive 

amounts were interred in subterranean pits at 8LA1W’s Locus B (Gilmore 2011).  

Fortunately, the relative inconspicuousness of Locus B’s shell deposits meant that they 

were spared the destructive effects of shell mining suffered by other parts of the 

complex.  As a result, Locus B provides the basis for a much more nuanced 
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archaeological account than that possible for the Silver Glen’s just-discussed shell 

mounds. 

Locus B (Figure 4-6) occupies a relatively flat, well-drained ridge nose 

approximately half a kilometer southwest of 8LA1E and 80 m south of the spring run.  

As noted above, it consists of a small, roughly crescent-shaped shell node and the 

extensive subsurface cultural deposits that surround it.  The shell node itself opens 

toward the spring run and rises only about a meter above the surrounding landscape at 

its highest point.  A close-interval auger survey in 2008 showed that the aboveground 

shell at Locus B was deposited atop a relatively flat sand surface and that the site’s 

current topographical configuration is almost entirely the product of anthropogenic 

activities conducted during the Late Archaic period (Gilmore 2011:174).  Between 2007 

and 2013, a total of 81 m2 of test unit excavations were conducted at Locus B, revealing 

well-preserved and highly stratified deposits that register the site’s dynamic depositional 

history and shifting relationship to the broader Silver Glen landscape.  

Three distinct depositional patterns were found to have existed at Locus B over 

the course of the Late Archaic period (Figure 4-7; Gilmore 2011:249–252, 2015).  The 

earliest substantial deposition in this area of the complex was centered in the location of 

the shell node.  As already discussed, this portion of Locus B was utilized during the 

late preceramic Thornhill Lake phase as the site of a small-scale, intermittent 

settlement. The deposits making up this component include at a series of stacked 

occupational surfaces lined with thin layers of freshwater bivalve shell mixed with 

occasional vertebrate fauna and a variety of tools and debitage made of stone, bone, 

and marine shell. A number of small pits were dug down from these surfaces and infilled 
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with similar materials. Just west of the shell node, dense deposits of vertebrate faunal 

and paleofeces are also thought to date to this same period.  The broad variety and 

relatively high frequency of artifacts and features suggest a domestic, residential use of 

Locus B during this interval. 

The second depositional pattern began coincident with the appearance of 

Orange pottery at ca. 4600 cal B.P., and transformed Locus B from a small settlement 

to a specialized shellfish-processing locale replete with scores of massive, overlapping 

pits (Table 4-1). These pits are mostly distributed across a gently sloping area just off 

the western edge of Locus B's shell node, although isolated examples have also been 

uncovered farther to the east and west.  Similar Orange period pits have also been 

uncovered near the high point of 8LA1W’s Locus C and in the uplands northwest of the 

8MR123 shell mound (Randall et al. 2011); however, the relatively limited excavations 

in these areas make direct comparisons to Locus B difficult.  The pits at Locus B are, for 

the most part, densely packed, and they frequently intersect, many apparently having 

been dug one on top of another (Figure 4-8). The scale of these features dwarfs virtually 

anything found either before or after in the complex's 8,000-plus years of prehistoric 

occupation. Most examples measure between 70 and 120 cm in diameter and many 

exceed 1 m in depth. The largest is well over 2 m wide and more than 1 m deep, 

exhibiting an estimated volume of over 2.5 m3. Pit shape varies considerably, ranging 

from broad, deep basins to narrow, straight-sided shafts (Gilmore 2011, 2015). 

The fill in the Locus B pits also varies widely. Several of the pits have lenses of 

bright orange oxidized sand, charcoal, and concreted whole mussel shell lining their 

bottoms, suggesting that at least some of them were used for roasting shellfish. None 
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contain a substantial quantity of either vertebrate fauna or artifacts, save for modest 

amounts of fragmented and undecorated Orange fiber-tempered pottery. While all the 

pits contain some quantity of shell, the frequency, composition, condition (i.e., degree of 

crushing, burning, and weathering), and structure of shell deposits is quite 

heterogeneous. Some are filled primarily with sand and contain only a trace of shell, 

while others appear to have been infilled in one massive depositional episode. The most 

striking features, however, are those containing layer after layer of shell of different 

types and conditions, a situation indicative of multiple discrete depositional acts. 

Deposition into one large pit, Feature 38 (Figure 4-9), for example, began with a thick 

layer of dense whole, banded mystery snail (Viviparus georgianus) that over time 

became concreted. A 20-cm thick layer of crushed and burned mussel shell was then 

deposited before the pit was finally topped off with sand and another layer of whole and 

crushed mystery snail. In another example, Feature 104 (Figure 4-10), infilling began 

with the deposition of a 20-cm layer of mixed shell (including apple snail [Pomacea], 

mystery snail, and bivalve) followed by a layer of unusually large whole apple snails. A 

thin lens of mostly shell-free sand was then either emplaced or simply allowed to 

accumulate in the still-open feature. Subsequently, another layer of whole apple snail 

was laid down, followed directly by a layer of whole paired and unopened mussel shells. 

On top of the mussels was a thin stratum of very dark, almost black, organically 

enriched sand, and finally, a layer of lighter brown sand. While virtually every pit 

contains a unique fill sequence, the constituents of individual layers are replicated 

across pits, suggesting that they may have been combined according to particular 
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"recipes" or "grammars" in different locations; however, no consistent pattern has yet 

been discerned.   

Shortly following the cessation of large-scale pit digging (at ca. 3900 cal B.P.), a 

large quantity of whole Viviparus shell was deposited across the surface of Locus B, an 

event that marked another major transition in the site's history (Figure 4-11). This "shell 

cap" (the third depositional pattern at Locus B) forms a 30–50 cm thick, mostly 

homogeneous stratum of unconsolidated shell that in many places contains little or no 

soil matrix. Like the pits below it, this stratum contains only sparse vertebrate fauna and 

artifacts aside from a small amount of fiber-tempered pottery. In contrast to the 

undecorated sherds from the pits, however, many of those recovered from this overlying 

deposit exhibit the curvilinear incisions and punctuations typical of a relatively rare 

variety of Orange pottery called Tick Island Incised (Griffin 1945). The overall 

homogeneity of the deposit, the lack of evidence for trampling, and the paucity of 

vertebrate fauna all indicate that this layer of shell was emplaced relatively rapidly, 

probably in the course of one or a few large-scale depositional acts. Importantly, the 

shell cap is virtually coextensive with the pits underlying it and in some places appears 

to have infilled open pits, in effect turning what must have been a pocked, uneven 

surface into a relatively flat and smooth one. This mantle of shell is not unlike the ones 

that have been found to cover discontinued Mount Taylor habitation sites (Randall 2010; 

Sassaman 2010; Sassaman and Randall 2012) and perhaps constitutes yet another 

renewal of a long-lived tradition of ritually marking transitions in the use of a place by 

capping it with clean, whole shell. 
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Unfortunately, because they are ubiquitous in many regions and may appear 

largely interchangeable upon cursory examination, pit features are, more often than not, 

lumped together and given little weight in archaeological interpretations. Pit fill, in 

particular, which is generally assumed to be unrelated to a feature's primary function, is 

prone to being dismissed as mere secondary refuse, a result of casual discard into a 

convenient receptacle. As Chapman (2000b:61) notes, the "humble pit" represents a 

class of feature that has been "much maligned, ignored, or otherwise maltreated" in 

many archaeological narratives. 

With regard to Locus B, the tendency to undervalue pit deposits is exacerbated 

by a general reluctance on the part of many regional archaeologists to attribute a 

cultural significance to shellfish beyond their status as an abundant subsistence 

resource (e.g., Crothers and Bernbeck 2004; Marquardt 2010a, b; Trinkley 1985). 

Based on this firmly entrenched perspective, pit deposits such as those uncovered at 

Locus B are unlikely to be investigated for any purpose beyond the reconstruction of 

Late Archaic dietary habits (cf. Blessing 2015; Gilmore 2015). In contrast, I would argue 

that acts of pit digging and deposition represented more than the mindless repetition of 

subsistence-related behaviors, conducted for the same reasons and in the same 

manner independent of context. Instead, like all social projects, they reflect the 

historically conditioned decisions of knowledgeable and intentional actors occupying 

particular material and social settings. As such, it should come as little surprise that, at 

least occasionally, pit-related practices constituted important historical events with 

substantial roles in processes of cultural categorization and meaning production. 
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Multiple attributes of Locus B pits suggest that they held significance beyond 

their practical utility as, initially, shell-roasting facilities and, subsequently, refuse 

containers. Most obvious is their size. While several contemporary shell-matrix sites in 

the broader region include shell-filled pits (e.g., Blessing 2015; Janus Research 1995; 

Saunders 2004a; Trinkley 1985), the extraordinary size and frequency of those at Locus 

B set them apart from other documented feature assemblages. The sheer scale of 

digging and shellfish-processing suggested by the pits seems out of proportion with the 

everyday subsistence requirements of small kin-based hunter-gatherer groups 

occupying a diverse and productive environment. With no evidence suggesting, and 

presumably little need for, long-term storage at the site, an alternative possibility is that 

the pits were geared toward the rapid production of great amounts of food, perhaps for 

consumption at the periodic feasting events hypothesized to have taken place at the 

nearby shell mounds (i.e., 8LA1E and 8MR123).  

The content of the pits also suggests a meaning beyond the purely mundane. 

Unlike some earlier instances of ritualized deposition in the same region (e.g., Endonino 

2008; Wheeler et al. 2000), the Locus B pits are not marked by an abundance of 

unusual or exotic objects, save for one modified deer mandible that was likely part of a 

mask and a few marine-shell disk beads found scattered across multiple features. They 

are instead distinguished more by a paucity of many materials frequently found within 

general midden deposits throughout the region (e.g., Russo et al. 1992; Sassaman 

2003a; Sassaman and Randall 2011), including vertebrate fauna, lithic/marine-shell 

tools and debitage, and paleofeces.  As shown in Figure 4-12, the frequency of bone 

recovered from 260 liters of analyzed fill from the Locus B pits is only a tiny fraction of 



 

160 

that observed in contemporaneous domestic midden deposits from the same region.  

This virtual absence of vertebrate fauna supports the notion that the contents of the 

Locus B pits do not represent a random sample of general midden materials, but rather 

an intentionally selected subsample, one largely restricted to shellfish remains.  If the 

pits had instead been infilled through casual acts of refuse disposal, one would expect 

them to contain a more complete cross-section of the diverse materials employed in 

everyday domestic tasks.   

As noted above, the bulk of the pit deposits is composed of shell that varies 

considerably in terms of both size and condition and was combined in a unique manner 

in every excavated pit, often resulting in elaborate stratified fill sequences. At a roughly 

coeval site in South Carolina, Trinkley (1985) interpreted similarly layered (although 

substantially smaller) pits as containing the remains of successive meal dumps. In this 

scenario, the pits were used repeatedly for roasting shellfish that were removed, 

consumed, and then disposed of back into the pits before the next batch was 

processed. Presumably, this sequence was repeated until the pits were topped off and 

another had to be dug. At least three factors render this interpretation inadequate for 

explaining the layered pit fills at Locus B. First, evidence for roasting (heat-oxidized 

sand, burned shell, large charcoal lumps), where it exists, occurs in only a single layer 

lining the bottoms of pits. Based on Trinkley's hypothesis, one would expect a layer of 

thermal alteration between every individual shell stratum. Second, three of the 

excavated pits at Locus B contained strata composed of whole, unopened, and 

unburned bivalve shells, indicating that they were neither cooked nor consumed. And 

finally, pit deposition at Locus B appears to have taken place rapidly, with very little time 
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elapsing between the deposition of the first layer and the last. Almost all the shell layers 

within the pits sit directly on top of one another with no intervening sediment 

accumulation or soil formation. Moreover, none of the more than two dozen massive pit 

features either excavated or encountered in profiles at Locus B show any evidence of 

having collapsed in on themselves. Based on firsthand experience excavating test units 

into the site's soft unconsolidated sand, if left open, pits would have been subject to 

structural failure during the first substantial rainfall. The fact that not a single excavated 

example did fail suggests that they were infilled almost immediately, not over a 

protracted period as implied in the "meal-dump" scenario. 

An interpretation more consistent with the archaeological evidence is that the pits 

were infilled soon after they were dug, perhaps as part of a single continuous 

depositional process involving a variety of materials selected from a number of different 

sources. The short period of time indicated between pit digging and pit filling at first 

seems at odds with the highly weathered condition of the shell composing some pit 

deposits. In addition, the diverse combinations of shellfish species, along with frequent 

disparities in the extent of weathering, burning, and crushing between layers in the 

same pit, make it unlikely that all the shell in the pits underwent the same process of 

collection, roasting, and consumption prior to immediate deposition. It instead points to 

a diverse array of predepositional taphonomic histories in which some materials were 

deposited soon after harvesting, some after they were processed and consumed, and 

still others only after they had been left out in the elements for some length of time. The 

fact that materials with such diverse histories ended up in the same features negates 

the likelihood of casual discard and instead suggests that they were intentionally 
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selected for a particular purpose and combined in meaningful ways. It is possible that 

individual shells composing the pit-deposit layers derived from specific important events 

such as feasts or other communal ceremonies and had to be dealt with in a particular 

manner (see Walker 1995). These residues may have been stockpiled for some period 

of time before their inclusion in a pit. If so, then the layered pits may have served as 

"bundled" histories (as discussed in Chapter 3), used for linking particular events 

together and ordering them to form complex historical narratives. Like all bundles, it was 

not so much the inherent value of the substances themselves (in this case individual 

shell deposits) but rather the symbolic transposal achieved via their combination that 

made them meaningful. 

In effect, these deposits would have constituted inverted, subterranean shell 

mounds, homologous to the countless above-ground monuments that marked and 

structured the Late Archaic landscape. However, unlike above-ground mounds, which 

rely on being seen and interacted with for much of their effect, the underground 

"mounds" at Locus B were completely obscured even as they were constructed. One 

might question what the point was of building a subterranean monument that no one 

would ever see. Part of the answer to this question may be provided by Küchler (1999) 

and others (e.g., Gillespie 2008; Hendon 2010:113; Mills 2008) who argue somewhat 

paradoxically that the memory of an event can be heightened or reinforced through 

symbolic acts of forgetting, which include the destruction or concealment of associated 

objects. Based on this idea, the deposition and burial of residues from important 

occurrences such as feasts or other ceremonies may have functioned to memorialize 

these events, as well as the places where they transpired. This is the basic idea used 
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by Thomas (1999b:72; 2000:80) to explain the common Neolithic practice of siting 

monuments atop assemblages of old infilled pits, some of which had been dug 

generations earlier. However, in this case, while the burial of shell deposits may well 

have enhanced particular memories, the distributional data show that many of the Locus 

B deposits were in fact re-exposed and viewed as new pits were dug that intercut old 

ones. These would have been encountered by Late Archaic people in much the same 

way that they are by modern archaeologists—in profile, with the entire sequence of 

deposits made visible and begging for interpretation. Far from ancillary, it is this aspect 

of the Locus B pits that I argue holds the key to understanding their eventfulness. 

As already discussed, the features in question were sited in a location that had 

been used previously by preceramic people as a small-scale settlement. The first 

Orange period pits excavated at Locus B would have intersected deposits from this 

earlier occupation (Figure 4-13), granting their diggers access to a relatively distant past 

and perhaps adding another layer of meaning to the massive-scale roasting activities 

taking place there. As this practice was repeated through time, Orange pits also began 

to intersect each other, exposing material reminders of more recent people and 

occurrences (Figure 4-14). Eventually, as these features covered the site, the 

encountering of old infilled pits must have become the expected outcome of, and 

probably even added motivation for, continued digging. The cumulative effects of these 

repeated material engagements can be seen by examining diachronic changes in pit 

deposition practices. When dated pits are placed in chronological order, a pattern 

emerges that shows increasing depositional complexity through time (Figure 4-15). 

While the earliest pits appear to have been filled in one or a few distinct episodes, the 
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later ones (e.g., Features 38 and 104) exhibit more elaborate sequences of shell and 

earth. In addition, most of the pits with the most complex layered fills exhibit no basal 

oxidation or any other evidence that they were ever used for roasting. 

As soon as the first pit was excavated and infilled at Locus B, it would have 

exerted a structuring influence on all subsequent digging in that location due to its 

enduring material presence and the memories it facilitated. As time elapsed and old pits 

were uncovered with growing frequency, pit deposition may have become an 

increasingly deliberate effort to write a particular history into the Locus B landscape, 

with the knowledge that it would eventually be uncovered by subsequent digging. By the 

final stages of large-scale pit digging at the site, a number of pits appear to have been 

dug for the explicit purpose of receiving shell deposits. At this point, pits were no longer 

just a means of memorializing other events such as mounding and feasting ceremonies. 

They instead became important events in their own right, gaining influence by citing 

(sensu Jones 2005) already well-established shell-mound traditions but altering them in 

important and strategic ways. Unlike their aboveground counterparts, which were 

susceptible to being observed and experienced by anyone within a certain distance of 

them, the buried mounds at Locus B would have allowed the site's Orange period 

inhabitants to regulate the timing and circumstances of their opening (much like a 

traditional bundle or modern time capsule), possibly in ways that heightened their 

impact. Like more traditional monuments, while memorializing and relying on the 

authority of the past, the Locus B pit deposits were oriented primarily toward achieving a 

particular future by preconfiguring a lasting point of reference into the landscape. 

Depositional practices, in this context, were part of a deliberate strategy, or 
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"intervention" (Sassaman 2012), geared toward the production of future memories (cf. 

Eves 1996). 

Circular living: Silver Glen’s Orange habitation spaces.  The immense 

shellworks at 8LA1E and 8MR123, along with the sprawling assemblage of hypertrophic 

pits at Locus B, provide tantalizing clues as to the nature of Silver Glen’s public 

gatherings and projects, events that drew large quantities of people and materials into 

the complex.  These locations, however, have yielded very few signs of the kinds of 

routine activities associated with day-to-day habitation.  Even if Orange period Silver 

Glen was a designated ceremonial center, sparsely populated outside of special 

occasions, people would still have needed to sustain themselves for the duration of their 

visits.  Consequently, even in the absence of long-term occupation, one would still 

expect to find substantial traces of domestic activity such as food remains, hunting 

implements, cutting and processing tools, and the like.  So far, the best evidence for 

such activities has come in the form of circular arrangements of materials and features 

found scattered across less conspicuous areas of the complex.   

 In 2010, a GPR survey was conducted across areas of the south ridge at 

8LA1E, the technical parameters of which are detailed by Sassaman (2011b).  In short, 

GPR was deployed in two ways and with two distinct goals in mind. First, a series of 30-

m north-south transects, spaced 10 m apart, was surveyed in hopes of delineating the 

northern edge of the southern ridge of the 8LA1E mound.  The results of these efforts 

were ambiguous, as the edge of the shell deposits was found to be non-linear and 

discontinuous, likely due to historic mining and other recent landscape modifications 

(Sassaman 2011b:69).  Second, and most pertinent to the present discussion, GPR 
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was also deployed across five contiguous grids (ranging from 20 x 30 m to 7 x 10 m) 

near the center of the mound’s south ridge.  In this case, for each grid, the GPR unit 

was pulled along north-south transects spaced 50 cm apart.  The orientation of the 

transects was then turned 90 degrees and perpendicular east-west data were collected 

in the same manner.  The goal was to obtain a series of “Z slices” or “time slices” at 

different depths that would help shed light on the horizontal and vertical arrangement of 

subsurface shell deposits along the south ridge (Sassaman 2011b:68-69). 

Figure 4-16 shows the time slice at 47-55 cmbs for the five contiguous grids.  

The diagram’s various colors represent different degrees of reflectivity with blues 

indicating low reflectivity, yellows and greens intermediate reflectivity, and yellows and 

reds high reflectivity.  As shown in the figure, four clusters of highly reflective anomalies 

were found that each measure approximately 5–10 m in diameter.  Interestingly, the 

distribution of these anomalies is clearly patterned and appears to form an arc that, if 

projected out to form a complete circle, would exhibit a diameter of 80 m and contain a 

total of 16–17 clusters, spaced some 15 m apart (Sassaman 2011b:73).   

Ground truthing of these results was attempted though a combination of coring 

and controlled excavations.  These efforts revealed that the GPR anomalies coincide 

with more-or-less discrete areas of dense shell that was deposited both atop the sandy 

substrate and into a number of pit features (Sassaman 2011b).  A likely—albeit 

admittedly unconfirmed at this point—explanation for the observed patterning is that 

these deposits resulted from one or more short-term encampments that were occupied 

near the onset of shell mounding in this part of 8LA1E.  A single radiocarbon assay from 

one of the shell-filled pits suggests that this encampment would have been active at 
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around 4060 to 3830 cal B.P. (Sassaman 2011b:60).  Excavated shell deposits 

contained modest amounts of vertebrate fauna and mostly plain Orange pottery sherds, 

but no clear domestic features (e.g., hearths, post-molds, house floors, etc.) were 

discovered.  This could indicate a non-domestic origin for these deposits or, 

alternatively, may simply reflect the ephemeral nature of the occupation in question.  In 

either case, a roughly circular organization of social space would be consistent with 

what we know about Orange cultural traditions from other locations, both within and 

outside the middle St. Johns region (e.g., Russo 2004; Sassaman 2003a; Saunders 

2004a). 

A similarly arranged residential space has been inferred north of the shell mound 

at 8MR123 (Figure 4-17).  Using data from shovel tests and stratigraphic excavations, 

Randall et al. (2011) documented an arcuate pattern of large Orange pottery sherds in 

this location with an interior diameter of approximately 70 m.  Inside this arc, only crumb 

sherds were recovered, suggesting the possibility of an interior plaza area that was 

intentionally kept clean.  The arc itself provides strong evidence for presence of Orange 

architecture.  Subsurface testing of the arc revealed a series of regularly spaced voids 

measuring approximately 25 to 30 m.  A test unit sited just outside of one of these voids 

revealed a number of large Orange pottery sherds lying flat at the same elevation, along 

with a small shell-filled feature believed to represent an infilled post hole.  Randall et al. 

(2011:207) interpret these data as evidence that the test unit intersected the remains of 

an Orange period domestic structure of unknown dimensions.  They hypothesize that 

this was but one of a number of such structures that were arranged around small plazas 
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evinced by the aforementioned voids.  They further suggest that these individual house 

clusters were, in turn, organized around the much larger plaza mentioned above.  

These data from 8MR123 provide some of the strongest evidence yet for 

sustained, village-like habitation of Silver Glen during the Orange period. In terms of 

size and circular layout, the inferred 8MR123 village closely resembles the just-

discussed deposits at 8LA1E’s south ridge.  Where the two clearly diverge, however, is 

in the presence of shellfish remains.  Whereas the possible encampment at 8LA1E was 

defined largely according to the distribution of dense shell, the 8MR123 village is 

characterized by an almost complete absence of shellfish, a fact highlighting the need 

for greater attention to shell-free components at Orange period sites (Randall et al. 

2011:207).  Unfortunately, the precise chronological relationship to between these two 

contexts is unknown; however, a radiocarbon assay from a pit feature that was located 

near the 8MR123 village and contained incised fiber-tempered pottery returned an age 

estimate of 3560 to 3360 cal B.P., placing it somewhat later in the Orange period 

(Randall et al. 2011:128).   

Yet another potential Orange residential area at Silver Glen is located in what is 

now an open, plowed “bait field” just northwest of the shell node at 8LA1W’s Locus B.  

In 2011, a GPR survey was conducted across two contiguous 30 x 30 m grids (shown in 

Figure 4-6) that together span most of the cleared portion of the field.  As at 8LA1E’s 

south ridge, the GPR unit was deployed along grid transects in two perpendicular 

directions (N-S and E-W), and time slices were obtained for various depths below the 

Locus B surface.  Two of these time slices (42–51 cmbs and 114/115-124 cmbs) are 

shown in Figure 4-18.  They reveal a number of highly reflective subsurface anomalies, 
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many of which appear to be arranged into circles with diameters ranging from 12.5 m to 

17.75 m.  The best-defined of these circular patterns is located in the southern half of 

Grid 1 and is clearly visible from approximately 30 cmbs to 75 cmbs.  At least three 

additional circular arrangements are apparent across the two grids in time slices 

exceeding 100 cmbs.  

Between 2010 and 2013, six 2-x-2-m test units were excavated in the area of the 

shallowest circular pattern in Grid 1.  Two of these units were positioned so as to 

intersect GPR anomalies at the northern and southern margins of the circle, while the 

others were arranged along perpendicular radii within the circle’s interior.  Not 

surprisingly, the anomalies themselves were found to consist of densely packed shell-

rich pit features that that were dug into a fine sandy substrate.  The exposed pits 

showed a range of size and morphology. While most were relatively small and 

consistent with typical domestic storage and/or food preparation, at least one (Feature 

54/55) along the southern margin resembled the massive basin-shaped roasting pits 

found farther south at Locus B (see Gilmore 2011:269).  The pits also varied 

significantly in the amounts of shell and other materials that they contained.  While 

virtually all pits held some quantity of shell, bone, and fiber-tempered pottery, none 

would be described as “artifact-dense.”  A wispy shell layer covering the pits suggests 

that these features, like others at the site, may have received a shell cap at the end of 

their use-life.  If this were indeed the case, however, much of the overlying shell must 

have been displaced by decades of recent plowing.  Excavations in the interior of the 

circle revealed it to be virtually shell-free and devoid of any signs of Late Archaic 

occupation, although numerous features were uncovered that belong to later St. Johns 
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period groups.  Charcoal from two of the pit features (Feature 54 and Feature 90) 

yielded almost identical radiocarbon assays (4140–3900 cal BP and 4150–3980 cal BP, 

respectively) that overlap significantly with other areas of Locus B as well as the 

proposed encampment at 8LA1E’s south ridge. 

While comparable in overall layout, the circular patterns of features at Locus B 

are only a fraction of the size of those projected at 8LA1E’s south ridge and the 

8MR123 village.  Even when considered in relation to the individual household clusters 

at 8MR123, the Locus B examples do not measure up, although the scalar contrasts in 

this case are much less dramatic.  If the circles at Locus B are, in fact, indicative of 

Orange period residential activities, then the settlements that they represent must have 

been exceedingly small and temporary.  Excavations revealed no obvious signs of 

architecture and the restricted circumferences of the feature patterns would have 

allowed for only a few domestic structures, even if they were small and closely spaced.  

Moreover, the artifact densities within and around the pit features are relatively low 

when compared to the rich middens found at other Orange domestic sites in northeast 

Florida (e.g., Janus Research 1995; Russo et al. 1992; Russo et al. 1993:55-56; 

Sassaman 2003a).  While the precise duration and periodicity of the activities 

responsible for the observed circular patterns at Locus B are unknown, the sporadic and 

overlapping distribution of the circles suggests repeated occupations of the site over the 

course of the Orange period.  Given the limited size of the feature clusters, along with 

the low density of cultural materials contained within them, it is likely that these 

occupations were relatively short-lived encampments rather than long-lived villages. 
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If accepted as places of Orange period domestic habitation, the circular-

patterned deposits at 8LA1E’s south ridge, the 8MR123 village, and Locus B bait field 

offer important clues regarding the structure and historical significance of Orange period 

social interactions at Silver Glen.  All three sites contain artifacts and features 

associated with routine domestic tasks but lack the dense midden deposits that result 

from long-term residence in the same location.  Thus, rather than sustained occupation, 

the data are more consistent with a series of scattered, ephemeral encampments such 

as one would expect to arise in the context of periodic aggregation events. At Locus B, 

these encampments apparently consisted of a number of spatially distinct clusters of 

features surrounding small open plazas, while in the other two locations individual 

clusters may have been integrated into larger, more inclusive formations.  As already 

noted, the consistently circular arrangement and clean interiors in all three cases 

contrasts markedly with roughly linear Mount Taylor settlements such as that at Silver 

Glen’s Locus A.  However, as Sassaman (2011b:73) points out, they are strongly 

reminiscent of contemporary shell rings found along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts, 

perhaps signalling the importance of nonlocal influences at the complex (more on this in 

Chapter 6). Regardless of their genealogical origins, though, what is important here is 

that these circular encampments, and the larger events to which they contributed, 

constituted important transformative developments in Silver Glen’s Late Archaic history. 

Discussion: History in Place 

The Late Archaic landscape at Silver Glen is not easy to reconcile with the slow-

moving, gradualist narratives typically put forward for Archaic hunter-gatherers.  Even a 

cursory examination of the complex in its current condition should quickly dispel any 

notion that its immense cultural deposits could have resulted from random or unreflexive 
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discard behaviors or that they were dictated solely by ecological imperative.  To the 

contrary, when considered from a historical, human-scaled perspective, the picture that 

emerges at the complex is one filled with significant, historically contingent moments of 

transformation.  These moments are inscribed in the landscape in the form of countless 

deposits of shell and other materials which Late Archaic peoples used to erect 

monuments, create spatial and temporal boundaries, and establish novel relationships 

and community structures.  We can also see in various depositional events some of the 

strategies used by Orange period groups to construct their own historical narratives by 

coopting preceramic places and using them as effective resources for instituting new 

material and social realities.  Thus, as the physical landscape at Silver Glen was 

modified, so too was the identity of the place and the relations among those gathered 

there.  

From a distanced perspective, the productive natural environment presented by 

the Silver Glen Springs watershed was probably a necessary precondition for many of 

the Late Archaic cultural developments that transpired there.  The spring run and lake 

almost certainly furnished many of the raw materials used in the construction of the 

complex’s monuments and other features, and it is doubtful whether the large 

aggregations argued to have taken place there would have been possible in the 

absence abundant local subsistence resources.  However, at the scale of actual human 

decision-making, ecological conditions alone are woefully inadequate for explaining the 

material evidence at hand.  While the area surrounding Silver Glen is particularly 

resource-rich, it is but one of a number of large springs feeding into the lake and nearby 

river channel, any one of which would have provided Late Archaic groups with similar 
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ecological advantages.  Moreover, Orange period hunter-gatherers engaged with the 

Silver Glen landscape in a manner that was highly systematic, and yet, decidedly 

nonoptimal if guided primarily by subsistence pursuits.  The elevated ridges at Locus A 

and 8LA4242, which served as very successful and long-term settlements for 

preceramic inhabitants of the site, were left virtually untouched.  Meanwhile, massive 

amounts of shell were piled around the vent of the spring, an area that, based on 

current spring ecology data, would not have presented high-quality shellfish habitat 

(O’Donoughue 2011).  What this suggests is that something other than food and 

efficiency must have been driving depositional decisions at the complex. 

I would argue that this alternative motivating agent was history.  Orange period 

people chose this particular location as a center of social gathering not because of the 

adaptive advantages it offered but due to the abundant and conspicuous historical 

resources available there.  Drawing on more than 3,000 years of shell mounding 

tradition, these groups deliberately superimposed their own mounds atop existing 

mortuaries, building them up and eventually creating some of the largest pre-Columbian 

monuments anywhere in Florida.  The technological and compositional diversity present 

within Orange pottery assemblages from these monuments (detailed in Chapters 5 and 

6) indicate that mounding events attracted participants representing multiple cultural 

groups from across a broad geographic expanse.  This is consistent with other 

evidence, including the ephemeral nature of the encampments found strewn about the 

complex and overall dearth of Orange period domestic debris, in suggesting that Silver 

Glen’s mounds were constructed in the context of punctuated moments of intensive 

occupation rather than through the protracted efforts of a residential population.  By 
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gathering copious amounts of shell, pottery, and other materials and depositing them in 

meaningful ways, mounding participants helped achieve durable connections between 

the past and present and among the various contemporary constituencies involved.   

In many ways, the relations established through deposition at Silver Glen’s 

mounds were reiterated in pit-centered practices at Locus B. By gathering diverse 

materials and holding them together in particular configurations, pits, in many respects, 

constitute depositional bundles par excellence. As Thomas (2012:5) notes, "the filled pit 

is a stable context within which a series of biographies terminate and are 'bundled 

together.'" At Locus B, hundreds of oversized pits bundle together layers of fill that 

acted as indexes of mound-centered consumption events.  However, unlike traditional 

portable bundles that accrue power by changing hands and moving between places, 

pits are fixed in space but circulate through time as they are excavated through layer 

after layer of past deposits. Crossculturally, digging into the earth is frequently thought 

to have involved the transgression of an important boundary between the past and the 

present or between this world and another (e.g., Chapman 2000b; Darvill 2012; Davies 

and Robb 2004; Knight 1989; Kunen et al. 2002; Pauketat 2008; Thomas 1999a). 

Rather than a neutral form of refuse disposal, then, pit deposition at Locus B may have 

constituted a quite literal "exchange with the ancestors" as old materials were removed 

and new ones put in their place (Chapman 2000b:64).  These transactions, clearly 

visible as intersecting strata in Locus B’s excavation profiles, would have permitted 

those gathered at Silver Glen to re-experience eventful sequences of the past while also 

providing a durable medium (much like aboveground shell mounds) for relating their 

own historical narratives to future diggers at the site.  In this way, it is quite possible that 
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the depositional sequences within Locus B pits reproduced, in microcosm, many of the 

historical and social relations achieved within the nearby mounds.  

Importantly, the Orange period deposits at Silver Glen (both above and below 

ground) had real historical consequences at multiple scales.  As already touched on 

with regard to Locus B, each depositional act set a precedent for all that followed in the 

same location.  Just as Silver Glen’s preceramic inhabitants left behind enduring 

material traces that affected the decisions of the groups that followed them, so too did 

initial Orange deposits influence how subsequent activities and interactions at the 

complex would be executed and organized.  This helps to explain how various cultural 

boundaries (e.g., the division between 8LA1E’s north ridge and south ridge) and 

discrete activity areas (e.g., the space encompassed by Locus B pits) at the complex 

could be implemented and maintained over a period of centuries without the inherent 

stability of either a permanent resident population or institutionalized political structure.  

Over time, adherence to established depositional traditions resulted in a highly 

structured Late Archaic landscape at Silver Glen, one featuring a number of materially 

and functionally distinct contexts.  In this way, the deposits themselves helped define 

parameters of interaction for those gathered at the complex. 

At a larger scale, the massive mounding projects at 8LA1E and 8MR123, along 

with the large-scale pit-digging, shellfish processing, and structured deposition 

conducted at Locus B, helped to redefine the entire complex as a locus of ritual and 

remembrance for Orange people, a place where the past could be accessed and 

employed as a social resource in the present. Writing in reference to Mississippian 

burial rituals, Pauketat (2010:14) urges archaeologists to more seriously consider the 
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lasting effects of such “emplaced remembrances” on the various people who attended 

them, those he refers to as the “missing persons” in Mississippian mortuaries.  In the 

case at hand, the missing persons of interest include members of any number of far-

flung communities spread across peninsular Florida. This means that, at the same time 

these events were durably inscribed into the Silver Glen Run landscape, they were also 

incorporated into the bodily memories of geographically and socially diverse participants 

(sensu Connerton 1989).  These memories would have provided the basis for 

macroscale communal relationships that would extend well beyond the complex itself 

and far outlast any individual gathering event.  In this way, Orange period deposition not 

only affected material conditions in this particular location but also transcended the local 

by interjecting Silver Glen, as a specific kind of place, into the social memories of 

peoples subsequently dispersed throughout the broader region. 

In short, rather than a mere environmental proxy or a redundant record of broad-

scale behavioral trends, what Silver Glen’s cultural deposits provide is an eventful, 

context-dependent history of Late Archaic social gatherings and interactions.  The 

material consequences of these gatherings permanently shifted the frames of reference 

according to which the complex was experienced and remembered at both local and 

regional scales.  While some of the basic outlines of these events can be gleaned from 

the depositional strategies involved, many of their details are obscured by the complex’s 

currently denuded condition.  Fortunately, additional material evidence exists that can 

help fill in a number of the gaps.  In the following two chapters, I turn to the most 

common class of (nonshell) material culture found within the complex’s Late Archaic 

deposits, fiber-tempered Orange pottery.  Due to pottery’s virtually infinite malleability 
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and penchant for preserving evidence for the various activities implicated in its 

manufacture and use, these vessels provide a valuable window into the actual practices 

conducted within Silver Glen’s various Orange contexts as well as the identities and 

relationships of the people who gathered within them. 
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Table 4-1.  Late Archaic period pit features at 8LA1W’s Locus B. 

Feature Shape L. x W. (cm) 
Depth 
(cm) 

Cult.-Hist.  
Affiliation  

Dep. 
Pattern 

C-14 Age Estimate  
(cal B.P.)

1 

1 basin 25 (dia.) 14 Orange 2  

4 basin 45 x 27 10 Orange 2  

14 basin 17 x 12  8 Orange 2  

15/65/95 basin 223+ x 215+ 85 Orange 2 4410-4100 

16 basin 100+ x 90+  80? Orange 2  

17 amorphous 45 x 22 20 Thornhill? 1  

25 amorphous 38 x 30  28+ Thornhill? 1  

26 cylinder 103+ x 82+  65+ Orange 2 4520-4300 

27 cylinder 100+ (dia.)  50+ Orange 2  

33 cylinder 100 x 66 84 Orange 2 4230-3980 

34 basin 87 x 83 12 Orange 2  

35 basin 82 x 74 16 Orange 2  

36 basin 120+ x 80+ ~90 Orange 2 3980-3830 

37 basin 55 x 34 19 Orange 2 4080-3850 

38 cone 120 x 72+ 94 Orange 3? 4140-3830 

41 basin inde. inde. Orange 2  

42 cylinder 100+ (dia.) inde. Orange 2  

45 cylinder 71 x 58 70 Orange 2/3?  

48 basin 230 x 135+ 42 Thornhill 1 4860-4650 

49 basin 54 x 23 20 Thornhill 1  

50 cylinder 45 x 43 31 Thornhill 1 4840-4580 

51 cylinder 140+ x 100+ 102 Orange 2  

52 basin 67 x 27 65 Orange/St. Johns? 2/3?  

54/55 basin 227+ x 134+  50+ Orange 2 4140-3900 

64 basin 50 x 43 16 Orange 2  

66 cylinder 117 x 79 66 Orange 2  

90 cylinder 56 x 47+ 75 Orange n/a 4150-3980 

91 basin 74 x 64 29 Orange n/a  

94 basin 72 x 58 inde Orange 2  

104 cylinder 151+ x 70+ 106 Orange 2 4080-3880 

121 basin 70 x 60 13 Orange n/a  

187 cylinder 128 x 43+ 85 Orange 2  

196 basin 104+ x 100+ 33 Orange 2  

197 basin 114+ x 49+ 27 Orange 2  

198 basin 77 x 59+ 33 Orange 2  

199 cylinder 106 x 90+ 46 Orange 2 4810-4450 
1
Based on the total 2-sigma range of AMS radiocarbon assays (Appendix 1).   
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Figure 4-1.  Maps showing the reconstructed and current topographies of the Silver 

Glen Complex and the locations of various sites and excavation loci. 
Topographic reconstruction adapted from Randall (2014).     
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Figure 4-2.  Sketch map of Silver Glen Springs showing the extent of shell deposits and 

shell removal in 1935. Image adapted from Potter (1935). 
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Figure 4-3.  Preceramic Thornhill Lake phase domestic deposits and artifacts from 

8LA1W’s Locus B. A) photograph and generalized stratigraphic drawing of the 
north profile of Test Unit 46. B) select stone and bone tools and ornaments. 
C) a burned out lightning whelk (Busycon contrarium) vessel. Photographs 
courtesy of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology.      
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Figure 4-4.  Map of 8LA1E showing the locations of auger tests and test units along with 

the current distribution of shell in relation to the estimated boundaries of the 
mound prior to 20th-century shell mining. Adapted from Sassaman (2011b). 
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Figure 4-5.  Mineralized root masses beneath the shell deposits at 8LA1E’s south ridge. 

Photograph courtesy of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology. 
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Figure 4-6.  Map of Locus B at 8LA1W showing the locations of excavated test units 

and surveyed GPR grids. 
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Figure 4-7.  Schematic showing the Late Archaic depositional sequence at 8LA1W’s 

Locus B. 
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Figure 4-8.  Horizontal distribution of Late Archaic pit features in the block excavations 

at 8LA1W’s Locus B. Elevations listed in meters below datum.     
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Figure 4-9.  Drawing and photograph showing the excavated cross-section of Feature 

38 from 8LA1W’s Locus B. Photograph courtesy of the Laboratory of 
Southeastern Archaeology.  
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Figure 4-10.  Drawing and photograph showing the excavated cross-section of Feature 

104 from 8LA1W’s Locus B. Photograph courtesy of the Laboratory of 
Southeastern Archaeology. 

 



 

189 

  
 
Figure 4-11.  Excavated vertical profile of the (2-m-wide) east wall of TU58/59 at 

8LA1W’s Locus B showing a stratified Orange period pit capped with dense 
banded mystery snail (Viviparus georgianus) shell. Photograph courtesy of 
the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology.   
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Figure 4-12.  Graph showing the relative abundance of vertebrate faunal remains from 

the pits at 8LA1W’s Locus B and contemporary domestic middens from the 
middle St. Johns basin.  Blue Spring Midden B (8VO43) data obtained from 
Sassaman (2003a) and Groves Orange Midden (8VO2601) data from Russo 
et al. (1992). 
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Figure 4-13.  Excavated vertical profile of the (2-m-wide) south wall of TU63 at 8LA1W’s 

Locus B showing an Orange period pit feature intersecting preexisting Mount 
Taylor cultural deposits. Photograph courtesy of the Laboratory of 
Southeastern Archaeology.  
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Figure 4-14.  Excavated vertical profile of the (4-m-wide) north wall of TU38/39 at 

8LA1W’s Locus B showing a number of massive, overlapping Orange period 
pits. Photograph courtesy of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology.  
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Figure 4-15.  Chronologically ordered (from top left to bottom right) vertical profiles of 

Orange period pits from Silver Glen Run's Locus B. 
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Figure 4-16.  GPR results from 8LA1E’s south ridge showing the 47-55 cmbs “time 

slice” for five contiguous grids.  The red line indicates the projected arc of 
dense shell anomalies.  Image adapted from Sassaman (2011b:720).           
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Figure 4-17.  Map of site 8MR123 showing the location and configuration of Randall’s 

(2011) suspected Orange settlement. Map adapted from Randall (2011:206).    
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Figure 4-18.  GPR results from the “bait field” at 8LA1W’s Locus B showing 47-55 cmbs 

and 114-124 cmbs “time slices.” White lines indicate the outlines and 
diameters of circular arrangements of dense shell anomalies. 
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CHAPTER 5 
ORANGE POTTERY VARIATION AND THE MULTIPLE MODES OF LATE ARCHAIC 

INTERACTION AT SILVER GLEN 

The introduction of pottery technology into Florida’s Late Archaic material 

repertoire had significant repercussions for the hunter-gatherer societies involved as 

well as the archaeologists who study them.  Once adopted in earnest by Orange period 

groups, pottery manufacture would have entailed engagement with new sets of raw 

materials and tools, the establishment of new relationships between experienced 

potters and apprentices, and the imposition of new labor obligations on the various 

individuals and groups implicated in its production.  As a durable and universally 

accessible container technology, pottery also would have had substantial effects on the 

everyday cooking, serving, and consumption practices of the people who adopted it.  

Moreover, the almost infinite malleability of clay would have rendered it a powerful new 

medium for the expression of personal and social identity, the marking of social 

boundaries, and the maintenance of exchange relations with distant people and places.  

In all of these ways (and undoubtedly many others), the adoption of pottery repositioned 

people and things within existing webs of relationships and locked them into novel 

entanglements (sensu Hodder 2012) that cut across multiple spheres of life.   

One of the most important aspects of pottery that distinguishes it from many 

other classes of material culture (e.g., most lithic, bone, and shell tools) is that it is an 

additive technology, meaning that most of the actions that contributed to the 

manufacture and subsequent modification of a pot are durably recorded in the finished 

product (Barnett and Hoopes 1995).  Because of this, pots and potsherds encode a 

great deal of information regarding a vessel’s intended and actual uses, its geographic 

origins, and the identities and relationships of its maker(s).  In many ways, pottery thus 
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constitutes the quintessential artifactual bundle, capable of bringing together any 

number of raw materials, material practices, technical traditions, and social identities 

and arranging them in meaningful ways.  For its original users, this distinctive additive 

quality would have enhanced pottery’s historical and social value in various forms of 

interaction.  For archaeologists, it means that the physical attributes of pots can be 

studied to determine the material functions and social roles served by disparate vessels 

and assemblages, as well as the larger places in which they were consumed and 

deposited. 

Orange pottery vessels were prominent and active components of the Late 

Archaic communities who gathered at Silver Glen.  In this chapter, I examine spatially 

patterned variation in these vessels in order to illuminate the actual practices and 

interactions in which they were involved and to better understand their varied role(s) 

across the complex’s distinct Orange period contexts.  To accomplish this, I focus on 

two commonly employed concepts in archaeological studies of ancient ceramics—

technofunction and technological style—which together allow me to infer not only the 

nature of the activities in which pots they were employed but also provide insight into 

the social conditions surrounding their production and use.  My results show a number 

of clear disparities among contemporary Orange contexts in terms of the varieties, 

sizes, and uses of the fiber-tempered pots that they contain.  I use these patterns to 

argue that Orange pottery played an active and integral role in partitioning the complex 

into functionally distinct arenas of practice with differing levels of social exclusivity.  I 

further maintain that pottery deposition, especially at the complex’s two Orange period 



 

199 

shell mounds, was part of a deliberate strategy for sedimenting relationships among the 

diverse constituents who gathered there. 

Technofunction 

Research on pottery technofunction is concerned with determining both the 

intended and actual use of pots (Skibo 1992:33).  One of the fundamental principles 

behind this notion is that the pottery vessels recovered by archaeologists were 

manufactured and used as tools for a particular purpose (Braun 1983; Rice 1987:208, 

1996; Skibo 1992, 2013:27).  As such, pots are assumed to have been designed and 

crafted in ways that make them more appropriate for carrying out some tasks and less 

appropriate for others.  Since the 1980s, a large number of materials science, 

ethnoarchaeology, and experimental archaeology studies have been devoted to 

demonstrating which physical properties of pottery vessels render them most effective 

for use in particular tasks (e.g., Bronitsky and Hamer 1986; Pierce 2005; Reid 1989; 

Skibo 1992; 1997; Skibo et al. 1989).  The information gleaned from this research has 

made it possible to infer the function(s) for which archaeological pottery was intended at 

the time of its manufacture.  As Linton (1944:370) pointed out 70 years ago, while it may 

not always be possible to know how archaeological pottery was ultimately used, it is 

often relatively easy to determine the uses for which it was suitable.  When the actual 

use of a pot is ascertainable, it is usually due to the presence of some kind of direct 

“use-alteration,” generally in the form of accretional residues or patterned surface 

attrition.  As with pottery design features, interpretations of archaeological use-alteration 

have been greatly aided by experimental and ethnoarchaeological studies of particular 

pottery activities and their effects on the vessels involved (e.g. Arthur 2002; Skibo 1992; 

Skibo et al. 1997). 
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The most basic material functions of pottery can be divided into three broad 

categories: storage, transformation or processing (e.g., cooking, fermenting, etc.), and 

transfer or transport (including everything from serving a meal to long-distance 

exchange) (Rice 1987:208).  Within each of these categories, there are an almost 

infinite number of variations based on factors such as whether a vessel’s contents were 

wet or dry, whether it was intended to be heated from the inside or outside, the duration 

and intensity of its use, the distance of intended transport, and so on.  Archaeologists 

frequently consider a number of compositional and formal attributes when attempting to 

distinguish between these functions, including the kinds of clay and tempering materials 

that were used (Bronitsky and Hamer 1986; Rye 1976; Skibo et al. 1989), the basic 

form of the vessel (Frink and Harry 2008; Linton 1944; Reid 1989), vessel size and wall 

thickness (Blitz 1993; Rice 1987), its permeability and porosity (Rice 1987:230–230), 

and the range of surface treatments exhibited (Pierce 2005; Schiffer et al. 1994; Skibo 

et al. 1997).  Each of these variables affects pottery’s thermal and mechanical 

properties, and all have proven useful in assessing the potential of archaeological 

vessels for completing different tasks.   

Unfortunately, even taking into account all these potential sources of inference, 

assigning an individual sherd or vessel a specific function is rarely a straightforward 

endeavor.  Wallis (2011:139) discusses two potential complicating factors.  First, it is 

often the case that decisions related to one physical attribute of a vessel can have 

consequences that affect multiple performance characteristics.  The addition of organic 

temper, for example, may increase vessel portability and ease forming difficulties but it 

also renders pottery less durable and decreases heating efficiency as compared to 
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various mineral alternatives (Skibo 1992:139; Skibo et al. 1989).  As a result, finished 

vessels will almost invariably comprise a number of technical compromises that, in 

many instances, may preclude a simple functional designation.  A second, closely 

related issue is that many vessels were likely multifunctional (DeBoer and Lathrap 1979; 

Skibo 1992), meaning that they would have been designed to be generally effective for 

carrying out a range of tasks.  Even in cases where pots were designed for a 

specialized purpose, this would not preclude their expedient or improvisational use in 

alternative situations (Wallis 2011:38).   

Some scholars have also questioned a number of the basic assumptions and 

methods that underlie technofunctional inferences (Fienman 1989; Gosselain 1998, 

2008; van der Leeuw 1993; van der Leeuw et al. 1991).  Gosselain (1998:80), in 

particular, rejects the idea that the inherent “dangers,” unpredictability, or environmental 

constraints associated with pottery manufacture restrict a potter’s options to such a 

degree that universal generalizations can be made regarding design characteristics and 

functional intent.  Based on ethnographic research in Africa, Gosselain (1998) maintains 

that there are virtually always multiple viable alternatives for addressing production 

challenges.  Rather than simple material necessity, he emphasizes the multifaceted 

nature of technological choices and their dependence on cultural proclivities and social 

context.  Gosselain (1998:81) is also highly critical of the experimental data on which 

many technofunctional inferences are based, which he argues were mostly obtained in 

laboratory settings and under “completely artificial conditions.”   

While acknowledging the validity of these concerns, I nevertheless find the 

concept of technofunction useful, so long as it is kept in mind that basic material 



 

202 

concerns form but one of potentially many factors that informed technical decisions.  

While it is clear that particular pottery design features better afford certain functions than 

others, it is certainly not the case that these characteristics determine a pot’s actual use 

or vice versa.  For this reason, it is imperative that technofunctional inferences 

regarding vessels’ intended functions be balanced with direct evidence of the activities 

in which they were actually employed. 

One of the most common forms of use-alteration consists of various residues that 

adhere to pottery surfaces.  Many types of residues have been identified and used to 

infer the function(s) of pots, including interior food residues (e.g., Heron and Evershed 

1993; Reber and Evershed 2004; see discussion in Rice 1996:144-147), traces of 

organic resins used for sealing (e.g, Eerkens 2002; Reber and Hart 2008), and external 

soot from use over fire (e.g., Hally 1983; Sassaman 1993; Wallis 2011).  In addition to 

residues, different forms of vessel attrition have also been found useful in determining 

function.  This includes surface abrasion from activities such as stirring, scraping, and 

beating that were conducted during routine food preparation or cleaning (Hally 1983; 

Skibo 1992; Skibo et al. 1997) as well as pitting related to thermal shock or chemical 

corrosion (Arthur 2002; Hally 1983).  Yet another commonly observed example of use-

wear, at least in certain areas, is the mend hole.  Mend holes reflect an attempt to repair 

a broken vessel by drilling holes on either side of a fracture that can then then be used 

to lace the pot back together.  Data related to mend holes are not only a useful indicator 

of breakage rates and the cultural value attached to certain pots (DeBoer and Lathrap 

1979; Senior 1994; Wallis 2007, 2011:180-181) but also may have important 
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technofunctional implications given that this kind of repair would likely hinder a vessel’s 

ability to complete certain tasks (e.g., storing or cooking with liquids). 

Technological Style 

   While the concept of technofunction can be informative, pottery manufacture 

and use are obviously not geared toward achieving only material ends.  Cross-culturally, 

pottery plays important roles in a wide range of social, political, and ritual projects as 

well. Examining these aspects of technological practice requires consideration of the 

notion of “style” and its various archaeological applications.   

 Prior to the 1980s, archaeologists frequently defined style in opposition to 

technology (see reviews in Hegmon 1992; Rice 1996).  According to a number of 

processualist perspectives, style was restricted to those (presumably few) components 

of material culture that were not wholly determined by technological constraints (e.g., 

Binford 1965; Dunnell 1978).  In this view, style was largely passive and 

epiphenomenal, and its archaeological importance was limited to the insight it offered 

into the spatiotemporal distribution of broad behavioral trends.  This passive conception 

was directly challenged by Wobst (1977) and others (e.g, Wiessner 1983; Hegmon 

1986) who argued instead that stylized practices and objects were actively involved in 

processes of information exchange.  According to Wobst (1977), because style is a 

relatively expensive form of communication, the messages it encodes are by necessity 

simple, straightforward, and geared toward maximizing efficiency.  He also suggested 

that stylistic communication was most useful, and therefore most likely to be found, in 

highly visible and socially diverse contexts.  These specific tenets of Wobst’s 

“information exchange theory,” both of which were drawn from then-popular functionalist 

and systems theory ideas, have been harshly critiqued (e.g., Dietler and Herbich 1989, 
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1998; see discussion in Hegmon 1992).  Nevertheless, the active view of style that this 

theory espouses was unquestionably innovative and remains influential in current 

archaeological considerations of the topic. 

More recent treatments of style have generally eschewed it’s dichotomization 

with technology, with many scholars recognizing that style itself is not without function.  

Style is increasingly recognized as a ubiquitous and important component of social 

practice (e.g., Dietler and Herbich 1998; Hegmon and Kulow 2005).  As such, it both 

emerges out of existing structural conditions and also has the potential to impact those 

conditions.  As Hegmon (1998:265) argues, style unquestionably does something, even 

if the functions it performs are not as neat and straightforward as some would prefer.  In 

different contexts, stylized practices and their material products may be variously used 

to communicate cultural meanings and values, define social boundaries and 

hierarchies, perpetuate traditions and communities, or express cultural and personal 

identities.  In each of these ways, style addresses a practical concern that is no less real 

or significant than those typically investigated during the course of traditional 

technofunctional research.   

A closely related advancement in archaeological thinking in this regard has been 

the widespread realization that style is not restricted to the final superficial or decorative 

steps in technological production.   Instead, as Gosselain (1998:82) puts it, if “style is 

present whenever there is a choice between equally viable options,” then “[it] could 

reside in every stage of the manufacturing process and thus in every technical feature 

of a manufactured object” (see also Lemonnier 1992, 1993; Stark 1998).  This is the 

basic premise behind the concept of technological style (Lechtman 1977).  Proponents 
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of this idea assume that technical goals can always be met in multiple ways and that 

choices (both conscious and habitual) are ultimately tied to the social contexts in which 

crafts are learned and executed (Gosselain 1998:83).   Following from this, every 

technical act is subject to stylistic analysis that has the potential to illuminate the social 

conditions in which it was carried out.  Developed in the 1970s, the notion of 

technological style did not catch on broadly until the 1990s.  Since that time, it has had 

an especially large impact on archaeological studies of pottery by opening up every step 

of the manufacturing process--from clay preparation to forming techniques, surface 

treatment and firing methods—to stylistic inquiry (e.g., Gosselain 1998, 2000; Hegmon 

et al. 2000; Hosler 1996; Wallis 2011). 

The concept of technological style has had a great deal of influence on the 

search for social boundaries in the archaeological record (see papers in Stark, ed. 

1998).  Much of this stems from ethnographic research indicating that the early stages 

of technological production, in which materials are being shaped and manipulated for 

what seems like basic functional reasons, are generally more stable and reliable 

indicators of social identity than the finishing decorative elements that have traditionally 

received the bulk of stylistic attention.  In pottery studies, forming techniques, in 

particular, have been found to correlate with social boundaries and be less subject to 

situational modification than other steps of the manufacturing process (Arnold 1998: 

Degoy 2008; Gosselain 2000, 2011; Reina and Hill 1978:230; van der Leeuw et al. 

1991).  This conservatism is usually attributed to the embodied memories and deeply 

ingrained motor habits involved in shaping clay (Gosselain 2000; Wallis 2011:243), 

although Gosselain (2011:221) has recently suggested that it may instead reflect more 
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deliberate efforts by potters to maintain both their group affiliation and the bonds that 

they developed with their potting mentors.  An important related concept that deals with 

the relationship between potting and social boundaries is that of “communities of 

practice” (as developed by Lave and Wenger 1991).   Communities of practice are 

groups of practitioners whose sense of group identity is rooted in a shared repertoire of 

practices (Bowser and Patton 2008: Gosselain 2011; Stark et al. 2008).  These 

communities develop out of the common experiences and aesthetic sensibilities of 

craftspeople brought up in a particular learning environment (Bowser and Patton 2008).  

They depend on the repeated renewal of traditional technological practices to maintain 

the bonds between their members.    

In theory, distinct communities of practice should produce pottery assemblages 

with archaeologically detectable differences in technological style.  While this is indeed 

the case in some contexts, the relationship between technological style and group 

identity is complicated by a number of factors.  Communities of practice, like other 

cultural phenomena, are rarely reducible to the neat, bounded entities that 

archaeologists often envision (Gosselain 2008, 2011).  They are rather in a constant 

state of flux as people move around, enter different relationships, and develop new 

bonds and allegiances.  These communities also operate at divergent and overlapping 

scales, meaning that while one particular stylistic element may correspond to a single 

household or co-residential community, another may be shared among the members of 

an entire linguistic group (Degoy 2008; Hegmon 1992, 1998; Weissner1983).  Another 

potential complication is that techno-stylistic choices (along with their material products) 

may be determined by a number of additional factors, including life stage and skill level 
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of the potter, individual taste, political aims, natural environmental conditions, and many 

others (Bowser and Patton 2008; Degoy 2008).  Importantly, especially for the case at 

hand, style is also heavily important on social context, and the context of consumption is 

often just as significant as the context of production (David and Kramer 2001:175; 

Gosselain 2011).  Technical traditions are constantly reevaluated during practice, 

especially in the context of interaction between diverse and unrelated social groups 

(Gosselain 2008, 2011; Wobst 1977).  It is in such pluralistic circumstances (the kind 

that would typically arise during large-scale, socially inclusive gatherings, feasts, 

pilgrimages, etc.),  that the link between highly visible stylistic elements and group 

identity may be most pronounced due to the heightened awareness of technical 

difference (what Bowser and Patton [2008:106] refer to as “boundary consciousness”) 

likely to be elicited.   In the end, what all these issues indicate is that the relationship 

between stylistic differences and social boundaries is not usually a simple one but 

instead hinges on a number of interacting, contingent and context-specific variables. 

In the present study, my focus is on what intrasite variation in Orange pottery 

indicates regarding the various kinds of activities and interactions that were engaged in 

across Silver Glen’s divergent Late Archaic contexts.  Together, the concepts of 

technofunction and technological style provide a basis for inferring the kinds of practices 

that were conducted, the material and social circumstances surrounding them, and their 

role in the larger gathering events at the complex.  It is important to note that the 

division between these two notions is more heuristic than actual given the inseparability 

of material and social projects in real-life interactions.  Nevertheless, based on how their 
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traditional usage in archaeology, I find both ideas helpful for discussing the multiple 

facets of technological practice. 

Orange Pottery Background 

As already noted, Orange pottery is the earliest such technology in Florida with 

an estimated date range of 4700-3600 cal BP.  It was manufactured and used by Late 

Archaic hunter-gatherers across most of Florida as well as a few locations in extreme 

southern Georgia.  Existing radiocarbon data and technological parallels indicate that 

Orange technology arose out of out of interaction with makers of Stallings pottery who 

occupied the coastal regions of Georgia and South Carolina (Sassaman 1993, 2004).  

First utilized along the northeast coast of Florida, fiber-tempered pottery was rapidly 

adopted by groups in the adjacent St. Johns River Valley and from there, eventually 

spread throughout most of the state (Milanich 1994:86-104). 

Orange pottery is a low-fired earthenware.  It is most easily identified by its 

distinctive organic fiber temper that was typically burned out during the firing process, 

leaving a light and porous ceramic body permeated by a dense maze of hollow vesicles.  

The most common tempering material was Spanish moss (Tillandsia usneoides), 

although palmetto fronds may also have been used in some contexts (Brain and 

Peterson 1971; Simpkins and Allard 1986).  In vessels with reduced cross-sectional 

firing cores, carbonized remnants of fiber remain trapped inside vessel walls, providing 

a valuable source of carbon for directly dating pottery samples (e.g., Phelps 1966; 

White and Estabrook 1994; see below).  A variety of other aplastic materials have been 

found in conjunction with organic fiber in Orange pottery including quartz sand, 

freshwater sponge spicules, and limestone (Cordell 2004); however, the extent to which 

these materials were intentionally added to pottery pastes or rather existed as natural 
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constituents of local clay resources is still debated (see Cordell and Koski 2003; Rolland 

and Bond 2003).  

A number of forming techniques have been hypothesized to have been employed 

in Orange pottery manufacture.  Based on simple visual inspection of vessels from 

multiple sites, Bullen (1955; 1972) argues for a combination of hand modelling and 

coiling, with the former representing the dominant technique until relatively late in the 

Orange period (see also Sears and Griffin 1950).  Skibo and colleagues (1989), on the 

other hand, note the substantial height of some fiber-tempered vessels in suggesting 

that slab construction was the likeliest method used to make early pottery across the 

southeastern U.S.  The first rigorous investigation of Orange pottery forming techniques 

was recently reported by Endonino (2013; see Sanger 2013 and Trinkley 1986 for 

similar research on fiber-tempered Stallings pottery).  Using radiographic images of 

experimental pottery sherds, Endonino demonstrates that different ways of forming a 

fiber-tempered vessel result in distinct patterns of fiber-orientation, with hand modeling 

and slab construction yielding random orientations and coiling resulting in a dominant 

orientation parallel to the vessel’s rim.  With this in mind, Endonino shows that Orange 

pottery from Silver Glen, Tick Island, and Bluffton were formed using a combination of 

hand modeling and coiling.  Interestingly, he also notes a possible correlation between 

forming techniques and surface decoration.  All of the decorated vessels that were 

sampled had apparently been formed through coiling, while the plain vessels were 

mostly hand modeled (Endonino 2013).   

Data from a number of assemblages indicate that Orange vessels were 

composed mostly of shallow, straight-sided, and flat-bottomed basins but also included 
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rectangular trays, bowls with straight or incurvate walls, and restricted-mouthed jars 

(Bullen 1972; Ferguson 1951; Gilmore 2011; Griffin and Smith 1954; Hemmings and 

VonBurger 1975; Janus Research 1995; Sassaman 2003a; Saunders 2004b; Wrenn 

2012).  Within all these general morphological types, there is a great deal of variation in 

vessel size, wall thickness, and lip form. 

Following Griffin (1945), Orange pottery has traditionally been divided into three 

distinct types based primarily on surface decoration.  These types include: 1) Orange 

Plain; 2) Orange Incised, characterized by broad range of rectilinear incised motifs; and 

3) Tick Island Incised, characterized by curvilinear-incised “scroll” designs surrounded 

by punctations (Figure 5-1).  For many years, it was thought that these distinct types 

were reflective of successive chronological stages in the development of Orange 

technology.  Thus, using stratigraphic observations from several sites across Florida, 

Bullen (1955, 1972) divided the Orange period into five distinct subperiods (shown in 

Table 5-1) based on observed differences in surface treatment, vessel form, and 

temper.  In brief, during the earliest subperiod, Orange 1 (4000-3650 rcybp), pottery 

consisted exclusively of hand modeled vessels, including plain shallow basins and 

rectangular containers with thin walls and rounded lips.  Orange 2 (3650-3450 rcybp) 

retained the same basic vessel shapes as Orange 1 but also saw the first instances of 

surface decorations, including incised horizontal lines and concentric diamonds as well 

as Tick Island Incised motifs.  Plain pottery also remained common.  Orange 3 (3450-

3250 rcybp) was characterized by larger straight-sided vessels with thicker walls and a 

broader range of lip morphologies.  Decorations consisted of relatively complex 

rectilinear incised decorations, some with punctations or ticks but no classic Tick Island 
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Incised designs. Orange 4 (3250-3000 rcybp) saw a simplification of incised motifs 

along with the first coiled vessels and a mixture of quartz sand and fiber in Orange pots.  

And finally, Orange 5 (3000-2500 rcybp), also sometimes referred to as the “Transitional 

Period,” was the time during which Orange pottery was completely replaced by chalky 

St. Johns wares.   

Significant challenges to Bullen’s sequence began to surface in the 1990s and 

culminated with Sassaman’s (2003b) study in which seven sooted Orange Incised 

sherds from sites in the middle St. Johns River valley returned dates ranging from 

approximately 4100 to 3600 rcybp.  According to Bullen’s scheme, the complex 

rectilinear motifs exhibited by these sherds would have had them all assigned to the 

Orange 3 subperiod, meaning that they all should postdate 3450 rcybp.  Subsequent 

research has corroborated Sassaman’s results using data from the Atlantic coast and 

other regions of Florida (Cordell 2004; Saunders 2004b).   Together, these 

investigations have effectively collapsed all five of Bullen’s subperiods into one by 

demonstrating the coevalness of virtually the full range of Orange pottery variability.  

What Bullen interpreted as gradual technological evolution over time has thus instead 

been demonstrated as largely contemporary variation across space.  Consequently, 

Sassaman (2003b) suggests that alternative explanations of Orange pottery variation, 

including functional differences and ethnic diversity, should be seriously considered. 

Few studies have been conducted that explicitly address the social and political 

dimensions of Orange pottery production.  The little that has been written on this subject 

is directed almost exclusively toward mound-centered questions, with a number of 

scholars suggesting that the ornately decorated pottery recovered from several Orange 
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period mounds was manufactured for and deposited during large-scale feasting events 

(Russo 2004; Sassaman 2004a; Sassaman and Randall 2012; Saunders 2004a, 2004b; 

Saunders and Wrenn 2014).  Citing Hayden (1995, 2001), Russo (2004) argues that 

these feasts were likely competitive affairs, conducted by transegalitarian peoples vying 

for prestige and competitive advantage through the amassing of great quantities of food 

and other materials.  According to Russo (2004:48), “with the display of great quantities 

of shell, feasters would be duly impressed with their host’s mastery over the 

environment and control over the community’s labor force used to exploit it.”  

Alternatively, Saunders and Wrenn (2014) posit a more communal picture of Orange 

feasting events.  Using data from the nearby Rollins and Guana shell ring sites on 

Florida’s northern Atlantic coast, they point to homogeneity in the designs and 

applications of Orange pottery decorations within these sites, as well as the consistent 

disparities that exist between them, in arguing that their respective pottery assemblages 

were produced by two distinct communities of potters.  In their view, this indicates either 

that feasting was conducted at an intracommunity scale or that the host community was 

responsible for supplying all the pottery to be used.  In either case, they maintain that 

social demand for intricate, high-quality vessels to be used in communal rituals would 

likely have necessitated the existence of dedicated craft specialists (Saunders and 

Wrenn 2014:198).  In both of these scenarios (competitive feasting and communal 

ritual), the emphasis is on the use of early pottery as serving (rather than cooking) 

vessels in highly diverse and public contexts (see also Sassaman 2004a).  Very little 

explicit attention has been paid to pottery use in off-mound locations, although there 
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seems to be a tacit assumption that vessels in these contexts were employed in various 

household-level domestic activities. 

Sampling and Methods 

The Silver Glen complex, due to the variety of contemporary Late Archaic places 

that it encompasses, is a particularly appropriate site for examining the different ways 

that pottery was employed across distinct Orange period contexts.  This study 

incorporates pottery data from Silver Glen collections curated at the Laboratory of 

Southeastern Archaeology at the University of Florida and at the Florida Museum of 

Natural History.  Analyzed samples were selected from five discrete contexts within the 

Silver Glen complex (Figure 5-2): 1) 8LA1-East’s north ridge (8LA1E-NR); 2) 8LA1-

East’s south ridge (8LA1E-SR); 3) 8LA1-West’s Locus B and Locus C (8LA1W); 4) the 

8MR123 mound (8MR123-MD); and 5) the proposed village site at 8MR123 (8MR123-

VL).  The pottery assemblages from 8LA1E-NR and 8LA1E-SR are treated as distinct 

populations due to the readily observable techno-stylistic differences they exhibit, as 

well as because of the two ridges’ apparently distinct depositional histories.  In contrast, 

8LA1W’s Locus B and Locus C assemblages are combined because of their similar 

depositional sequences and due to the lack of a clear-cut boundary between the two 

areas.  A total of 40 Late Archaic radiocarbon assays from the complex indicate that 

although these contexts came on line at different times and show varied durations of 

use, all of them, with the possible exception of 8MR123-VL, overlapped temporally 

during the Orange period (Figures 5-3 and 5-4).  Sample sizes (shown in Table 5-2) 

vary widely across these contexts and generally reflect the disparate scales of the 

overall assemblages from which they were drawn. 
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A vessel unit analysis was employed for this study.  Sherds were separated into 

vessel lots using a variety of criteria including surface treatment, paste characteristics, 

rim form and thickness, orifice diameter, and overall vessel shape.  Provenience was 

also taken into account, and no vessel lots were formed from sherds found more than 

30 m apart given the absence of cross-mends that exceeded this distance.  Each vessel 

lot was analyzed individually, and attribute data were recorded that relate to 

technological choices made during various stages of the manufacturing process 

including paste preparation, forming and finishing techniques, and surface treatment 

(see Appendix B for the raw attribute data).  Temper is an important variable for 

inferring function because it can be used by potters to manipulate a number of clay 

characteristics including workability, susceptibility to shrinkage and cracking during 

drying, firing behavior, porosity, bulk density, and thermal properties (Rice 1987:74; Rye 

1976:113–121 ).  In this case, in addition to the organic fiber found within all Orange 

pottery, the incidence of other possible tempering materials, including quartz sand, and 

sponge spicules, and other aplastics, were recorded using a binocular microscope.  

More detailed information regarding paste composition was obtained via petrographic 

inspection of pottery thin sections (discussed in Chapter 6).   

As discussed above Orange pottery temper is also useful for determining the 

forming technique that was used to shape a pot.  Based on the results of Endonino’s 

(2013) experimental research, the dominant orientation of fiber vesicles were recorded 

through simple visual examination of the broken edges and eroded surfaces of sherds.  

These were used to infer whether vessels were coiled, molded, or pieced together in 

slabs.   
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Where possible, formal variation was evaluated for each vessel lot according to 

several variables, including lip form and thickness, rim form and thickness, orifice 

diameter, and overall vessel shape.  Lip and rim form were coded using the system 

developed by Sassaman (1993) for fiber-tempered Stallings pottery from Georgia and 

South Carolina.  Rim thickness was measured at a distance of 3 cm from the vessel lip. 

Orifice diameter was estimated using a standardized rim chart for all vessels with five 

percent or more of the rim circumference present.  In addition, vessel profiles were 

drawn for all examples with at least 3 cm of the rim intact.  These morphological 

characteristics are potentially informative with regard to the identification of distinct 

technological traditions as well as for evaluating the suitability of particular vessels for 

completing various cooking, serving, and storage tasks (Hally 1986; Rice 1987).  In 

addition, metric variation may reveal important differences in the size of social groups 

involved in these tasks (Blitz 1993) and possibly the physical distance between pots and 

the people intended to view them (Mills 2007).  

In terms of surface treatment, each vessel was characterized as Orange Plain, 

Orange Incised, or Tick Island Incised based on the descriptions of these categories 

provided above.  Like various formal attributes, it is possible that particular surface 

motifs were linked to deep-seeded cultural traditions and related social identities, 

although ethnographic research suggests that these kinds of decorative elements are 

more often employed consciously in specific social situations (Gosselain 1998; see also 

Jones and Mills 1991).  Consequently, variation in decorative styles may reveal a great 

deal regarding the nature of different social contexts and the relationships that existed 

between the people who gathered at them (Wobst 1977).  While surface treatment is 
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often seen as merely decorative, experimental data suggest that these finishes may 

also have been used to manipulate a number of performance characteristics, most 

importantly vessel wall permeability (Schiffer et al. 1994).  Polishing, burnishing, and 

smoothing result in relatively less permeable surfaces, a characteristic that would have 

increased the conductivity needed to sustain boiling temperatures, but also would have 

increased susceptibility to thermal shock.  Texturing, on the other hand, increases 

surface permeability, making it more difficult to sustain boiling but also decreasing 

susceptibility to thermal shock (Schiffer et al. 1994).  Consideration of surface treatment 

patterns can therefore also help to infer vessel function.  

Direct evidence of how vessels were employed was sought by recording 

incidences of various types of use alteration, including sooting, surface oxidation, mend 

holes, and physical attrition.  The presence and location of soot was noted for all 

vessels as evidence for use directly over fire (Hally 1983; Sassaman 1993:143).  

Additional evidence for direct-heat cooking was obtained by noting oxidation patterns 

within pottery cores.  Oxidation occurs as the organic matter within clay is burned 

completely out in an oxidizing environment, usually resulting in a light buff or orange 

color (Hally 1983).  Some amount of surface oxidation usually occurs during the firing of 

pottery; however, marked disparities in the level of oxidation between pottery bases and 

rims, or between the exterior and interior surfaces of sherds, may be an indication that 

vessels were also used for direct-heat cooking over fires.   And finally, all instances of 

mend holes were noted and taken into account when considering vessel function and 

general cultural significance (based on Senior 1994; Wallis 2007, 2011).     
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Results  

  Data related to vessel design choices and use alteration were compared among 

the five Silver Glen contexts listed above, revealing patterned techno-stylistic 

distinctions across largely coeval areas of the complex.  The results of this analysis 

provide a strong basis for inferring the intended and actual uses of Orange pottery 

across various Silver Glen places, as well as the nature of the social interactions in 

which they were employed.  The most consistent and glaring differences are those that 

exist between the complex’s large shell mounds (8LA1E-NR and 8MR123-MD) and 

various nonmound contexts.  Consequently, and because of the small pottery samples 

available from some areas of Silver Glen, statistical comparisons are made largely 

between mounds and nonmounds, even where data are provided for each individual 

context.  In terms of both techno-stylistic attributes and composition (examined in 

Chapter 6) the vessels from 8LA1E-SR more closely resemble those from complex’s 

nonmound contexts (8LA1W and 8MR123-VL) than the ones from the mounds.  In 

addition, the 8LA1E-SR sherds were recovered from basal deposits and pit features that 

may well have predated the elevated portion of this part of the mound.  As a result, for 

comparative purposes, the south ridge area of the 8LA1E mound is hereafter lumped 

together with the nonmound contexts.   

Paste Characteristics   

Basic paste categories from Silver Glen are shown in Table 5-3.  Orange vessel 

lots from all five Silver Glen contexts are tempered with relatively large amounts of 

Spanish moss, as evidenced by the high density of hollow vesicles running throughout 

them.  This is consistent with Orange pottery from across northeast Florida, which 

overall, seems to be less variable in terms of fiber content than closely related Stallings 
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wares to the north (e.g., Sassaman 1993).  Overall, the pastes of the Silver Glen 

vessels are very fine-grained with only a few examples exhibiting large inclusions of 

quartz or other aplastics.  Most sherds do exhibit some visible sand grains, although it is 

generally difficult to tell whether these were natural to the raw clays being utilized or 

added intentionally as a temper (more on this in Chapter 6). 

The most obvious disparity in paste composition relates to the presence and 

absence of freshwater sponge spicules.  As shown in Table 5-3, vessels containing 

more than trace amounts of spicules make up a slight majority of all analyzed Orange 

vessels.  These vessels were identified by their “chalky” feel as well as through the 

direct observation of spicules under the microscope.  Spatially, spicule-rich vessels are 

concentrated at the complex’s two shell mounds, with mound assemblages exhibiting 

74.3 % spiculate vessels compared to only 30.3 % among nonmound assemblages, 

χ2(1, N = 357) = 69.16, p = <.001.   

Organic fiber temper is a characteristic of many early pottery technologies 

around the world (e.g., Griffin 1972; Kaner 2009; Pesonen and Leskinen 2009; Reichel-

Dolmatoff 1972; Roosevelt 1995; Sassaman 1993).  Kaner (2009) suggests that this 

may indicate a symbolic or material connection between early pottery and plant use, 

while a number of other scholars have proffered various potential functional advantages 

for adding fiber to pottery pastes (e.g., Marrinan 1975:93-94; Reid 1989; Schiffer and 

Skibo 1987; Skibo 1992:139; Waring 1968).  Experimental studies have shown that fiber 

temper can provide a sort of endoskeleton that prevents slumping and deformation 

during the manufacturing process (Skibo et al. 1989).  Fiber-tempered vessels also tend 

to be lighter and may be less susceptible to breakage upon impact, characteristics that 
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may have been especially important to Archaic hunter-gatherers with relatively high 

levels of mobility and the frequent need for expedient containers (Schiffer and Skibo 

1987; Skibo et al. 1989).  At the same time, the increased porosity of fiber-tempered 

pottery lessens its heating effectiveness, thereby reducing its utility in direct-heat 

cooking (Reid 1989).  Some of the difficulty involved in cooking with porous Orange 

vessels may have been mitigated by applying a sealant such as pine pitch to finished 

pots or through the smoothing or burnishing of vessel surfaces.  Another option would 

have been adding a mineral temper, like quartz sand, which is a better conductor than 

clay and thus may help improve a pot’s thermal properties (Schiffer and Skibo 1987).  It 

is possible that sponge spicules, with their silicate composition, may have performed a 

similar function, although if that was indeed the case, then there must have been a 

much greater emphasis on heating effectiveness at Silver Glen’s mounds than in other 

areas of the complex. 

Ultimately, tempering practices, like all technical acts, constitute complex cultural  

negotiations that are typically influenced by a number of personal, social, and material 

factors.  The ubiquity of fiber-temper across Silver Glen indicates shared participation in 

a far-reaching tradition by the various people who gathered at the complex.  At the 

same time, a series of technological choices resulted in marked spatial disparities at the 

complex with mounds receiving a disproportionately high number of chalky, spicule-rich 

vessels compared to other contemporary places within the complex.  Whether this 

reflects purely functional distinctions between contexts or the differential involvement of 

various potting communities across distinct places cannot be established with paste 

data alone.  What is immediately clear, however, is that the Late Archaic spatial 
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boundaries instituted at Silver Glen via shell deposition were reiterated through the 

patterned consumption and deposition of Orange pots with distinct paste characteristics. 

Manufacturing Techniques 

A vast majority of the analyzed vessel lots from Silver Glen exhibit dominant fiber 

orientations that are parallel to rim of the pot, suggesting that they were formed via 

coiling (based on Endonino 2013).  Only one vessel lot (from Locus B at 8LA1W) was 

found to have randomly oriented fiber vesicles likely to be a sign of hand modelling or 

slab construction.  Given the extensive technological and stylistic diversity present in the 

Silver Glen assemblages, as well as the fact that their collective temporal range spans 

multiple centuries, these data are not reconcilable with Bullen’s (1972) contention that 

coiling was adopted only near the end of the Orange cultural sequence.  The data are, 

however, consistent with Endonino’s (2013) study showing that most of the pottery 

found at Silver Glen and the Harris Creek site were, in fact, coiled.  The disparity in this 

respect between these two mound centers and the nearby Bluffton site, where most of 

the Orange pottery appears to have been molded (Endonino 2013), may hint at the 

presence of multiple distinct Late Archaic potting traditions in the middle St. Johns 

valley or alternatively, it may suggest that Orange pottery intended for deposition at one 

of the large mound centers was manufactured differently than that destined for other 

kinds of places.  Regardless, it does not appear that forming techniques played a 

significant role in distinguishing between different social constituents or in demarcating 

spatial divisions within the Silver Glen complex.     

Vessel Shapes and Sizes 

 Efforts to assign Orange vessel lots to specific vessel types (e.g., bowls, jars, 

bottles, plates, etc.) have been hampered to a large extent by the typically small vessel 
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portions that are available for study.  Most vessel lots are composed of only one or two 

sherds, and only a few examples exist that provide a complete lip-to-base profile.  

Moreover, Orange pottery is frequently highly irregular with vessels often exhibiting 

undulating surfaces and crooked orifice outlines.  That being said, a vast majority of the 

analyzed vessel lots from all Silver Glen contexts are consistent with the shallow, 

straight-sided, and flat-bottomed bowls that have been identified within other Orange 

assemblages throughout the region (e.g., Bullen 1972; Ferguson 1951; Jenks 2006; 

Saunders 2004b; Wrenn 2012).  One of the most complete specimens from the complex 

(Vessel LB26; Figure 5-5) exemplifies this type.  Recovered from Locus B at 8LA1W, 

this Orange Plain vessel is a roughly circular bowl with very slightly incurvate walls that 

round into a flat base.  It measures 11.3 cm in height and has 8.3-mm-thick walls 

measured at 3 cm below the lip.  Another example from the north ridge at 8LA1E 

exhibits a very similar shape and measures 8.3 cm tall and features 10.8-cm-thick walls.  

It is possible that a number of the apparently round vessel portions lacking bases 

actually belonged to taller, jar-shaped vessels (such as the complete Orange pot 

reported on by Hemmings and VonBurger [1975]) rather than shallow bowls.  Jars, 

however, seem to be a relatively rare type among Orange assemblages.  

Aberrant vessel types at Silver Glen include square or rectangular trays as well 

as elongated oval or boat-shaped bowls.  Trays were inferred on the basis of rim sherds 

that show no perceivable curvature along the lip.  Of the eight identified examples of this 

vessel type, five were recovered from 8LA1W, two from the north ridge at 8LA1E, and 

one from the 8MR123 mound.  The six boat-shaped vessels that were identified are split 

evenly between the 8LA1W and 8LA1E-north ridge assemblages.  In addition, two 
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vessels, both from 8LA1W, have short lug handles projecting out from their rims.  All of 

these minority types have been previously recognized at other Orange period sites in 

the middle St. Johns region (e.g., Bullen 1955, 1972; Jenks 2006).  None of them occur 

at Silver Glen in sufficient numbers to allow for the recognition of meaningful spatial 

patterning across the various contexts being considered.  

Within this limited range of vessel types, there is still a substantial amount of 

formal variation.  As can be seen in the rim profiles (Figures 5-6 to 5-10), most vessels 

exhibit vertical or slightly out-flaring walls.  Rims are primarily straight or incurvate, 

although, of the latter type, only a few examples would have curved inward far enough 

to have significantly restricted the vessel’s orifice.  A single vessel with a subtly 

recurvate rim was recovered from 8LA1E’s north ridge.  Several different lip forms are 

represented in the assemblage (Table 5-4).  While simple rounded and flattened lip 

morphologies are most common, beveled, flanged, and tapered varieties are also well-

represented.  Again, these morphological distinctions are distributed fairly evenly across 

both mound and nonmound contexts, and no spatial patterning is readily apparent. 

Where clear intercontextual differences do exist is in the metric data related to 

vessel thickness and size (Table 5-5).  Lip thickness was measured only for vessel lots 

with flattened rims due to the difficulty of locating a consistent terminus point for other lip 

types.  Thus, only 31 vessel lots in total were assessed according to this variable.  

Nevertheless, the data indicate that, within this subset, vessels from the two mounds ( ̅ 

= 10.8 mm, σ = 4.0 mm) have a significantly higher average lip thickness than those 

from the three nonmound contexts ( ̅ = 6.3 mm, σ = 3.1; t[27] = 3.52, p < .01; Figures 5-

11 and 5-12).  An identical pattern exists with regard to rim thickness, with mound 
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vessels ( ̅ = 9.6 mm, σ = 2.1) exhibiting significantly thicker rims than those from the 

other areas ( ̅ = 8.0 mm, σ = 1.6; t[109] = 4.75, p < .001; Figures 5-13 and 5-14).  A 

total of 69 of the analyzed Silver Glen vessel lots retain an adequate portion of their rim 

circumference (i.e., ≥ 5%) to permit estimation of their orifice diameter.  Yet again, the 

data indicate that vessels from the mounds ( ̅ = 24.8 cm, σ = 8.4) were, on average, 

significantly larger than their nonmound counterparts ( ̅ = 21.3 cm, σ = 8.8 cm; t[59] = 

1.63, p < .1; Figures 5-15 and 5-16.  In this case, the difference between the two context 

types is largely a product of outliers within the assemblages.  While the respective 

modal orifice diameters of the mound and nonmound vessels are very similar, the two 

mounds have yielded unusually large vessels that are not found anywhere else at the 

complex and 8LA1W has produced a number of anomalously small vessels that are 

apparently absent at the mounds.  In summary then, data related to lip thickness, rim 

thickness, and orifice diameter all agree in supporting the notion that Silver Glen’s 

Orange period mounds received predominantly larger, thicker-walled pottery vessels 

than did other contemporary places at the complex. 

The formal characteristics discussed above offer potential clues regarding the 

material functions of these vessels and specifically, whether or not they were likely to 

have been employed in particular methods of cooking.  Vessel form has substantial 

effects on a number of variables related to the performance of a cooking pot including 

its heating effectiveness, the rate at which its contents lose heat, thermal shock 

resistance, and the ease with which vessel contents can be manipulated (Sassaman 

1993:141).  Direct-heat cooking, in which pots are placed directly atop a fire, relies on 

conduction to achieve cooking temperatures.  Rapid and efficient heating is facilitated 
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by thin vessel walls, which transfer heat more readily (Braun 1983), and rounded bases 

that allow for better oxygen flow to the heat source (Hally 1986:280).  Heat loss, in this 

method of cooking, can be minimized by constricting the orifice of a vessel, thereby 

reducing the orifice diameter:volume ratio and trapping heat inside the pot (Hally 

1986:280; Sassaman 1993:142).  Thermal shock resistance, defined as the ability to 

withstand rapid changes in temperature, can be maximized by maintaining a regular 

wall thickness and by avoiding sharp angles at the bases and rims of vessels (Rye 

1981:27).  An ideal direct-heat cooking pot, therefore, would be a thin-walled vessel with 

a rounded base, constricted orifice, and regular wall thickness.  Indirect-heat cooking, 

on the other hand, is conducted by inserting heated objects (usually stones or baked 

clay objects) into a liquid-filled pot in order to achieve a boil.  This method relies on 

pottery attributes that promote insulation rather than conduction.  Such attributes 

include thick vessel walls and a thick, flat base for preserving and radiating the internal 

source of heat (Reid 1989; Schiffer and Skibo 1987). A higher orifice diameter:volume 

ratio is also generally required, one that allows for the necessary manipulation and 

cycling of heated objects (Reid 1989; Schiffer and Skibo 1987).  

Based on these technofunctional principles, it would seem that the hundreds of 

fiber-tempered bowls found at Silver Glen were far more suited to indirect-heat cooking 

than for use over fire.  Most of the examined vessels, and especially those found at the 

two mounds, feature thick walls and flat bases that would have slowed the conduction of 

heat from the outside.  In addition, the vessels’ typically broad, open orifices would also 

have allowed heat to escape quickly, a fact that would have further hindered efforts to 

achieve or sustain high temperatures using direct-heat methods.  Nevertheless, despite 
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extensive excavations at the complex, no concentrations of fire-cracked rock or baked 

clay objects have been discovered that would point to extensive engagement in stone 

boiling or related activities.  As already noted, the heating effectiveness of these vessels 

may have been enhanced through other means, such as tempering strategies (e.g., 

adding sponge spicules) or surface treatments, that could have rendered pots 

serviceable, if still not truly ideal, for cooking over fire.  The fact that the same basic 

bowl shape dominates the assemblages across all Silver Glen contexts may be an 

indication that Orange pots were intended for general usage.  If so, then their designs 

may have been geared more toward functional versatility than maximizing their 

efficiency with respect to any one type of task.   

In contrast to the largely redundant pottery shapes, marked spatial disparities in 

vessel size and wall thickness at Silver Glen may reflect important differences in the 

social conditions surrounding pottery consumption among various parts of the complex.  

Ethnographic evidence from diverse contexts shows that special occasions involving 

relatively big groups of people often involve the use of larger-than-normal pots for 

purposes of brewing, cooking, and serving (e.g., Longacre 1985:344; Deal 1998; 

DeBoer and Lathrap 1979).  These instances are corroborated by archaeological 

evidence showing a link between anomalously large vessels and communal feasting in 

the Mississippian Southeast (Blitz 1993) and pre-Columbian Southwest (Mills 1999).  In 

the case at hand, if it is assumed that the social scale of consumption at different Silver 

Glen contexts was matched by the size of the pots employed, then it is clear that the 

complex’s mounds hosted larger-scale social events than did other types of places.  

This seems to support the notion that mounds were indeed places of large-scale 
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gathering, made and used by Late Archaic communities for purposes of feasting and 

ritual.  The activities carried out at various processing and habitation locales, in contrast, 

appear to have involved relatively modest-sized groups—the kind more typically 

associated with Archaic societies in the Southeast. 

Surface Treatment  

The Orange pottery from Silver Glen exhibits a diverse array of decorations and 

other surface treatments.  Of the 357 vessel lots examined, 113 (37.1 %) are Orange 

Plain (i.e., undecorated), 193 (54.1 %) are Orange incised, 41 (11.5 %) are Tick Island 

Incised, and 10 (2.8 %) have eroded exterior surfaces that preclude surface treatment 

evaluation (see Table 5-6).  These numbers almost certainly underestimate the actual 

proportion of Orange Plain vessels present in the sample due to the difficulty of 

assigning undecorated body sherds to definitive vessel lots.  Virtually all the noneroded  

vessels that were examined show signs of smoothing on both interior and exterior 

surfaces.  Only eight of them exhibit obvious burnishing facets, with a majority of those 

limited to the interior surfaces of vessels.   

The complex’s decorated vessels display a broad range of distinctive motifs 

composed of varied combinations of incisions and punctations (see Figures 5-17 to 5-21 

for examples; see Appendix C for motif drawings).  The execution of various decorative 

techniques varies widely in terms of the straightness of lines, the regularity of spacing, 

and the overall symmetry of designs, perhaps indicating that multiple skill levels and 

age groups were involved.  At Silver Glen, as at other Orange sites, a majority of pots 

feature what is sometimes referred to as a design “prologue” in the form of one or more 

parallel lines running along the rim just below the lip.  Farther down vessel walls, 

Orange Incised motifs consist of both simple designs, involving the repetition of a single 
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rectilinear element (e.g. vertical, horizontal, or oblique line), as well as more complex 

ones that incorporate multiple elements into often elaborate geometric patterns.  The 

latter include cross-hatching, chevrons, nested triangles and diamonds, and a whole 

host of other configurations.  Two anomalous vessels, both from 8LA1E-NR (vessels 

NR114 and NR117; Figure 5-17a, b) exhibit a series of short ticks running along incised 

lines, a pattern reminiscent of numerous sherds from Florida’s northern Atlantic Coast 

and the upper St. Johns region (Ferguson 1951; Janus Research 1995; Wrenn 2012), 

but one that is relatively rare among middle St. Johns sites.  A number of the Silver 

Glen motifs are divided into horizontal zones, usually demarcated by vertical or oblique 

lines.  Overall, the remarkable diversity displayed by these Orange Incised vessels is 

such that virtually no two of them bear precisely the same design. 

Far less diversity is present among the complex’s Tick Island Incised vessels, 

which, in general, conform very closely to the original type description put forward by 

Griffin (1945).  Like those described elsewhere, Silver Glen examples exhibit 

horizontally zoned motifs centered on large spiraled incisions surrounded by 

backgrounds of tightly space punctations.  Individual zones are separated by two or 

more oblique lines and vessels typically exhibit two or more prologue lines running 

along their lips.  Only one of Silver Glen’s Tick Island Incised sherds deviates 

significantly from this general template (vessel JC-NR1; Figure 5-18c).  Recovered from 

8LA1E-NR, it features two vertically stacked spirals stacked that are separated by two 

horizontal incised lines and surrounded by small, intermittent panels of punctations.  

This unique motif was applied to an unusual globular bowl, further setting it apart from 

other, related vessels at the complex.  Across Florida, Tick Island Incised is a relatively 
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rare type among Orange varieties.  It is found only in the middle St. Johns Valley and 

select locations along Florida’s Gulf Coast, and at most sites, occurs in very limited 

quantities.  The 41 vessels that have been uncovered at Silver Glen are by far the most 

that have been recorded in any single location.   

Decorations on both Orange Incised and Tick Island Incised pots are largely 

restricted to the exterior surfaces of vessel walls.  One exception from 8LA1E-NR 

(vessel M-MR7) has a series of parallel vertical lines that begin on its walls but continue 

down onto the bottom of the pot and eventually converge at its base.  In addition, six 

vessels have decorated lips (see Figures 5-17c and 5-21d for examples).  Lip 

decorations are most often found on vessels with flattened and thickened lips, and they 

tend to conform stylistically to the larger wall decorations on the same vessels.   

Like temper categories and vessel size, pottery surface decoration shows strong 

spatial patterning at Silver Glen.  Of the 172 noneroded vessels examined from the 

complex’s Late Archaic mounds, 143 (83.1 %) bear some form of surface decoration, 

while 29 (16.9 %) are plain.  Among the vessels from nonmound contexts, 91 (52.0 %) 

are decorated, and 84 (48.0 %) are plain, indicating a statistically significant disparity 

across the complex (χ2[1, N = 347] = 38.27, p = <.001).  Additional patterning is evident 

in the distribution of various types of decoration.  Of the decorated vessels at the 

mounds, 126 (88.1 %) exhibit Orange Incised motifs and 17 (11.9 %) show Tick Island 

Incised designs.  At all other contexts, 67 vessels (73.6 %) are Orange Incised and 24 

vessels (26.4 %) are Tick Island Incised.  Once again, this pattern is statistically 

significant (χ2[1, N = 234] = 8.17, p = <.01).  Interestingly, excluding their surface 

treatment, decorated vessels from nonmound contexts conform more closely to the 
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plain vessels in the same locations in terms of both technology and size than they do to 

the spicule-rich decorated vessels from the mounds. 

Beyond the details of the decorations themselves, there also appears to be a 

spatial disparity in the application of incised and punctated motifs.  A large majority of 

decorated sherds from 8LA1W and the other nonmound contexts show raised ridges of 

clay lining the edges of each design element (see Figure 5-22), indicating that the 

designs were applied when the clay was still wet and easily displaced by the potter’s 

stylus.  This attribute was also noted by Bullen (1955, 1972) when discussing the 

Orange pottery assemblage from the nearby Bluffton site and may be characteristic of 

pottery manufactured locally in the middle St. Johns Valley.  A number of the incised 

sherds from the complex’s mounds also exhibit these ridges of clay; however, many 

others from these locations were decorated after they had reached a leather-hard state, 

resulting in sharper, more self-contained incisions. 

  These spatial discrepancies offer further clues regarding the nature of Silver 

Glen’s Late Archaic interactions. If Wobst’s (1977) ideas regarding the link between 

heightened stylistic expression and increased social distance are accepted, then the 

disproportionate number of decorated sherds at Silver Glen’s mounds may be attributed 

to the relatively diverse range of cultural constituencies involved in mound-centered 

events.  Further, the larger vessel sizes at the mounds would have provided a more 

expansive canvas with which to convey stylistic information and would have increased 

the visibility of these messages across longer physical distances (Mills 2007).   The 

smaller and less decorated pottery at nonmound contexts would, in turn, seem to reflect 

the relatively restricted scope of participation in the interactions at these more intimate 
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locations.  The fact that the spatial differences at Silver Glen encompass not only the 

frequency and style of surface decorations but also extend to the mode in which they 

were applied helps to corroborate these perceived spatial distinctions. 

These surface treatment disparities have a temporal component as well, 

although the situation was likely much more complicated than Bullen (1955, 1972) 

imagined.  Assays obtained directly from the exterior soot and charred organic temper 

of several sherds demonstrate convincingly that elaborately decorated vessels 

dominated pottery consumption at 8LA1E’s north ridge from the beginning of its use at 

around 4600 cal B.P. and continued throughout the Orange period.  In contrast, the first 

few centuries of intensive pit digging and shellfish processing undertaken at 8LA1W’s 

Locus B involved exclusively plain pottery.  It was only late in the site’s depositional 

history, when digging was discontinued and the pits themselves were capped in shell (at 

ca. 4000 cal B.P.), that decorated vessels appeared in substantial numbers in this area.  

These data are consistent with the idea that the 8LA1E mound was, from the very 

beginning, a place of convergence for multiple distinct groups whose identities were, at 

least in part, reflected in the ornate and diverse pottery that they compiled.  Most of the 

coeval activities at Locus B, on the other hand, were probably carried out by a relatively 

restricted, and perhaps localized, subset of participants among whom identity signaling 

would have been less of a concern.  The subsequent appearance of decorated sherds 

in Locus B’s shell cap may be a sign of the ritual significance attributed to this dramatic 

transformation of the 8LA1W landscape. 

Use Alteration  

Multiple forms of use alteration were observed on Silver Glen’s Orange pottery 

(Table 5-7; Figure 5-24).  Some of these, including various signs of thermal and 
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mechanical attrition, were noted but were difficult to quantify and interpret due to their 

relative rarity and the small vessel portions available for study.  Others, such as internal 

and external residues and mend holes, are much more informative. 

One of the most common signs of use is the soot found adhering to the exterior 

surfaces of numerous vessels.  In total, 32 (9.0 %) of the 357 analyzed vessel lots 

exhibit at least a trace of exterior soot.  In general, soot is distributed along vessel rims, 

although in a few cases it extends all the way up onto the lip.  The frequency of soot, 

like several of the pottery attributes already discussed, is patterned spatially across the 

complex.  The assemblages from 8LA1E’s north ridge and the mound at 8MR123 

contain a total of 28 (15.6 %) sooted vessels, while vessels at nonmound contexts 

produced a total of only 4 (2.2 %) instances of soot.  A similar pattern exists with regard 

to interior residues, with 20 (11.2 %) of the mound vessels and only 4 (2.2 %) of the 

nonmound vessels exhibiting charred remains on their interior surfaces.  These mound-

nonmound disparities (which, in both cases, are statistically significant,  χ2[1, N = 357] = 

19.77, p = <.001 and χ2[1, N = 357] = 11.43, p = <.001 ) are unlikely to be a result of 

postdepositional taphonomic processes, as all sampled contexts contain dense shell 

deposits that are favorable for organic preservation.  If anything, the sherds recovered 

from the mounds, many of which were displaced during mining operations and 

redeposited in shell-poor locations, would be expected to have endured the most 

destructive conditions.   

As a sure sign of direct use over fire, the prevalence of sooting on mound-

deposited vessels, along with its virtual absence in other areas of the complex, would 

seem to indicate a distinct suite of cooking practices in monumental contexts.  A 
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number of vessels from 8LA1W, however, show thickened zones of oxidation and 

apparent thermal attrition on their bases, suggesting that they too were subjected to a 

direct heat source.  It is possible that, instead of indirect versus direct-heat cooking, 

differential soot accumulation at Silver Glen may relate to the manner in which pots 

were positioned in relation to the fire.  Soot typically accrues where the top of a flame 

makes contact with a vessel.  Consequently, in cases where pots—especially small, 

shallow ones such as those found at 8LA1W—were placed directly onto the coals of 

large fires, it is likely that soot would not have been deposited (Hally 1983:10).  

Throughout the complex, the widespread evidence of Orange pots being used over fires 

defies technofunctional expectations based on vessel shapes and thickness and may 

be yet another sign of their functional versatility.  Interior residues have great potential 

to reveal much more detail regarding the actual kinds of substances being heated and 

consumed at the complex.  Their analysis, however, was beyond the scope of this 

study.   

A total of eleven sherds from distinct vessel lots have holes drilled near their 

rims, presumably reflecting attempts to mend broken pots.  In three of these, drilling 

was stopped before completely perforating the vessel wall, perhaps a sign of irreparable 

structural failure during the drilling process.  Nine of the vessels with mend holes were 

recovered from Silver Glen’s mounds and two are from plain vessels from Locus B at 

8LA1W.  The small sample sizes in this case make statistical comparisons impossible.  

Nonetheless, the higher proportion of mend holes at the mounds may well be an 

indication of the elevated cultural value bestowed on the larger, more intricately 

decorated, and more techno-stylistically diverse vessels deposited in these monumental 
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locations.  Overall, this and other use-alteration patterns help further substantiate other 

forms of pottery data that show marked disparities between the complex’s mounds and 

other contexts.   

Summary and Discussion 

The techno-stylistic and use-alteration data presented here do not permit many 

firm conclusions regarding the specific material functions of Silver Glen’s Orange 

pottery. They do, nevertheless, allow for two compelling inferences regarding Orange 

pottery use at Silver Glen.  First, it is clear that the different depositional contexts 

described in Chapter 4 were also subjected to distinct patterns of pottery consumption 

during the course of various Late Archaic social events.  And second, numerous lines of 

pottery evidence provide strong support for the notion that Silver Glen’s Orange period 

mounds were the sites of larger scale, more socially diverse interactions than other 

contemporary locations within the complex.   

To summarize the patterns that were uncovered, the pottery assemblages from 

all five Silver Glen contexts were dominated by shallow, straight-sided bowls that would 

not have been ideal for direct-heat cooking but were likely versatile enough to be 

employed in a wide range of cooking and serving tasks.  This general consistency in 

vessel form, however, is belied by sharp intercontextual contrasts based on a number of 

other pottery attributes.  Pottery from the two mounds contains all of the temper 

categories present in other parts of the complex but also includes a large quantity of 

otherwise rare spicule-tempered vessels.  In addition, mound vessels are on average 

significantly larger, thicker, and more likely to be decorated than vessels from 

nonmound contexts.  Vessels from the mounds also exhibit a higher frequency of some 

forms of use alteration, including soot and mend holes, indicating a distinct range of 
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activities in these locations.  Among nonmound contexts, Locus B at 8LA1W is unique 

in showing a diachronic move from exclusively plain to mostly decorated vessels, a shift 

that corresponded with a major transition in how the site was utilized.  Many of the 

decorated vessels eventually employed in this area exhibit Tick Island Incised motifs, a 

rare type at all but a few locations in the middle St. Johns Valley.  Overall, these data 

highlight major functional and social boundaries within the complex during the Orange 

period and provide strong evidence for the occurrence of large-scale public gatherings 

at Silver Glen’s mounds.  

It is important to keep in mind, though, that pottery is not merely a reflection of 

Late Archaic social conditions that existed at Silver Glen, but instead would have played 

an instrumental role in helping create them.  Pottery’s power in this regard is tied to its 

bundling capabilities.  As already discussed, every piece of pottery bundles together 

numerous raw materials and traditional practices as well as the various techno-stylistic 

choices made by a potter operating in a particular context.  The nature of pottery 

technology is such that most of entities brought together during manufacture of a vessel 

are readily observable in the finished product.  Moreover, the durability of fired clay 

means that the relations established among these assorted constituents may persist 

over long periods of time, even after pots are broken and dispersed, thus rendering 

pottery a potentially powerful material referent capable of influencing future practices 

and interactions. 

At Silver Glen, the consumption and deposition of pottery contributed significantly 

to the complex’s Late Archaic social history.  Each pot bundled together a range of 

clays, tempers, technical attributes, and styles, resulting in an overall assemblage with 
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an array of sizes, colors, textures, and decorative qualities.  Much like the shell 

deposition strategies discussed in the previous chapter, the patterned use and discard 

of these assorted pots played an active part in determining the way that Silver Glen was 

inhabited and experienced.  This fact becomes more apparent when the complex is 

approached as an ever-unfolding historical process and not evaluated exclusively in 

terms of its static final form.  As others have pointed out with regard to coastal shell 

rings (e.g., Russo 2004; Saunders and Wrenn 2014), Orange period shell mounds were 

not just constructed as venues for large social gatherings; they were actually built during 

the course of these gatherings as the remains of feasts and other ritual events were 

assembled in place.  In the case at hand, the first pots employed in each of the Silver 

Glen’s distinct contexts would have contributed to that context’s creation as a specific 

kind of place and set a precedent for future activities there. Over time, continued 

adherence to established conventions of pottery use (along with shell deposition and 

other place-making activities) resulted in designated, materially distinct loci that were 

reserved for different spheres of social practice including domestic habitation, shellfish 

processing, and public ceremony.  It was the spatial segregation of these various 

endeavors that ultimately culminated in the highly structured monumental landscape 

observed by modern archaeologists.   

Pottery’s association with multiple levels of social identity means that its 

circulation and accumulation constituted effective means for manipulating relationships 

and building connections between people and places.  Within Silver Glen’s residential 

and processing spaces, the generally homogeneous vessel forms and tempers, along 

with a relative dearth of surface decoration, points to interactions among members of 
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one or perhaps a few closely related potting communities.  If it is assumed that these 

contexts were populated by local residents of middle St. Johns valley (a suspicion that 

seems to be confirmed by the sourcing data presented in Chapter 6), then it is possible 

that they reflect the activities of the circumscribed groups acting as stewards or hosts  of 

the nearby mound-centered feasting events.  Conversely, the incredible techno-stylistic 

diversity exhibited by the pottery deposited in the mounds themselves hint at 

participation on a much more expansive social scale.  The exaggerated sizes of the 

mound pots along with their elaborately incised exteriors suggest that these vessels 

were manufactured specifically for conspicuous public consumption and were not simply 

domestic cooking pots conscripted for use in an alternative social environment.  

Evidence of repair among these vessels reflects not only the time an effort that went 

into their production but also the importance of the social projects for which they were 

intended.   

Similar disparities between Orange period mounds and nonmound places have 

been noted elsewhere in northeastern Florida.  As discussed above, multiple 

circumstances have been posited to account for this widespread pattern, including a 

model in which self-interested aggrandizers competed for power through the 

accumulation of food and prestige-linked pottery (Russo 2004) and, alternatively, one in 

which circumscribed groups of highly trained specialists provisioned ritual centers with 

huge quantities of pottery characterized by standardized forms and designs (Saunders 

and Wrenn 2014).  In contrast to these scenarios, the picture that emerges at Silver 

Glen is one of broad-scale, largely egalitarian participation in communally oriented ritual 

gatherings.  As at other Orange mounds in the region, the massive quantity of food 
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remains, the oversized and elaborately decorated pottery, and general scalar contrasts 

with other types of contemporary places provide strong evidence for large-scale feasting 

events.  During the course of these events, individuals and groups with distinct 

geographic origins and cultural affiliations came together and deposited copious 

amounts of ornate pottery in a single location. The inclusive (and decidedly 

nonspecialized) nature of these activities is apparent from not only the diversity of 

compositions and styles represented but also in the broad range of skill levels displayed 

in vessel forms and decorations.  In bundling these diverse vessels together in 

monumental contexts, relationships among far-flung people and places would have 

been established and made tangible in a very public forum.  The outcome of these 

efforts was a durable, albeit ever-evolving, macrocommunity based on repeated 

aggregation and interaction at Silver Glen’s shell mounds. 

Thus, both depositional evidence (discussed in Chapter 4) and data related to 

pottery technology and style indicate that Silver Glen was indeed the site of periodic 

gathering events.  These gatherings involved feasting and ritualized depositional acts 

that integrated diverse groups and helped maintain a heterogeneous mound-centered 

community.  The next chapter focuses on defining the social and geographical scale of 

these communal relations through examination of pottery compositional data.  It 

incorporates Information gleaned from chemical and mineralogical sourcing techniques 

in order to clarify the relationships between Silver Glen’s mounds and other contexts 

and to better understand the complex’s role within Florida’s broader Late Archaic 

landscape. 
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Table 5-1.  Bullen’s (1955, 1972) Orange pottery chronology. 

Sub-  
period Temper 

Forming 
Technique Vessel  Morphology Surface Treatment 

     

Orange 1 Fiber Hand 
molded 

Round flat-bottomed 
basins; rectangular 
containers; occasional 
lugs; rounded lips 

Plain 

     
Orange 2 Fiber Hand 

molded 
Round flat-bottomed 
basins; rectangular 
containers; occasional 
lugs; rounded lips 

Plain, incised 
concentric 
diamonds, Tick 
Island Incised 
motifs 

     
Orange 3 Fiber Hand 

molded 
Round flat-bottomed 
basins; rectangular 
containers; rare 
miniature vessels with 
incurving rims and 
round mouths; rare 
lugs; relatively thick 
vessel walls; rounded 
lips; thickened, flat lips  

Complex incised 
rectilinear designs 
occasionally 
bordered by ticks; 
rare punctations; 
incised and 
punctated lips 

     
Orange 4 Fiber and 

quartz sand 
Hand 
molded 
and coiled 

round, flat bottomed 
basins; mostly straight 
sided vessels but 
occasionally incurvate 

Extremely simple 
incised rectilinear 
designs 

     
Orange 5 Fiber and 

quartz sand; 
some chalky 
sherds 

Hand 
molding 
and coiled 

Round bowls and 
basins 

Extremely simple 
incised rectilinear 
designs; rare 
triangular 
punctations 

     

 

 

 
Table 5-2.  Number of analyzed vessel lots by spatial context. 

 8LA1E-   
NR 

8LA1E-   
SR 8LA1W 

8MR123- 
MD 

8MR123-  
VL Total 

Vessel lots 149 10 147 30 21 357 
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Table 5-3.  Orange pottery inventory tabulated by temper category and spatial context.  

VESSEL FREQUENCY 
8LA1E-   

NR 
8LA1E-   

SR 8LA1W 
8MR123- 

MD 
8MR123-  

VL Total 

Fiber 10 2 13  7  4 36 

Fiber and sand1  21 6 85  8 14 134 

Fiber and spicules2 112 1 10 14  1 138 

Fiber, sand, & spicules 6 1 39  1  2 49 

Total 149 10 147 30 21 357 

ROW %      
 

Fiber 27.8 5.6 36.1 19.4 11.1 100.0 

Fiber and sand  15.7 4.5 63.4 6.0 10.4 100.0 

Fiber and spicules 81.2 81.2 7.2 10.1 0.7 100.0 

Fiber, sand, & spicules 12.2 2.0 79.6 2.0 4.1 100.0 

Total 41.7 2.8 41.2 8.4 5.9 100.0 

COLUMN %      
 

Fiber 6.7 20.0 8.8 23.3 19.0 10.1 

Fiber and sand  14.1 60.0 57.8 26.7 66.7 37.5 

Fiber and spicules 75.2 10.0 6.8 46.7 4.8 38.7 

Fiber, sand, & spicules 4.0 10.0 26.5 3.3 9.5 13.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
1
Defined by the presence of greater than a trace amount of sand-size quartz grains under microscopic 

examination.    
2
 Defined by the presence of greater than a trace amount of freshwater sponge spicules under 

microscopic examination 
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Table 5-4.  Orange pottery inventory tabulated by lip form category and spatial context. 

VESSEL FREQUENCY 
8LA1E-   

NR 
8LA1E-   

SR 8LA1W 
8MR123- 

MD 
8MR123-  

VL Total 

Beveled 3 -- 1 1 -- 5 

Beveled exterior 7 -- 9 -- -- 16 

Beveled interior 6 -- 3 -- -- 9 

Double flanged -- -- 1 -- -- 1 

Flanged exterior 1 -- 1 1 -- 3 

Flanged interior 4 1 9 4 -- 18 

Flattened 13 1      14 2 1 31 

Rounded 16 2      22 3 1 44 

Rounded exterior  21 1      27 4 2 55 

Rounded interior -- -- 3 -- -- 3 

Tapered 6 -- 9 -- -- 15 

Total 77 5      99 15 4 200 

ROW %       

Beveled 60.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 100.0 

Beveled exterior 43.8 0.0 56.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Beveled interior 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Double flanged 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Flanged exterior 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 100.0 

Flanged interior 22.2 5.6 50.0 22.2 0.0 100.0 

Flattened 41.9 3.2 45.2 6.5 3.2 100.0 

Rounded 36.4 4.5 50.0 6.8 2.3 100.0 

Rounded exterior  38.2 1.8 49.1 7.3 3.6 100.0 

Rounded interior 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Tapered 40.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Total 38.5 2.5 49.5 7.5 2.0 100.0 

COLUMN %       

Beveled 3.9 0.0 1.0 6.7 0.0 2.5 

Beveled exterior 9.1 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 8.0 

Beveled interior 7.8 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 

Double flanged 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Flanged exterior 1.3 0.0 1.0 6.7 0.0 1.5 

Flanged interior 5.2 20.0 9.1 26.7 0.0 9.0 

Flattened 16.9 20.0 14.1 13.3 25.0 15.5 

Rounded 20.8 40.0 22.2 20.0 25.0 22.0 

Rounded exterior  27.3 20.0 27.3 26.7 50.0 27.5 

Rounded interior 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 

Tapered 7.8 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 7.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 5-5.  Summary statistics on Orange pottery lip thickness (mm), wall thickness 
(mm), and orifice diameter (cm) tabulated by spatial context. 

 8LA1E-   
NR 

8LA1E-   
SR 8LA1W 

8MR123- 
MD 

8MR123-  
VL Total 

Lip thickness1       

n 13 1 14 2 1 31 

Mean 11.1 5.5 6.4 8.6 4.8  

Standard dev. 4.0 0.0 0.9 4.0 0.0  

Minimum  7.2 5.5 3.9 5.8 4.8  

Maximum 19.6 5.5   17.0 11.4 4.8  

       

Rim (wall) thickness2       

n 66 3 39 9 2 119 

Mean 9.6 9.1 7.9 9.7 8.9  

Standard dev. 2.0 1.9 1.6 2.5 1.4  

Minimum  5.4 7.0 3.9 5.8 7.9  

Maximum 15.3 10.5 11.7 13.8 9.9  

       

Orifice diameter3       

n 37 3 24 3 2 69 

Mean 24.8 28.7 20.3 24.7 22.0  

Standard dev. 8.1 6.4 9.1 13.6 2.8  

Minimum  10.0 24.0 6.0 14.0 20.0  

Maximum 48.0 36.0 36.0 40.0 24.0  
1
Measured for all vessel lots with flattened lips. 

2
Measured 3 cm below the lip. 

3
Estimated using a standardized rim chart for all vessel lots with at least five percent of the rim 

circumference intact.  
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Table 5-6.  Orange pottery inventory tabulated by surface decoration and spatial 
context.  

VESSEL FREQUENCY 
8LA1E-   

NR 
8LA1E-   

SR 8LA1W 
8MR123- 

MD 
8MR123-  

VL Total 

Orange Plain 25 7 67 4 10 113 

Orange Incised  106 3 57 20 7 193 

Tick Island Incised 12 -- 22 5 2 41 

Eroded 6 -- 1 1 2 10 

Total 149 10 147 30 21 357 

ROW %      
 

Orange Plain 22.1 6.2 59.3 3.5 8.8 100.0 

Orange Incised  54.9 1.6 14.0 10.4 3.6 100.0 

Tick Island Incised 29.3 0.0 53.7 12.2 4.9 100.0 

Eroded 60.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 41.7 2.8 41.2 8.4 5.9 100.0 

COLUMN %      
 

Orange Plain 16.8 70.0 45.6 13.3 47.6 31.7 

Orange Incised  71.1 30.0 38.8 66.7 33.3 54.1 

Tick Island Incised 8.1 0.0 15.0 16.7 9.5 11.5 

Eroded 4.0 0.0 0.7 3.3 9.5 2.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 5-7.  Frequency of various forms of use alteration tabulated by spatial context.   

 8LA1E-   
NR 

8LA1E-   
SR 8LA1W 

8MR123- 
MD 

8MR123-  
VL Total 

Soot 23 1 3 5 -- 32 

Interior residue 18 -- 3 2 1 24 

Mend holes 5 -- 2 2 -- 9 
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Figure 5-1.  Examples of Orange Incised and Tick Island Incised varieties of Orange 

pottery.  Illustrations courtesy of Ryan Hopewell. 
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Figure 5-2.  Map of the Silver Glen complex showing the locations of Orange contexts 

sampled for pottery analysis.  1) 8LA1-East north ridge. 2) 8LA1-East south 
ridge. 3) 8LA1-West Locus B/Locus C. 4) 8MR123 mound. and 5) 8MR123 
village. Topographic reconstruction adapted from Randall (2014).     
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Figure 5-3.  Multiplot showing the probability distributions of 2-sigma calibrated 

radiocarbon assays from various Late Archaic, site 8LA1 contexts sampled 
for Orange pottery analysis. 
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Figure 5-4.  Multiplot showing the probability distributions of 2-sigma calibrated 

radiocarbon assays from various Late Archaic, site 8MR123 contexts 
sampled for Orange pottery analysis. 
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Figure 5-5.  Reconstructed portion of an Orange Plain vessel from Locus B at 8LA1W. 

Artifact held in the collections of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology. 
Photograph courtesy of the author.      
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Figure 5-6.  Rim profiles of selected Orange Incised vessels from the north ridge at 

8LA1E. (Vessel interiors oriented to the right.)   
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Figure 5-7.  Rim profiles of Orange Plain vessels from the north ridge at 8LA1E. (Vessel 

interiors oriented to the right). 
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Figure 5-8.  Rim profiles of selected Orange Plain vessels from 8LA1W. (Vessel 

Interiors oriented to the right.)  
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Figure 5-9.  Rim profiles of selected Orange Incised (top row) and Tick Island Incised 

(bottom row) vessels from 8LA1W. (Vessel Interiors oriented to the right.)  
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Figure 5-10.  Rim profiles of selected Orange vessels from 8LA1E-SR, the 8MR123-VL, 

and 8MR123-MD. (8LA1E and 8MR123-VL profiles are all from Orange Plain 
vessels.  Vessel interiors are oriented to the right.)  
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Figure 5-11.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel lip thicknesses from mound contexts 

(8LA1E-NR and 8MR123-MD) at Silver Glen. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5-12.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel lip thicknesses from nonmound 

contexts (8LA1E-SR, 8LA1W, and 8MR123-VL) at Silver Glen. 
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Figure 5-13.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel rim thicknesses from mound 

contexts (8LA1E-NR and 8MR123-MD) at Silver Glen. 

 
 

 
Figure 5-14.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel rim thicknesses from nonmound 

contexts (8LA1E-SR, 8LA1W, and 8MR123-VL) at Silver Glen. 
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Figure 5-15.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel rim orifice diameter from mound 

contexts (8LA1E-NR and 8MR123-MD) at Silver Glen. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5-16.  Absolute frequency of Orange vessel orifice diameter from nonmound 

contexts (8LA1E-SR, 8LA1W, and 8MR123-VL) at Silver Glen. 
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Figure 5-17.  Select Orange Incised pottery sherds from the north ridge at 8LA1-East. 

A-B) rectilinear motif with tick marks. C-K) other rectilinear motifs. Artifacts 
held in the collections of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology and the 
Florida Museum of Natural History.  Photographs courtesy of the author.     
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Figure 5-18.  Select Tick Island Incised sherds from the north ridge at 8LA1E. A-B) 

typical Tick Island Incised motif. C) anomalous curvilinear motif.  Artifacts held 
in the collections of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology and the 
Florida Museum of Natural History.  Photographs courtesy of the author.         
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Figure 5-19.  Select Orange pottery sherds from the 8MR123 Mound. A-B) Orange 

Plain. C) Tick Island Incised. D-G) Orange Incised. Artifacts held in the 
collections of the Florida Museum of Natural History.  Photographs courtesy 
of the author.      
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Figure 5-20. Select Orange pottery sherds from 8LA1W.  A-F) Orange Incised. G-H) 

Orange Plain. Artifacts held in the collections of the Laboratory of 
Southeastern Archaeology.  Photographs courtesy of the author.       

 



 

260 

 
 
Figure 5-21.  Select Tick Island Incised sherds from 8LA1W. A-E) rim sherds. F) rim 

with lug handle. Artifacts held in the collections of the Laboratory of 
Southeastern Archaeology.  Photographs courtesy of the author.       
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Figure 5-22.  Close-up photographs of Orange pottery incisions. A) wet clay incisions 

with raised ridges. B) dry clay incisions. Artifacts held in the collections of the 
Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology. Photographs courtesy of the author.         

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 5-23.  Relative frequency of surface treatments by spatial context at Silver Glen. 
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Figure 5-24.  Examples of various forms of use alteration observed on Orange vessels 

at Silver Glen. A-B) soot. C-E) mend holes. F) thermal attrition. G) mechanical 
attrition. Artifacts held in the collections of the Laboratory of Southeastern 
Archaeology.  Photographs courtesy of the author.
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   CHAPTER 6 
POTTERY PROVENANCE AND THE SOCIAL SCALE OF SILVER GLEN’S ORANGE 

PERIOD GATHERINGS 

The shell deposition and pottery attribute data reveal a great deal regarding the 

content and organization of Orange period interactions at Silver Glen, but they are 

unable to directly address the social and geographic scale of these events.  As 

discussed in Chapter 2, one of the primary disagreements that separates competing 

interpretations of Archaic mounds is whether they accreted gradually as a result of 

persistent occupation by local populations or were constructed rapidly during the course 

of extralocal aggregation events. Material sourcing analyses have the potential to 

resolve aspects of this debate by allowing archaeologists to trace the movement of 

nonlocal  materials (and by extension the people transporting them) into local mound 

complexes.  In this way, the spatial extent of the mound-centered interaction networks 

can be defined and the scale of participation in mound construction can be estimated. 

When it comes to sourcing pottery, two related techniques—neutron activation 

analysis (NAA) and ceramic petrography—have been particularly successful in linking 

archaeological samples to specific source locations based on nuances in chemical and 

mineralogical composition.  While these techniques (especially NAA) have been 

employed less commonly in the Southeast than in some other regions (most notably the 

American Southwest and Mesoamerica), numerous recent studies have demonstrated 

their effectiveness and enormous potential for investigating indigenous southeastern 

histories (e.g., Smith 1998; Steponaitis et al. 1996; Wallis 2010, 2011).  This chapter 

presents the results of NAA and petrographic analysis of Orange pottery from Silver 

Glen as well as raw clay samples from Florida and Georgia.  The results from both 

techniques indicate that the greatest compositional diversity occurs in pottery from the 
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complex’s two shell mounds.  Moreover, the chemical data suggest that a substantial 

quantity of the mound pottery was likely manufactured hundreds of kilometers from 

Silver Glen, while nonmound assemblages were much more local in scope.  This 

pattern is consistent with the hypothesis that Orange period mounds were important 

convergence points for the various human and nonhuman actors involved in expansive 

Late Archaic networks of interaction. 

NAA Sampling and Methods 

A total of 288 of the vessel lots that were analyzed for techno-stylistic variability 

(see Chapter 5) were sampled and subjected to NAA (Table 6-1).  As discussed in 

Chapter 5, these vessel lots were recovered from five distinct Orange period contexts at 

Silver Glen: two shell mounds (8LA1E-NR and 8MR123), a specialized pit digging and 

shellfish processing area (8LA1W), and two likely habitation spaces (8LA1E-SR and 

8MR123-VL).  Variations in sample size among these contexts reflect the disparate 

sizes of the broader assemblages from which they were drawn.  In addition to the 

pottery, 20 natural clay sources were also sampled and submitted for NAA.  These 

samples were extracted from the middle St. Johns River valley and from preselected 

areas where Late Archaic period connections with the St. Johns region have been 

previously hypothesized, including the adjacent Atlantic coastline (Sassaman 2013; 

Sassaman and Randall 2012), the northern peninsular Gulf Coast (McFadden and 

Palmiotto 2012), and southwest Florida (Cordell 2004).  Data from 57 additional Florida 

and Georgia clays that were analyzed during separate research projects by Neill Wallis 

and Keith Ashley  were also incorporated into this study, bringing the total number of 

clay reference samples to 77 (Table 6-2; Figure 6-1). 
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Neutron activation analysis is a bulk chemical technique used to characterize the 

elemental constituents of a material.  In brief, this technique involves placing a small, 

usually powdered, sample into a nuclear reactor core where it is bombarded with 

neutrons. This bombardment results in a small fraction of the nuclei being transformed 

into unstable radioactive isotopes that decay at a known rate. While decaying, isotopes 

emit gamma rays with characteristic energies that can be measured to determine the 

quantities of the various elements present in the sample (Glascock et al. 2004).  The 

analytical precision of NAA (Bishop et al. 1982:292; Rice 1987:397), along with its small 

sample requirements and simple preparation procedures (Glascock 1992), have made it 

the disciplinary standard for the chemical characterization of pottery pastes (Pollard and 

Heron 2008:50).  This level of precision is particularly important for provenance studies 

in peninsular Florida where most clays are compositionally similar due to their ultimate 

derivation from the same southern Appalachian protolith (Bell 1924:118-119; Scott 

1990:325).  Resulting chemical distinctions among clays are often subtle and difficult to 

measure.  Fortunately, though, patterned variation does exist and multiple researchers 

have effectively distinguished between local and nonlocal vessels at Florida sites (Rice 

1980; Smith 1998; Wallis et al. 2010). 

Despite the technique’s long and successful track record, some researchers 

have raised questions regarding the validity of ceramic provenance conclusions drawn 

from NAA based primarily on statistical and methodological concerns (Flannery et al. 

2005; Sharer et al. 2006; Stoltman and Mainfort 2002; Stoltman et al. 2005).  While the 

statistical objections have been thoroughly rebutted (Neff et al. 2006), concerns 

regarding some inherent limitations of bulk chemical techniques do have merit.  Most of 
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the potential issues relate to the unique itineraries (as defined in Chapter 3) of pots and 

their constituent raw materials and the inability of NAA to isolate the chemical 

signatures of natural raw clays from those created by cultural tempers, absorbed 

residues, and diagenesis (Stoltman et al. 2005).  Fortunately, multiple studies have 

shown that the chemical impacts of most tempers are not so severe as to completely 

obscure the signature of the unaltered clays (Neff et al. 1988, 1989).  The effects of 

some of the more obfuscating tempering materials (e.g., shell) can also be factored out 

mathematically (Cogswell et al. 1998).  Further, if the chemical profiles of pots can be 

matched with natural geological source materials, then the idea of contamination 

becomes less plausible (Neff and Glowacki 2002).  Perhaps the best way to ensure the 

validity of chemical provenance determinations, however, is to pair NAA with a 

complimentary compositional technique such as petrography or x-ray diffraction (XRD).  

For this study, all pottery and clay samples were sent to the University of 

Missouri Research Reactor (MURR) Archaeometry Laboratory for NAA.  Pottery sherds 

were sampled by cutting off an approximately 2-x-2-cm fragment using a diamond-

tipped rotary saw.  Raw clays were molded into rectangular tiles, fired in an electric kiln, 

and cut in the same manner.  Analyses were conducted according to MURR’s standard 

procedures, which have been explained in detail elsewhere (Glascock 1992; Neff and 

Glowacki 2002) and will therefore be described only briefly here.  First, the outer surface 

of each sample was abraded with a silicon carbide burr in order to remove any slips or 

paints as well as adhering residues and soil.  Each sample was then washed with de-

ionized water, dried, and crushed into a powder before being subjected to a total of two 

irradiations (one short and one long) and three gamma counts using high-purity 
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germanium detectors.  Together, these methods allowed for the detection of 33 

elements, the concentrations of which were tabulated in parts-per-million 

The raw data were then subjected to quantitative analyses with two primary 

goals.  The first of these was to identify within the pottery data discrete compositional 

groups assumed to correspond to distinct source locations.  According to Glascock 

(1992:16):  

Compositional groups can be viewed as “centers of mass” in the 
compositional hyperspace described by the measured elemental 
concentrations.  An individual group is characterized by the location of its 
centroid and the unique correlations of the element concentrations with one 
another.  Decisions about whether to assign specimens to a particular 
compositional group should be based on the overall probability that the 
measured concentrations for a specimen could have been obtained from 
that group. 

The second goal was then to make source determinations by linking these pottery 

groups to clay reference samples with known proveniences (Glascock 1992:16).  The 

basic principle guiding this type of research, the “provenance postulate,” states that 

“sourcing is possible as long as there exists some qualitative or quantitative, chemical 

or mineralogical difference between natural sources that exceeds the qualitative or 

quantitative variation within each source” (Neff and Glowacki 2002:5 citing Weigand et 

al. 1977).  Inferences regarding provenance are also sometimes attempted in the 

absence of raw material sampling, making it impossible to pinpoint precise source 

locations.  In such cases, researchers often attempt to determine which vessel groups 

are local and nonlocal by referencing the “criterion of abundance,” the usually reliable 

assumption that things (in this case, pottery vessels) are most common closest to where 

they originate (Bishop et al. 1982; Neff and Glowacki 2002).  Although frequently relied 
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on by necessity, experts caution against placing too much faith in conclusions based 

entirely on this principle (Neff and Glowacki 2002).   

In this case, two related methods were employed to divide the pottery into distinct 

compositional groups.  First, a series of simple bivariate scatterplots were created, each 

of which showed the position of pottery data points in relation to two individual 

elements.  These were used to isolate preliminary groupings of samples that 

consistently clustered together across multiple plots.  In order to visualize more than two 

elements simultaneously, the data were also reduced to principal components and a 

series of principal component biplots were produced.  Principal components analysis 

(PCA) is a multivariate statistical technique designed to decrease the dimensionality of 

complex sets of data.  It involves transforming the data using eigenvector methods in 

order to determine the direction and magnitude of maximum variance in hyperspace2 

(Glascock 1992:17; Glascock et al. 2004:98–99). PCA is a standard and extremely 

useful tool for finding patterns in NAA research because it simplifies the data, providing 

a new basis for describing the entire distribution, without sacrificing much information 

(Glascock 1992:18).  It is also advantageous in that it allows the results of both Q-mode 

analysis, which deals with variables (i.e., elements), and R-mode analysis, which 

focuses on objects (i.e., individual analyzed samples) to be displayed on the same set 

of principal component (PC) axes (Baxter 1992, 1994; Neff 1994; 2002).  In this way, 

                                            
2
 “The first principal component (PC) is a linear combination of the original variables and is oriented in the 

direction of maximum variance.  The second PC is calculated to lie in the direction of remaining variance, 
with the additional constraint that it must be perpendicular to the first PC.  The third PC lies in the 
direction of maximum remaining variance after the variance attributed to the second PC has been 
removed and is orthogonal to the first two PCs.  This procedure continues until the number of PCs is 
equal to the number of original dimensions” (Glascock 1992:17–18; see also Neff 2002 for a complete 
mathematical explanation of PCA). 
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interrelationships between specific elements may be discovered and used in defining 

compositional groups. 

Once preliminary groups were formed using elemental and PC plots, the 

statistical validity of these groups was evaluated using Mahalanobis distance (MD)3.  

Taking into account the variances and covariances in a multivariate group, MD permits 

calculation of the probability that a particular sample belongs to a defined group (Bishop 

and Neff 1989; Glascock 1992; Glascock et al. 2004).  The one major limitation of this 

measure is that it requires that the number of group members exceed the number of 

elements being considered by at least one.  However, when dealing with small group 

sizes, MD can still be calculated by substituting PC scores for the raw data, provided 

that enough components are used to subsume 90 percent of the data’s total variance 

(Glascock et al. 2004).  Based on MD scores, the preliminary compositional groups 

were refined by adding, subtracting, and moving individual samples.  The finalized 

groups were then compared to the clay data in order to make source determinations, 

and the distributions of group members were compared across the various Silver Glen 

contexts. 

NAA Results 

The analyses carried out at MURR yielded measurements for 33 elements.  

Ultimately, three of these were removed from the data set in order to avoid introducing 

                                            
3
 The Mahalanobis distance of a specimen from a group centroid (Bieber et al. 1976, Bishop and Neff 

1989) is defined by:  

    
  [   ̅]   [   ̅], 

where y is the 1 x m array of logged elemental concentrations for the specimen of interest, X is the n x m 

data matrix of logged concentrations for the group to which the point is being compared with  ̅ being its 1 
x m centroid, and    is the inverse of the m x m variance:covariance matrix of group X.   
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artificial biases, unrelated to pottery provenance, into the grouping procedures.  As is 

usually the case with North American assemblages, nickel (Ni) was present in smaller-

than-detectable quantities in a majority of the submitted samples and was, as a result, 

excluded from all quantitative analyses.  In the end, calcium (Ca) and strontium (Sr) 

were also discarded due to concerns that levels of these elements had been impacted 

by the depositional environments of sampled pottery sherds.  In a study of Woodland 

period pottery from Florida and Georgia, Wallis (2011:96) found that these elements 

were most elevated among assemblages from shell middens and generally diminished 

among samples from nonshell contexts.  He attributes this pattern to the fact that, as 

water soluble elements, calcium and strontium are subject to leaching and transferal 

from surrounding shell matrix into the pores of permeable, low-fired pottery (Wallis 

2011:96).  In the present study, the various sampled contexts all contain some amount 

of shell; however, the precise nature of the original depositional environments is in 

many cases unknown due to historic landscape modifications.  Nonetheless, thin 

sections from analyzed sherds (discussed in detail later in this chapter) show that fiber 

voids are frequently lined with calcareous material almost certain to have been 

introduced postdepositionally (Figure 6-2).  Consequently, as a precaution, a 

mathematical correction was used to remove calcium and strontium from the samples 

and to compensate for their diluting effects on the other elements.  As defined by 

Cogswell et al. (1998:64) and Steponaitis et al. (1988), the following correction was 

implemented: 
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where e’ is the corrected concentration of a given element in parts per million (ppm), e 

is the measured concentration of that element in ppm, and c is the concentration of 

elemental calcium in ppm.   

Quantitative analyses were conducted on the data related to the remaining 30 

elements.  The PCA results are highly informative in revealing the elements most 

responsible for compositional variation across the samples.  The first five PCs account 

for approximately 82.5 % of the total variation in the data set.  Principal component 1 

has roughly equal contributions from a number of elements, such as zinc (Zn), 

manganese (Mn), cobalt (Co), rubidium (Rb), cesium (Cs), and iron (Fe), as well as the 

rare earth elements europium (Eu) and samarium (Sm).  Principal component 2 is 

dominated by sodium (Na) but is also substantially impacted by potassium (K) and 

manganese.  Principal component 3 has primary contributions from manganese, 

potassium, rubidium, arsenic (As) and cesium.  Principal component 4 has a range of 

important contributors including uranium (U), cesium, antimony (Sb), rubidium, 

zirconium (Zr), and hafnium (Hf).  And finally, Principal component 5 has a very strong 

input from arsenic (As) along with lesser and roughly equal contributions from several 

other elements.  

In the end, three primary composition groups (CG1–CG3; Table 6-3) were 

recognized among the Silver Glen pottery samples.  As can be seen in multiple PC 

biplots (Figures 6-3 and 6-4), the first two groups have generally similar chemical 

profiles with CG1 (n=33) exhibiting slightly higher levels of most elements when 

compared to CG2 (n=46). Cobalt, rubidium, and cesium are especially abundant in CG1 

relative to CG2.  The only exceptions to this general pattern are manganese, arsenic, 
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zirconium, and hafnium, all of which show higher concentrations in CG2 than CG1. 

Comparatively, CG3 (n=73) is characterized by substantially lower concentrations of 

most elements, and is especially deficient in iron and chromium. This group, however, 

exhibits the highest levels of three elements (sodium, antimony, and uranium) of any of 

the composition groups.  CG3 consistently stands out as the most chemically distinct of 

the three groups tends to show the least amount of internal variation, as can be seen in 

the standard deviations reported in Table 6-4.  Consequently, CG3 samples tend to 

cluster tightly and show the most separation of the three groups across PC biplots and 

elemental bivariate plots (e.g., Figure 6-5).  Mahalanobis distance measurements 

confirm the veracity of these groupings, with no assigned sample having more than a 

6.1 percent chance of belonging to either of the other two composition groups.  

Importantly, these tests help corroborate the distinctiveness of CG3 by showing that 

every sample in the group has a 0.0 percent chance of belonging to any other group.  

MD values are also helpful in showing that, of the 136 unassigned samples, 92 have at 

least some chance of belonging to one or more of the three composition groups, even 

though they cannot be statistically included, while 44 are chemical outliers with a <0.1 

percent chance of belonging to any of the defined groups. 

The chemical variation reflected in these data is distributed across the Silver 

Glen complex in patterned and potentially significant ways (Table 6-5; Figure 6-6). The 

two mounds at 8LA1E-NR and 8MR123-MD show remarkably similar proportions of the 

various composition groups.  Overall, they exhibit the most chemical diversity, being the 

only two contexts with members of all three composition groups. CG3 is restricted 

exclusively to the mounds and makes up a large majority the assigned sherds from 
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these locations. Both mounds also contain representatives of CG1 and CG2—albeit in 

much smaller numbers—as well as large quantities of unassigned sherds.  The 

respective samples from the three non-mound contexts each exhibit a subset of the 

total range of chemical variation found at the mounds.  The assigned samples from 

Locus B and Locus C at 8LA1W are virtually evenly divided between CG1 and CG2.  

8LA1W also contains a relatively high proportion of unassigned sherds, similar to that 

exhibited at the mounds.  In general, the probable habitation sites at 8MR123-VL and 

8LA1E-SR exhibit the least amount of compositional diversity.  All assigned sherds from 

both of these contexts (including all 10 of the analyzed samples from 8LA1E-SR) belong 

to CG2.  Half of the sherds from 8MR123-VL remain unassigned to any group.    

Examining the NAA data from the clays helps to shed some light on the origins of 

the compositional variations observed among the pottery samples.  While Florida’s 

geological history to some extent limits the magnitude of chemical differences found in 

the state’s clay deposits, the age and condition of these deposits varies and significant 

patterned variations have been discovered (Wallis et al. 2014).  In general, most 

elements occur in the highest concentrations nearest their original lithological source in 

the southern Appalachians and decrease gradually toward the south.  Some important 

exceptions to this trend are calcium and strontium, both of which are most abundant in 

clays in south Florida (probably due to the shallowness of the limestone platform in that 

area) and drop off as one moves north.  There are also marked concentrations of some 

elements in discrete areas such as iron along the northern Atlantic coast as well as 
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antimony and uranium (probably due to extensive phosphate deposits) near Tampa 

Bay4 (Wallis et al. 2014). 

When the pottery data are examined in relation to these clay patterns, it is clear 

that CG1 and CG2 are generally consistent with local clays found in the St. Johns River 

valley and Atlantic coastal regions of northeastern Florida.  As is usually the case due to 

cultural manipulation of potting materials, most of the clay samples cannot be included 

directly in any of the pottery groups, although one clay from coastal Volusia County 

(ZIG341) does fit comfortably within the statistical boundaries of CG1.  Nevertheless, 

like CG1 and CG2, the clays from northeastern Florida are relatively enriched in most 

elements, including especially iron.  Moreover, several of these clays cluster tightly with 

CG1 and CG2 pottery samples across multiple bivariate plots of PC and elemental data 

(e.g., Figure 6-7 and Figure 6-8).  Composition Group 3, on the other hand, possesses 

a chemical profile that is characterized by anomalously high levels of sodium, antimony, 

and uranium, along with very low levels of iron. None of the analyzed clays from 

northeast Florida show similar chemical profiles. The only clays that do were collected 

more than 200 km away, along Florida’s southwest coast (see Table 6-6). In that region, 

this particular suite of traits is repeated across seven samples (NJW342, NJW363, 

NJW364, ZIG326, ZIG330, ZIG332, and ZIG339) that range from Tampa Bay south to 

Charlotte Harbor (Figure 6-9).  Once again, these clay samples do not fit neatly within 

                                            
4
 Chemical disparities between clays in northeast Florida and southwest Florida make sense given the 

structure and history of the state’s sedimentary geology.  The comparatively high concentrations of iron 
and most other elements in northern Florida can be linked to clay deposits that were transported 
southward relatively recently by fluvial and marine currents from the southern Appalachians.  The iron-
deficient clays further south are generally associated with older Miocene-age sediments associated with 
the Hawthorne Group, which is shallower and more frequently exposed on the southern part of the 
peninsula.  Southwest Florida is also rich in phosphate deposits, which may help to explain the elevated 
amounts of uranium found in clays from that region (Scott 1997; McClellan and Eades 1997). 
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the statistical parameters of CG3.  In this case, that is largely because the 

concentrations of all clay elements in the CG3 pottery group are substantially diluted by 

the high concentration of silica sponge spicules present in these sherds (quantified and 

discussed later in this chapter).  Removing the spicules would likely bring the CG3 

elemental values in Table 6-6 much more in line with those exhibited by the clays from 

southwest Florida.  Even with sponge spicules, multiple clays from that region still 

consistently cluster with CG3 when the data are plotted graphically. 

The NAA results thus provide strong evidence that much of the Orange pottery 

found at Silver Glen’s shell mounds was likely imported from outside of northeastern 

Florida.  Further, comparisons between pottery and clay compositions indicate that the 

likeliest point of origin for a large proportion of these vessels is located more than 200 

km to the southwest of Silver Glen, along Florida’s southern Gulf Coast.  Pottery 

recovered from the three nonmound contexts, on the other hand, is entirely consistent 

with clays found locally in the middle St. Johns valley and nearby Atlantic coastline, 

although it is possible that some of the large number of unassigned samples from 

8LA1W may yet be linked to nonlocal sources.  These patterns have potentially 

important implications for our understanding of the scale and organization of Late 

Archaic social landscapes, as they suggest an expansive, regional scale catchment 

area for the events that occurred at Orange period mounds, one that contrasts markedly 

with other contemporary types of places.  The results of the petrographic analyses 

(discussed below) help to not only corroborate these NAA findings but also shed 

additional light on the mineralogical source of some of the identified chemical 

signatures.   
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Petrography Sampling and Methods  

 The petrographic component of this study was designed to illuminate 

compositional similarities and differences among previously established gross paste 

categories and to evaluate the provenance inferences made on the basis of NAA data.  

To these ends, 75 of the 288 vessels sampled for NAA were also thin-sectioned and 

point-counted under a petrographic microscope.  In deciding which vessels to include in 

the petrographic analysis, multiple factors were taken into account, beginning with the 

size of the sherds in question.  As noted in Chapter 5, many of the designated vessel 

lots consist of only a single sherd, and a number of these would not have been large 

enough to sample for both NAA and petrographic analysis without destroying the entire 

specimen.  As a result, some vessels were excluded from the petrography study simply 

because they were too small.  Conscious efforts were also made to capture the entire 

ranges of spatial, techno-stylistic, and compositional variation present at the complex.  

Consequently, the petrographic sample includes vessels from all five of the Orange 

period contexts at Silver Glen (see Table 6-1 for a breakdown of the number of vessels 

analyzed per context).  It also cuts across the different decorative types (i.e., Orange 

Plain, Orange Incised, and Tick Island Incised) and the various gross paste categories 

identified via standard microscopy (outlined in Chapter 5).  Twenty clays from across 

peninsular Florida were also sampled for the petrographic component of this study (see 

Table 6-2).  They were thin-sectioned after firing and subjected to the same analytical 

processes as the pottery.  

All thin sections were professionally prepared and cut to a standard thickness of 

30 µ (0.03 mm) by Spectrum Petrographics Inc.  I analyzed the thin-sections and 

collected point-count data using the petrographic microscope and mechanical stage 
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housed at the Florida Museum of Natural History Ceramic Technology Laboratory.  In 

general, I followed the point-counting procedures outlined by Stoltman (1989, 1991, 

2001).  A 1 mm by 1 mm counting interval was used throughout the analysis.  Each 

point encountered at the stop of the stage was assigned to one of the following 

categories: void, matrix, fiber void (with or without intact fiber), biogenic silica (sponge 

spicule, diatom, or phytolith), ferric concretion, miscellaneous organic material, and very 

fine through very coarse quartz and other mineral constituents.  Identifications were 

typically made using the 10X objective, but the 25X and 40X objectives were also 

sometimes used to verify the presence of minute constituents such as siliceous 

microfossils.  Grain size was estimated using an eyepiece micrometer in reference to 

the Wentworth Scale (Rice 1987:38).  In those instances when fewer than 150 points 

were counted (n = 8), the thin sections were rotated 180 degrees on the mechanical 

stage and recounted (following Pluckhahn and Cordell 2011; Stoltman 2001:306).  The 

presence and relative quantity of some extremely small constituents, as well as those 

occurring in very low frequencies, were not always reflected in the point-count data.  In 

those cases, the standardized comparison chart created by Stoops (2003:48) was used 

for estimating particle abundance.  

Petrography Results 

Like NAA, petrographic analyses revealed a great deal of compositional diversity 

within Silver Glen’s Orange pottery assemblage.  Not surprisingly, examination of each 

thin section showed an extremely porous ceramic fabric permeated by countless 

circular or linear voids (depending on the orientation of the cut), some of which still 

contained the charred remains of Spanish moss fibers (Figure 6-10).  Beyond clay 

matrix and fiber, the analyzed sherds vary widely in the frequency and size of different 
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inclusions.  Some of the primary constituents identified include silt-sized to medium 

quartz grains, sponge spicules, and ferric concretions.  Mica, diatoms, phytoliths, 

limestone, and miscellaneous organic matter were also identified, albeit in smaller 

amounts.  Additional mineral constituents that were observed only rarely include 

feldspar (plagioclase and microcline), epidote, hornblende, and kyanite. 

Following Cordell (2004) and my own preliminary observations of paste variation 

within the assemblage (see Chapter 5), I divided the petrography sample into three 

gross paste cateogries (nonspiculate, intermediate, and spiculate) on the basis of 

sponge spicule content.  The relationships between these categories are represented 

graphically in the ternary diagrams in Figure 6-11.  The nonspicultate (NSP) category  

(n = 43) is composed of vessels containing between 0 and 2.6 percent sponge spicules, 

while intermediate (INT) vessels exhibit 3.3–8.0 percent spicule content, and spiculate 

(SP) vessels 10.4–26.1 percent.  As already alluded to, disagreement exists regarding 

the extent to which the spicules found in pre-Columbian pots throughout Florida were 

natural constituents of exploited clays as opposed to being intentionally added as a 

tempering material (Cordell and Koski 2003; Rolland and Bond 2003).  It was long 

assumed that all of the many thousands of spiculate vessels, which cut across several 

pottery traditions and were produced from the Late Archaic period through European 

contact, were manufactured with naturally spicule-rich clays in the St. Johns region and 

then exported into other areas as exchange wares (e.g., Crusoe 1971:40; Mitchem 

1986:93-94; Cordell 1984:162-164).  However, despite now-extensive testing of Florida 

clays (Cordell 1984; Rolland and Bond 2003; Wallis 2011; this study), no natural 

deposits have been identified that even approach the high spicule content found in 
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many archaeological potsherds (cf. Borremans and Shaak 1986; Cordell and Koski 

2003; Rice 1987:409).  Given this fact, along with ethnographic documentation of 

spicule tempering among modern Amazonian peoples (e.g., Heckenberger et al. 1999), 

it is probable that the “chalky” pastes of the spicule-rich vessels assigned to the SP 

category, and possibly some of the INT vessels, were a product of cultural tempering 

practices.  The trace amounts of spicules found in some NSP vessels, on the other 

hand, are more likely to reflect natural and incidental inclusions within raw clays.  

These gross paste categories were further partitioned based primarily on 

disparities in the frequency of quartz sand (Table 6-7).  The NSP category was divided 

into four paste groups, with NSP1 (n = 8) registering 0.5–2.9 percent sand, NSP2 (n = 

20) 3.4–10.1 percent, NSP3 (n = 13) 11.4–21.7 percent, and NSP4 (n = 2) 25.1–25.4 

percent.  The INT samples were similarly split into three paste groups with INT1 (n = 2) 

containing 0–2.2 percent sand, INT2 (n = 3) 7.3–10.3 percent, and INT3 (n = 1) 18.3 

percent.  The SP group was left intact because, while its members do vary to some 

extent in sand content (with a total range of 0.6–9.2 percent), there are no obvious 

natural breaks in the data that would justify subdividing the larger gross paste category.  

Like sponge spicules, sand may exist as either a natural constituent of clay or be added 

to pottery as a temper.  In general, quartz grains falling into silt or very fine Wentworth 

size classes are considered to be natural, while fine to very coarse grains are attributed 

to tempering decisions (Rice 1987:411; Stoltman 1989, 1991).  However, these 

assumptions are not always accurate, and determining the origin of sand inclusions is 

especially challenging in places such as Florida where sandy soils dominate across 

most contexts (Rice 1987:411).  In the case at hand, silt through fine grains are most 



 

280 

common in almost every sample, with medium grains occurring less frequently, and 

larger grains only rarely.  Grain-size comparisons among the paste groups were 

facilitated by calculating a sand size index (SSI)5 for each specimen (after Stoltman 

2001:314).  Mean SSI scores for the different paste groups indicate relatively consistent 

sand grain sizes, even across groups with varying quantities of sand.  The one glaring 

exception is the SP group, which produced a mean SSI score substantially lower than 

the others, thus indicating a divergent paste recipe, a distinct geological source, or 

some combination of both.   

Even if both sponge spicules and quartz sand are assumed to be cultural 

tempers, other components of the point-count data (Figure 6-12) suggest that these 

substances were added to distinct raw clay resources.  In addition to elevated spicule 

content, the SP group exhibits a relatively high frequency of other siliceous microfossils, 

including diatoms and phytoliths, both of which are virtually absent among the NSP and 

INT groups.  These fossils are usually considered to be natural clay constituents and 

have been found broadly useful for distinguishing between pots that originated from 

different geological sources (e.g., Cordell and Deagan 2013:104; Pluckhahn and Cordell 

2011:297; Quinn 2013:53,140; Wallis 2011:124).   Spiculate vessels are also 

characterized by a relative abundance of ambient organic matter (outside of fiber voids), 

although it is not clear whether this resulted from the selective exploitation of organic-

rich clays or whether another organic temper was employed in conjunction with Spanish 

moss fibers.  The NSP group, on the other hand, exhibits relatively frequent mica 

                                            
5
 Following Stoltman (2001:314) SSI was calculated by assigning each counted sand grain a score based 

on its size class according to the Wentworth Scale.  The scores for the entire specimen were then 
summed and divided by the total number of counted sand grains, resulting in a single index that can be 
used to compare variation in overall sand size across specimens.  In this case, very fine grains were 
scored as 0.5, fine as 1, medium as 2, coarse as 3, very coarse as 4, and anything larger as 5.     
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inclusions and ferric concretions, both of which are comparatively rare in the SP sherds.   

Together, these data provide strong evidence that NSP and SP vessels are composed 

of both separate clay matrices and distinct tempering materials. 

The distribution of the different paste groups across the Silver Glen landscape 

helps to corroborate my preliminary observations (reported in Chapter 5) regarding the 

structured nature of Orange pottery deposition at the complex.  As illustrated in Figure 

6-13, SP vessels are heavily concentrated at Silver Glen’s Orange period shell mounds, 

while NSP vessels dominate in all nonmound contexts dating to the same interval (see 

Table 6-8 for a full breakdown of paste group allocations by context).  The small number 

of INT vessels is split between the two mounds and 8LA1W.  Within the NSP and INT 

groups, there is no obvious patterning in the spatial distribution of the subgroups based 

on sand content, with members of NSP1–NSP3 and INT1–INT3 distributed over a range 

of mound and nonmound contexts. 

Because of their widespread occurrence, the various constituents used to 

distinguish among the paste groups at Silver Glen do not allow for conclusive 

provenance determinations on their own.  Prior to this study, freshwater sponge 

spicules had been recorded in natural clays from two regions of Florida, the St. Johns 

valley and along the southern gulf coast (Cordell and Koski 2003; Rolland and Bond 

2003; Wallis et al. 2014).  Those results were repeated here, with 5 of the 15 point 

counted clays from northeastern Florida registering between 0.5 and 4.5 percent 

spicules and 2 of the 6 southwest Florida clays containing   2.2 percent and 8.5 percent 

respectively.   As already noted, these proportions fall far short of those observed in so-

called “chalky” pottery, making it exceedingly unlikely that unaltered clay inclusions are 
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responsible for the large quantities of spicules found in the SP group from Silver Glen.  

An alternative source may be Florida’s numerous peat beds and mucky soil deposits, 

many of which are known to be rich in spicules and other biosilicates (Davis 1946; 

Espenshade 1983, Schwandes and Collins 1994; Wallis, personal communication 

2014).  These deposits would have provided indigenous potters a virtually limitless 

range of potential sources for acquiring spicule-rich tempering materials.  If at least 

some pots were tempered with peat or muck, that would help to explain the extremely 

high frequency of organic detritus found in many of the SP sherds.  That would also 

mean that spicules themselves cannot be looked at as an index of any specific source 

location or region, therefore limiting their utility in provenance research.  The same, of 

course, could be said of other constituents such as quartz grains and organic matter.  

The only two commonly observed mineral constituents that may offer some clues as to 

a vessel’s source are mica and ferric concretions.  The relatively high proportions of 

these inclusions in sherds from Silver Glen are consistent with the pottery and clays 

from northern Florida that were analyzed for this and other studies (e.g., Cordell and 

Deagan 2013; Wallis 2011; Wallis et al. 2014).  Conversely, their relative paucity in SP 

sherds conforms to the expected and observed compositions of clays from further 

south, where most mineral inclusions are typically depleted due to these clays’ 

increased distance their original southern Appalachian source (Wallis et al. 2014). 

While the petrographic data alone are incapable of isolating a precise point of 

origin for Silver Glen’s Orange pottery, it is important to point out that they are entirely 

consistent with the provenance conclusions drawn from NAA.  As was the case with 

NAA, an even cursory examination of the petrographic data reveals a clear distinction 
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between the two mounds and all other Silver Glen contexts.  A direct comparison of the 

two datasets (Table 6-9; Figure 6-14) shows that the SP paste group largely 

corresponds with the likely nonlocal chemical composition group CG3.  The fact that the 

SP group also comprises one CG2 vessel and several others that were left unassigned 

based on NAA indicates that spicules were probably added to a variety of raw clay 

resources—ones associated with both local and imported vessels.  All nonmound 

contexts at Silver Glen, conversely, are dominated by vessels belonging to the NSP 

gross paste group, which matches up closely with the combined memberships of the 

presumably local composition groups CG1 and CG2. 

The petrographic data also help to shed light on the source of the chemical 

differences separating CG1 and CG2.  Petrographic point-counts indicate that CG2 

vessels contain a significantly higher average proportion of quartz than their CG1 

counterparts (t[24] = 2.02, p < .05).  Quartz tempers have been shown to have a diluting 

effect on most elements in bulk chemical profiles because, with the exception of trace 

amounts of zirconium and hafnium (which occur in the zircons frequently associated 

with quartz sands), NAA does not detect the chemical constituents of quartz (Neff et al. 

1989:66; Steponaitis et al. 1996).  And indeed, according to the NAA results discussed 

earlier in this chapter, CG2 is characterized by lower concentrations of most elements 

than CG1.  The only four exceptions to this pattern are zirconium, hafnium, manganese, 

and arsenic, all of which occur in larger amounts in CG2 than both the other 

composition groups.  Moreover, correlation coefficients demonstrate that zirconium 

(r[75] = .51) and hafnium (r[75] = .57) are the only measured elements that exhibit a 

positive correlation with quartz content.  Recent compositional analyses of pottery from 
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the lower St. Johns region using LA-ICP-MS have found that these elements are linked 

to a series of heavy mineral inclusions, including monazites, zircons and rutiles, 

commonly associated with sands in northeastern Florida (Wallis and Kamenov  2013).  

In fact, this part of the state has been mined for such minerals since the 20th century 

(Olsen et al. 1990:252–253).  Together, these data strongly suggest that the primary 

difference between CG1 and CG2 lies not in their respective clay chemistries or distinct 

provenances but rather in the amount of quartz that each contains.  Given their largely 

overlapping distributions across elemental and PC bivariate plots, it is likely that these 

groups reflect the application of slightly different tempering practices to otherwise similar 

pottery pastes.   

Summary and Discussion 

To summarize the pottery composition component of this study, 288 pottery 

samples from five Orange period contexts at Silver Glen were submitted for NAA and 

compared to the chemical data from a total of 75 clays.  The results indicate that at least 

three distinct chemical composition groups are represented, with two of these groups 

(CG1 and CG2) exhibiting chemical profiles consistent with clays found near Silver Glen 

and other areas of northeastern Florida.  The other composition group (CG3) clusters 

the most tightly and is clearly the most distinct of the three according to bivariate plots of 

principal components and various individual elements.  The only analyzed clays that 

match the unusual chemical composition of these CG3 samples originated more than 

200 km to the southwest of the complex along Florida’s southern gulf coast, indicating 

that a substantial number of Silver Glen vessels may have been imported into the 

complex over a considerable distance.  Importantly, it appears as if deposition of these 

potentially foreign vessels was restricted entirely to the complex’s two massive shell 
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mounds.  Overall, pottery from the mounds contains the most compositional diversity, 

while that from each of the temporally overlapping nonmound contexts exhibits a subset 

of the total range of variation.  The NAA data thus strongly suggest that Silver Glen’s 

shell mounds were the sites of larger-scale, more socially inclusive social gatherings 

than other contemporary places at the complex—gatherings that implicated people and 

things from across much of Florida.   

In general, the petrography results help to corroborate the conclusions drawn 

from NAA.  Point-count data show that the presumably nonlocal CG3 vessels also 

possess distinct mineralogical compositions characterized by relatively large proportions 

of sponge spicules, diatoms, and other biosilicate constituents.  Moreover, CG1 and 

CG2 vessels exhibit a relatively high frequency of mica and ferric concretions similar to 

previously analyzed samples from northern Florida.  These materials are much sparser 

in CG3 vessels, a trait shared with clays from the southern half of the state.  The 

petrographic results have also helped clarify the relationship between CG1 and CG2 by 

showing that their chemical differences may be linked to a disparity in sand content, one 

possibly resulting from alternative tempering practices.  Not surprisingly, the 

petrographic analysis proved to be an indispensable complement to the chemical 

characterization study.   

There are a few additional factors worth considering with regard to the 

provenance determinations just discussed.  First, it is possible, and perhaps probable, 

that composition groups CG1 and CG2 comprise a number of different clay resources 

from northeast Florida.  Both groups show a great deal of internal heterogeneity and the 

potential area from which they could have originated includes not only the entire St. 
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Johns River valley but also a lengthy stretch of the Atlantic coastline.  Unfortunately, 

clay differences across this broad expanse are so subtle that clear-cut distinctions 

between individual source locations are not currently possible based on the chemical 

and mineralogical techniques employed here.  Couple this with the fact that nearly half 

of the analyzed samples remain unassigned to any of the three defined composition 

groups, and it seems exceedingly likely that far more than three distinct clays are 

represented in Silver Glen’s Orange assemblage.   

It should also be pointed out that the proposed link between CG3 and southwest 

Florida is supported, at least indirectly, by a range of non-compositional archaeological 

data.  The fact that all CG3 vessels, without a single exception, were recovered from 

mound deposits may reflect a situation in which pots transported over hundreds of 

kilometers were restricted to certain ritualized interactive contexts due to the elevated 

cultural value attached to objects with such distant origins.  There is evidence that this 

pattern repeats itself at other Orange mounds in the middle St. Johns region including 

Harris Creek, Old Enterprise, and Orange Mound, which all appear to contain Orange 

pottery assemblages dominated by large, elaborately decorated vessels that contrast 

clearly with the kinds of pottery found at neighboring nonmound sites (based on 

observations in Jenks 2006; Moore 1999; Wyman 1875).  Interaction with southwest 

Florida groups may also be reflected in uncanny similarities between the mound at the 

mouth of Silver Glen Run and the two Late Archaic shell rings documented along the 

southern Gulf Coast (described in Chapter 4).  These rings, especially the one at Bonita 

Bay, are very similar in shape, size, and orientation to the one at 8LA1E but are 

otherwise unique among Florida’s shell monuments.  Although large Orange pottery 
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assemblages have not been recovered from these sites, the parallels they exhibit with 

Silver Glen are unlikely to be coincidental.   In addition, the distribution of Tick Island 

Incised pottery, which occurs only in the middle St. Johns valley and along sections of 

Florida’s Gulf Coast, suggests that Late Archaic groups centered in and around Silver 

Glen may have had a greater affinity with peoples to the west than with the more 

geographically proximate groups occupying the Atlantic Coast.  When all these factors 

are combined with the compositional data, a very strong argument emerges for the 

movement of pottery, and likely people, between southwest Florida and the Silver Glen 

complex. 

Whereas Chapter 5 focused primarily on how Orange pottery from Silver Glen 

bundled different stylistic and technological traditions, this chapter has focused on the 

convergences facilitated first, among the various materials and substances implicated in 

the manufacture of every pot and second, among the countless individual vessels that 

were assembled at the complex’s mounds and related contexts.   The raw materials 

combined during pottery manufacture undoubtedly afforded a range of material tasks 

(e.g., cooking, serving, and transport, among other tasks) in the technofunctional sense 

described above.  But they also afforded certain special forms of interaction and history-

making among both localized groups and much broader-scale mound-centered 

communities.  Each type of clay and tempering material would have possessed its own 

unique physical properties, historical associations, and cultural meanings, all of which 

were durably fused together during the crafting of a pot. As a result of this creative 

process, traditions were invented or renewed, identities were expressed, and material 

precedents were established that would persist far into the future.  The gathering 
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together and communal consumption of vessels with diverse compositions, forms, and 

biographies would have constituted a momentous occasion for the various participants 

in these events.  It is likely that spicule or sand tempering would have been just as 

effective a symbol of cultural affiliation as surface decorations.  By accumulating vessels 

with recognizably distinct origins and binding them together in monumental contexts, the 

multiple social constituencies gathered at Silver Glen were thus able to forge enduring 

relationships between people and places that spanned most of the state of Florida. 

The results of the archaeometric sourcing analyses provide invaluable insight 

into this community-building process by revealing the scale of the social connections 

that were achieved in different contexts and, in some cases, helping to demarcate 

pathways of interaction between specific regions.  These types of techniques offer 

archaeologists the most direct means of tracing the movement of people and things 

across landscapes as well as into and out of various relationships.  Because of this, 

scientific provenance research is one of the most promising avenues for “reinvigorating” 

object biographies and understanding the role of material things and substances in past 

social lives (Joy 2009: 545; see also Hodder 2012:58–59; Jones 2004; Joyce 2012).  In 

this case, NAA and petrography reveal that the mounds at Silver Glen attracted both 

local pottery and vessels that were manufactured hundreds of kilometers away from the 

site.  While a number of different mechanisms (e.g., a series of down-the-line 

exchanges, residential mobility, or otherwise) could theoretically be responsible for the 

movement of vessels over long distances, the vast quantity of imported vessels at Silver 

Glen, along with their restriction to monumental contexts, suggests that the pots in 

question were accumulated through repeated extralocal aggregations of both people 
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and pottery.  In this way, pottery helped to enchain people and places across Florida 

and contributed to the development and maintenance of a regional-scale 

macrocommunity based on mound-centered interactions. 
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Table 6-1.  Number of vessel lots sampled for NAA and petrographic analysis by spatial 
context.  

   8LA1E-   
NR 

8LA1E-   
SR 8LA1W 

8MR123- 
MD 

8MR123-  
VL Total 

NAA 125 10 103 30 20 288 

Petrography 20 6 30 10 10 76 
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Table 6-2. Clays sampled for NAA. 

ANID Provenience ANID Provenience 

KHA032 Grant Mound (8DU14) NJW347 South of site 8PI2 

KHA033 Deen's Landing NJW348 Pinellas County 

KHA088 Site 8LE151 NJW349 Site 8SM136 

KHA089 Site 38CH42 NJW350 6 mi from site 8CO17 

KHA091 Amelia Island   NJW351 1.5 mi from Luraville 

KHA122 Silver Glen (8LA1/8MR123) NJW352 15 mi east of site 8SU85 

KHA123 Salt Springs (8MR2322) NJW353 Kolomoki (9ER1) 

NJW315 New Smyrna. NJW354 Kolomoki (9ER1) 

NJW316 Old Enterprise (8VO55) NJW355 Kolomoki (9ER1) 

NJW317 Grant Mound (8DU14) NJW356 Torreya State Park 

NJW318 Oxeye Island  NJW357 Torreya State Park 

NJW319 Grand Shell Ring (8DU1) NJW358 Goat Shed 

NJW320 Amelia Island Airport NJW359 Pottery Cave 

NJW321 Little Talbot Island NJW360 Tour Cave 

NJW322 St. Mary's River NJW361 Willis Landing, Brothers River 

NJW323 Osceola Forest NJW362 Bishop Harbor site (8MA150) 

NJW324 Cabin Bluff Shell Ring NJW363 Palma Sola Bay (8MA22/140) 

NJW325 Cabin Bluff Shell Ring NJW364 Maximo Park 

NJW326 China Hill, Telfair County ZIG324* Brevard County 

NJW327 Coffee Bluff (9TF115) ZIG325* Brevard County 

NJW328 Coffee Bluff (9TF115) ZIG326* Charlotte County 

NJW329 Jekyll Island (south) ZIG327* Oxeye Island 

NJW330 Jekyll Island (north) ZIG328* Bank of St. Johns River 

NJW331 Clay Hole Island, Altamaha R. ZIG329* Silver Glen (8LA1/8MR123) 

NJW332 Lower Sansavilla, Altamaha R. ZIG330* Near Boca Grande IX 

NJW333 Lower Sansavilla, Altamaha R. ZIG331* Near Olga 

NJW334 Site 8CO17 ZIG332* Manatee County 

NJW335 2 miles NE of 8CO17 ZIG333* North of Ocala 

NJW336 Leslie Mound FS 10 ZIG334* Salt Springs (8MR2322) 

NJW337 Ichetucknee Springs ZIG335* Salt Springs (8MR2323) 

NJW338 Cat Island (8DI29) ZIG336* Silver Glen (8LA1/8MR123) 

NJW339 Big Shoals, Suwannee River ZIG337* Shell Bluff Site 

NJW340 Site 8HI476A ZIG338* Little Salt Spring (8SO18) 

NJW341 Hillsborough River ZIG339* Warm Mineral Springs 

NJW342 Fish Creek site (8HI105) ZIG340* Tomoka State Park 

NJW343 San Luis (8LE4) ZIG341* Bulow Creek State Park 

NJW344 San Luis (8LE4) ZIG342* Groves Orange (8VO2601) 

NJW345 O'Connell site (8LE157) ZIG343* Halifax Creek 

NJW346 Wynn Haven site (8OK239)     
*Indicates clay samples that were also thin-sectioned and examined petrographically. 
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Table 6-3. Summary descriptions of variability in the chemical composition groups 
inferred from NAA. 

NAA Composition 
Group 

Description 

CG1 (n=33) Elevated levels of most elements compared to the other two 
chemical groups; especially high levels of Co, Rb, and Cs.  

CG2 (n=46) Similar chemical profile to CG1 but with slightly lower levels of 
most elements; Mn, As, Zr, Hf are only elements with higher 
concentrations in CG2 than CG1; especially high level of Mn. 

CG3 (n=73) Substantially lower concentrations of most elements compared 
to CG1 and CG2; especially deficient in Fe; highest levels of 
Na, Sb, and U of all three chemical groups. 
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Table 6-4.  Mean and standard deviations of elemental concentrations in each 
composition group.  

  CG1 (n = 33)   CG2 (n = 46)    CG3 (n = 73) 

Element 
Mean 
(ppm) 

Standard 
deviation  

Mean 
(ppm) 

Standard 
deviation  

Mean 
(ppm) 

Standard 
deviation 

Na   2147.07 1065.65 
 

1299.93 748.12 
 

3903.12 683.20 

Al   92013.41 25911.06 
 

87624.47 23516.34 
 

58330.86 7501.31 

K   7985.54 8349.26 
 

4036.46 1601.00 
 

6539.38 1257.03 

Sc   16.60 5.48 
 

15.40 5.14 
 

8.01 1.34 

Ti   6246.30 920.68 
 

6116.64 812.46 
 

4878.14 576.42 

V   93.76 25.66 
 

84.84 28.91 
 

82.52 15.51 

Cr   114.83 37.60 
 

110.39 35.97 
 

69.75 7.82 

Mn   127.31 166.64 
 

352.47 399.79 
 

83.92 36.38 

Fe   37424.76 12142.36 
 

34095.54 13089.36 
 

13076.55 4176.80 

Co   5.11 1.77 
 

3.94 1.74 
 

2.27 0.68 

Zn   58.35 31.27 
 

47.12 32.19 
 

22.19 8.80 

As   4.16 2.11 
 

5.15 2.71 
 

4.53 4.18 

Rb   41.68 39.03 
 

18.59 8.70 
 

17.30 3.03 

Zr   218.86 44.55 
 

275.36 66.71 
 

260.00 55.63 

Sb   0.32 0.12 
 

0.31 0.09 
 

0.44 0.18 

Cs   3.93 1.36 
 

2.30 1.68 
 

1.60 0.40 

Ba   367.84 97.06 
 

308.98 124.07 
 

210.46 43.25 

La   47.07 12.49 
 

40.60 12.88 
 

27.63 4.26 

Ce   96.57 29.50 
 

84.12 25.40 
 

57.70 8.41 

Nd   40.28 13.01 
 

34.32 10.10 
 

24.29 3.57 

Sm   8.06 2.37 
 

6.74 1.97 
 

4.86 0.74 

Eu   1.58 0.52 
 

1.27 0.42 
 

0.83 0.15 

Tb   1.02 0.37 
 

0.86 0.29 
 

0.61 0.12 

Dy   5.66 2.30 
 

4.86 1.50 
 

3.38 0.48 

Yb   3.82 2.53 
 

2.97 0.81 
 

2.13 0.32 

Lu   0.55 0.39 
 

0.44 0.13 
 

0.36 0.06 

Hf   8.42 1.90 
 

10.61 2.49 
 

9.29 1.88 

Ta   1.30 0.23 
 

1.26 0.18 
 

0.94 0.12 

Th   14.19 2.85 
 

14.18 2.67 
 

9.64 1.12 

U   3.74 1.78   3.78 1.91   5.23 2.17 
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Table 6-5.  Pottery chemical composition group assignment by spatial context.   

  CG1 CG2 CG3 

Unassigned: 
Probable 
CG1 or 2 

Unassigned: 
Probable 

CG1, 2, or 3 
Unassigned: 

Outliers1 Total 

Mounds 
       8LA1E-NR 6 2 63 -- 34 2 125 

8MR123-MD 3 1 10 -- 9 7 30 

        Nonmounds 
       8LA1E-SR -- 10 -- -- 9 7 30 

8LA1W 24 23 -- 14 24 18 103 

8MR123-VL -- 10 -- -- 7 3 20 

        Total 33 46 73 14 74 48 288 
1
Includes samples with a <0.1 % chance of belonging to any of the defined compositional groups.   

 
 
Table 6-6.  Summary statistics for important elements distinguishing CG3 from the other 

chemical composition groups and linking it to southwest Florida.  All values in 
parts per million (ppm).   

 Iron (Fe) Sodium (Na) Antimony (Sb) Uranium (U) 

 Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev 

CG1 (n=33) 37424.76 12142.36 2147.07 1065.65 0.32 0.12 3.74 1.78 

CG2 (n=46) 34095.54 13089.36 1299.93 748.12 0.31 0.09 3.78 1.91 

CG3 (n=73) 13076.55 4176.80 3903.12 683.20 0.43 0.18 5.23 2.17 

Clays NE FL 
(n=24) 

25072.10 14601.46 6062.04 6090.04 0.41 0.30 5.10 3.60 

Clays SW FL 
(n=14) 

22013.05 15856.53 16496.92 26155.63 1.08 1.19 17.66 21.26 
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Table 6-7.  Summary descriptions of variability in petrographic paste categories. 
Paste 
Group N Fiber voids Quartz sand Mean SSI* Mica** 

Sponge 
spicules Diatoms** Phytoliths** Ferric lumps** 

NSP1 8 20.0–37.5 % 0.5–2.9 %  1.38 rare to 
sparse 

0.0–2.6 % absent absent to 
sparse 

sparse to 
common 

NSP2 20 20.2–38.5 % 3.4–10.1 % 1.26 rare to 
sparse 

0.0–1.3 % absent to 
rare 

absent to 
rare 

sparse to 
common 

NSP3 13 17.2–43.5 % 11.4–21.7 % 1.04 rare to 
sparse 

0.0–2.2 % absent absent to 
rare 

absent to 
common 

NSP4 2 25.1–25.4 % 25.9–29.1 %  1.04 absent to 
rare 

0.0–0.5 % absent absent absent 

INT1 2 28.3–32.6 % 0.0–2.2 % 1.5 rare to 
sparse 

4.6–6.5 % sparse Sparse sparse 

INT2 3 21.5–30.9 %  7.3–10.3 %  1.13 absent 3.3–8.0 % absent to 
sparse 

absent to 
sparse 

absent to rare 

INT3 1 30.6 % 18.3 % 1.24 absent 5.4 % absent absent absent 

SP 26 19.5–38.0 % 0.6–9.2 %  0.92 absent 10.4–26.1 %  rare to 
common 

rare to 
common 

rare to sparse 

*Sand size index calculated as described by Stoltman (2001:314) but with very fine grains counting as 0.5, fine as 1, medium as 2, coarse as 3, 
very coarse as 4, and anything larger as 5. 
**Amount estimated using Stoops’s (2003:48) particle abundance chart with 0–2% = rare, 2–10% = sparse, 10 – 30% = common, and >30% = 
abundant 
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Table 6-8.  Petrographic paste categories by spatial context. 

  NSP1 NSP2 NSP3 NSP4 INT1 INT2 INT3 SP Total 

Mounds 
      

  
 

8LA1E-NR -- 2 1 -- -- 1 1 15 20 

8MR123-MD 1 1 1 -- -- 1 -- 6 10 

 
         

Nonmounds          

8LA1E-SR -- 2 3 -- -- -- -- 1 6 

8LA1W 6 11 5 2 2 1 -- 3 30 

8MR123-VL 1 4 3 -- -- -- -- 1 9 

 
         

Total 8 20 13 2 2 3 1 26 75 

 
 
Table 6-9.  Petrographic paste categories by NAA group. 

Paste group 
NAA 
CG1 

NAA 
CG2 

NAA 
CG3 

NAA 
unassigned 

NAA 
outliers Total 

Nonspiculate 
      NSP1 1 1 -- 4 2 8 

NSP2 5 7 -- 5 3 20 

NSP3 2 6 -- 3 2 13 

NSP4 -- 2 -- -- -- 2 
Total 
nonspiculate 8 16 -- 12 7 43 

       Intermediate 
      INT1 1 -- -- 1 -- 2 

INT2 -- 1 1 1 -- 3 

INT3 -- -- -- -- 1 1 
Total 
intermediate 1 1 1 2 1 6 

       Spiculate 
      SP -- 1 16 6 3 26 
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Figure 6-1.  Map showing the locations of clays sampled for NAA.  (Includes clays 

sampled specifically for this study as well as those previously analyzed by 
Neill Wallis and Keith Ashley.)    
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Figure 6-2.  Orange pottery thin section showing fiber voids encrusted with calcareous 

material thought to have resulted from deposition in a shell-rich context.  
Image is with cross-polarized light at 100X magnification. Photograph 
courtesy of the author   
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Figure 6-3.  Biplot of the first two principal components, along with vectors showing the 

relative influence of each element.  Ellipses represent 90 percent confidence 
level for membership in compositional groups CG1, CG2, and CG3.   
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Figure 6-4.  Biplot of principal component 2 and principal component 4, along with 

vectors showing the relative influence of each element.  Ellipses represent 90 
percent confidence level for membership in compositional groups CG1, CG2, 
and CG3. 
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Figure 6-5.  Bivariate plot of iron and sodium showing separation of pottery composition 

groups.
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Figure 6-6.  Distribution of chemical composition groups across Silver Glen spatial contexts. 
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Figure 6-7.  Bivariate plot of principal component 1 and principal component 2 showing 

the relationships among pottery groups and the positions of clay samples 
from northeast Florida and southwest Florida.  Ellipses represent 90 percent 
confidence level for membership in compositional groups CG1, CG2, and 
CG3. 
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Figure 6-8.  Bivariate plot of principal component 2 and principal component 4 showing 

the relationships among pottery groups and the positions of clay samples 
from northeast Florida and southwest Florida.  Ellipses represent 90 percent 
confidence level for membership in compositional groups CG1, CG2, and 
CG3. 
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Figure 6-9.  Maps showing the respective concentrations of iron (Fe), sodium (Na), 

antimony (Sb), and uranium (U) across clays samples sampled for NAA.   
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Figure 6-10.  Orange pottery thin section showing dense fiber voids with intact Spanish 

moss fibers.  Image is with plain polarized light at 40X magnification. 
Photograph courtesy of the author.     
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Figure 6-11.  Ternary diagrams showing variation by petrographic paste category in: A) 
bulk composition and B) temper materials. “Other aplastics” includes quartz, 
sponge spicules, diatoms, phytoliths, ferric concretions, and other sand-size 
minerals.    
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Figure 6-12.  Aplastic constituents useful for distinguishing among petrographic paste 

groups.  A) sponge spicules (plain polarized light at 250X), B) diatoms (plain 
polarized light at 400X), C) phytolith (plain polarized light at 400X), D) mica 
(cross polarized light at 400X), E) ferric concretions (plain polarized light at 
100X), and F) ambient organic material (plain polarized light at 250X). 
Photographs courtesy of the author.   
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Figure 6-13.  Ternary diagrams showing variation by context in: A) bulk composition and 

B) temper materials. “Other aplastics” includes quartz, sponge spicules, 
diatoms, phytoliths, ferric concretions, and other sand-size minerals.    
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Figure 6-14.  Ternary diagrams showing variation by chemical composition group in: A) 
bulk composition and B) temper materials. “Other aplastics” includes quartz, 
sponge spicules, diatoms, phytoliths, ferric concretions, and other sand-size 
minerals.    
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CHAPTER 7 
GATHERING HISTORY AT SILVER GLEN 

The Orange period mounds at Silver Glen were the sites of repeated gathering 

events that dramatically transformed the Late Archaic landscape and integrated people 

and materials from across peninsular Florida.  In virtually every respect, these 

monuments and their surroundings defy traditional evolutionary assumptions regarding 

simplicity and conservatism that have for so long permeated anthropological treatments 

of hunter-gatherer societies.  Far from a mere static backdrop or undifferentiated 

accretion of subsistence refuse, the Silver Glen landscape bespeaks a dynamic social 

history punctuated by significant moments of human and material interaction.  The 

nature of these events was dictated not by any broad-scale ecological imperative or 

preordained trend toward agriculture and complexity but rather by the decisions of real 

people occupying specific contexts.  By assembling people and things with distinct 

affiliations and bundling them together in monumental contexts, the diverse constituents 

gathered at Silver Glen effectively intervened (sensu Sassaman 2012) in the course of 

their own histories.  The culmination of these efforts was a pronounced shift in the 

orientation and objectives of extralocal aggregation events and the creation of an 

enduring macrocommunity based on periodic mound-centered interactions between 

otherwise scattered hunter-gatherer groups. 

The Structure and Composition of Silver Glen’s Orange Gatherings 

The Late Archaic gatherings evidenced by the material remains at Silver Glen 

played out at multiple interrelated scales.  The largest of these, both in terms of their 

physical size and the breadth of the connections that they achieved, occurred at the 

complex’s two shell mounds.  The status of these mounds as transcendent historical 
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places is clearly indicated by their emplacement directly atop preexisting Mount Taylor 

mortuaries.  In these locations, the boundary between past and present was collapsed 

as soon as the first Orange period shell deposits were laid down.  Drawing on more 

than 3,000 years of shell-mounding tradition, the historical potency of these places was 

further heightened as each successive deposit was added to them.  Shell, during this 

time, served as a versatile and powerful substance that cut across many different 

spheres of meaning, being used variously as a staple food, building material, burial 

medium, and material mnemonic.  From the earliest stages of the Mount Taylor period, 

inhabitants of the middle St. Johns Valley had also commonly employed shell deposition 

as an effective means for durably inscribing their own historical narratives into the local 

landscape (Randall 2010; Randall et al. 2014; Sassaman 2010; Sassaman and Randall 

2012).  Thus, as participants in mounding events gathered and arranged various 

materials in place, they simultaneously succeeded in gathering and concentrating 

multiple distinct times, some distant and others relatively recent.  Eventually, these 

efforts culminated in the spatial bracketing of Silver Glen’s spring run with two of 

Florida’s most expansive pre-Columbian monuments, one surrounding the spring’s 

source and the other positioned at its intersection with Lake George. 

  Multiple lines of evidence support the notion that mound-centered gatherings 

entailed large-scale feasts and other ritualized activities.  If it is assumed that most or all 

of the shellfish represented at the mounds was consumed by the Orange period hunter-

gatherers who assembled there, then these locations would seem to satisfy one of the 

most persistently cited cross-cultural material correlates of feasting—copious amounts 

of low-diversity food remains (e.g., Hayden 2001; Lev-Tov and McGeough 2007; Kirch 
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2001; Pauketat et al. 2002; Van der Veen 2003).  In this case, shellfish remains were 

deposited in a rigidly structured manner and at highly conspicuous points on the 

landscape, suggesting that an element of performance may have been involved.  This 

conclusion is further supported by Orange pottery data from the complex.  The high 

proportion of elaborately decorated vessels distinguishes Silver Glen’s mounds from 

contemporary nonmound sites both within the complex and throughout the broader 

region.  The enormous quantity and unusually large size of these vessels hints at the 

large scale and inclusive nature of the gatherings in which they were involved.  

Likewise, the varied styles and paste recipes represented speaks to the social diversity 

of these events.  Moreover, the elevated cultural value attached to mound vessels is 

apparent from the relatively high frequency of mend holes they exhibit, along with the 

apparently careful, structured manner (based on the respective distributions of 

decorated and undecorated pots) in which they were incorporated into the surrounding 

shell deposits (based on Walker 1995).  Together, these data suggest that Silver-Glen’s 

mounds hosted a series of public, ritually charged consumption events that contrasted 

markedly with the small scale of the routine subsistence practices evinced elsewhere in 

northeast Florida during the Orange period. 

Geochemical analysis of the pottery helps to strengthen the conclusion that 

mound-centered gatherings were larger and more culturally diverse than those 

conducted at other kinds of places.  Mound vessels show a broader range of elemental 

variation than those from any other Silver Glen context.  In addition, one pottery 

compositional group (inferred from the NAA data) that occurs only at the two shell 

mounds exhibits a chemical profile that is clearly different from all others at the complex 
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but matches up very closely with a group of clay reference samples from southwest 

Florida, more than 200 km distant.  Conversely, all of the assigned vessels from 

nonmound contexts appear to have local origins.  Petrographic point-counts of pottery 

thin sections help to solidify these provenance inferences.  They indicate that in addition 

to a divergent clay composition, the nonlocal vessels from the mounds are also 

characterized by different tempering materials, meaning that their distinctiveness is tied 

to both geographic and cultural variables.   

When combined with the NAA data, these sourcing results thus indicate that the 

social networks that converged at Silver Glen encompassed a broad swath of the state 

of Florida from the middle St. Johns region south to Charlotte Harbor.  It is also entirely 

possible, although not currently demonstrable, that these interactions also incorporated 

pots and people from nearby Atlantic coastal sites.  Interestingly, however, as 

mentioned in Chapter 6, Tick Island Incised pottery motifs, which occur in the middle St. 

Johns Valley and along the Gulf Coast, are entirely absent in assemblages from Atlantic 

coastal sites.  At the same time, soapstone vessels, which were transported from their 

sources in South Carolina and Georgia (Sassaman 1993; Sassaman and Randall 2007) 

down the Atlantic coastline and into Orange period sites near the headwaters of the St. 

Johns (e.g., Ferguson 1951; Raymer et al. 2005), have not yet been discovered in the 

middle section of the river valley.  These patterns may be a sign that Silver Glen’s long-

distance interactions were oriented primarily toward the west during this interval. 

In conjunction with the integrative events that took place at the mounds 

themselves, a series of related, albeit smaller, gatherings unfolded at 8LA1W.  

Following a brief period of abandonment (likely not longer than a century) at the end of 
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the Thorhnill Lake phase, Locus B was reoccupied during the Orange period as a 

specialized processing locale.  The hypertrophic scale of the digging that took place in 

this location undoubtedly reflects the massive quantities of shellfish that were processed 

in the site’s assortment of oversized roasting pits.  The intensity and scope of these 

efforts seem wholly disproportionate with the everyday subsistence needs of individual 

hunter-gatherer groups and was instead probably geared toward provisioning the 

repeated feasts centered at the nearby mounds.  The functions of these pits, 

nevertheless, extended far beyond their role in food preparation, and the relationship 

between Locus B and Silver Glen’s coeval shell mounds should not be interpreted as a 

simple sacred:secular or ritual:domestic dichotomy.  As at the 8LA1E and the 8MR123 

mounds, the activities at Locus B facilitated a tangible intersection between the past and 

present as pit-digging continually re-exposed preceramic deposits as well as the fills of 

older roasting pits.  In this context, the intricately layered sequences of shell, sand, and 

ash found within many of the pits would have acted as materialized narrative histories, 

allowing diggers and other participants to not only recollect but actually re-experience 

aspects of past feasting events.  In this way, the filled pits essentially constituted 

inverted, subterranean shell mounds, and much like their aboveground counterparts 

they brought together not only various people, objects, and substances but also 

disparate times and traditions.    

In contrast to the pottery recovered from the more conventional mounds, 

however, most of the vessels that were deposited into Locus B pits are undecorated 

and composed of local raw materials, suggesting that participation in this preliminary 

step of the ritual process was limited to participants from northeast Florida.  The fact 
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that the features in question are positioned back off the water in a far less exposed 

location than the mounds themselves may be an additional sign of the relative 

exclusivity of these events.  These factors hint at the possibility that local groups 

(whether or not they resided within the bounds of the complex) may have acted as 

more-or-less permanent stewards of Silver Glen’s monuments and hosts of the ritual 

gatherings that took place there.  

Orange period Silver Glen was thus a gathering place in every sense of the term. 

Despite little evidence for a sizeable resident population, the complex’s rich and 

materially prominent history repeatedly drew in large numbers of culturally diverse 

people over a period of centuries.  These massive convergent events were composed 

of innumerable smaller ones in the form of individual features, deposits, and artifacts, 

each of which possessed its own distinct suite of material constituents, historical 

associations, and cultural meanings.  Among these were the aforementioned pits that 

transcended temporal boundaries and indexed entire narrative sequences of past 

interactions as well as many hundreds of pottery vessels with designs and materials 

that referenced distant places and diverse identities.  In bringing these all of these 

disparate entities together and arranging them in particular depositional contexts, 

participants in various gathering events were able to forge communal relationships 

among individuals and groups who otherwise would have been widely dispersed across 

much of Florida.  

There is evidence that the Silver Glen complex was not unique in its capacity for 

gathering but was rather wrapped up in broader regionwide processes of community 

construction at a macro level.  As discussed in Chapter 2, there are three additional 
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known Orange period mound complexes in the middle St. Johns Valley.  The immense 

size and multilobed morphology of the mounds at these complexes are comparable to 

those observed at Silver Glen, as are their highly decorated Orange pottery 

assemblages. These parallels, along with the roughly equidistant spacing of the sites 

relative to each other, point to the intriguing possibility that all four complexes served 

similar integrative functions within the Late Archaic social landscape.  These types of 

broadly influential ceremonial centers, which at least occasionally hosted gatherings 

that dwarfed their respective resident populations, have been identified among both 

small and larger scale societies elsewhere in the Eastern Woodlands.  Notable 

examples include Late Archaic Poverty Point (Kidder 2010a; Spivey et al. 2015), the 

Woodland period Marksville and Troyville sites in Louisiana (Davis 2005; Rees and Lee 

2015), various Adena and Hopewell mounds in the Midwest (Carr and Case 2006; Clay 

1998), and, of course, Mississippian Cahokia (Alt 2006; Pauketat 2004).   

At all of these places—including Silver Glen—expansive communities of people 

and things coalesced around shared cosmological beliefs, ritual practices, and 

monumental spatial referents, thus giving rise to what Dillehay (2007:50–51) refers to as 

“cosmunities.”  In the case at hand, repeated social gatherings constituted successive 

instances of the cosmunity centered at Silver Glen.  These communal consumption 

events helped to establish lasting connections between participants by drawing on 

historical resources of the place itself and by providing a powerful sensual experience 

that would persist in the minds and bodies of all who attended.  Encompassed within 

these events were a number of mutually reinforcing material practices that included the 

mounding of shell on a remarkable scale, the digging and structured infilling of hundreds 
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of massive pits, and the bundling of countless pottery vessels with diverse technological 

styles and material compositions in meaningful depositional contexts. Each of these 

practices resulted in an effectual and durable material symbol of convergence and 

solidarity.  Importantly, there is no clear evidence that the feasts or other events 

conducted at Silver Glen were overtly competitive or designed to advance the positions 

of power-hungry aggrandizers as has been hypothesized for other so-called 

“transegalitarian” societies (Hayden 1995, 1996, 2001).  Instead, the primary aim in this 

case appears to have been widespread social integration.   

Emergent Places, Emergent Communities    

It is tempting to employ this understanding of Silver Glen as a basis for 

generalizing across time and space about the role of Archaic mounds throughout 

Florida and the broader region.  However, neither the long-lived practice of mounding 

nor any individual monument itself existed as a static, monolithic entity with fixed 

meanings and social functions.  To the contrary, the composition of and motivations 

behind mounds and shell deposition in general continually evolved through time, even 

though they may appear outwardly similar when observed from a distanced or 

synchronic perspective.  Consequently, rather than stable objects, mounds are most 

aptly approached as dynamic assemblages of interacting parts. And like all 

assemblages, they are constantly emerging or “becoming” as constituents are added or 

removed and as the material and social conditions surrounding them change through 

time (De Landa 2006:28; see also Pauketat 2013a:39).  Viewed in this way, it is not 

surprising that evidence from Silver Glen reveals a number of substantial shifts in the 

nature of mounds—and the communities they helped spawn—over  the course of the 

Late Archaic period. 
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The most obvious and dramatic transformation during this interval occurred at the 

transition between the late preceramic Thornhill Lake phase and subsequent Orange 

period.  As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Thornhill Lake mortuary mounds are unique 

among Florida’s Archaic monuments in that they are composed primarily of sand.  

These sand mounds frequently contain recognizably exotic objects and materials, 

including marine shell celts, bannerstones (made from soapstone and other materials), 

and groundstone beads, often in association with particular burials.  In this way, the 

mounds constructed by Thornhill Lake phase hunter-gatherers singled out particular 

individuals and related corporate groups. This is particularly clear at Bluffton where an 

entire mound was constructed around a single central burial (Sears 1960). In other 

places, certain burials included elaborate grave goods, including literal bundles of 

foreign and ritually significant materials (Moore 1894; Randall 2010:187).  Disparities 

among burial treatments at this time would seem to indicate that not everyone had 

equal access to these exotic materials. So, while mound-centered gatherings just prior 

to the Orange period are likely to have involved large numbers of people, these events 

were apparently configured so as to highlight the status of only a few. 

The outset of the Orange period (at ca. 4700 cal B.P.) came with a radical 

reorientation of the interactions conducted at mounds along the St. Johns River.  

Mound-building in general was consolidated and restricted to only a few select 

locations, each of which saw the construction of one or more massive shell monuments.  

None of these Orange mounds have yielded the kinds of exotic materials and 

prestigious burial treatments that had characterized the preceding era. In fact, as 

already noted, Orange period mound deposits have produced no evidence for human 
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interments of any kind.  Instead they are chock-full of the broken remnants of thousands 

of elaborately decorated pottery vessels.  While stylistic differences in pottery motifs 

may have enabled participants to distinguish among different gathered constituents, it is 

unlikely that they would have cultivated the kind of status distinctions apparent at 

multiple Thornhill Lake phase sand mounds. 

A number of potential factors could have contributed to this transformation.  It is 

feasible that shifts in the natural environment could have helped to destabilize existing 

political structures and prompted people to concentrate their resources and information 

by assembling at a handful of prominent aggregation centers.  However, there are no 

obvious signs in subsistence or settlement record over this interval that would support a 

major environmental change, at least at the local scale.  Another possibility involves an 

influx of new personnel into the Middle St. Johns basin.  This scenario is perhaps more 

compelling than the first due to the seemingly dramatic reorganizations of mortuary 

practices, settlement layout, and exchange patterns that transpired at the beginning of 

the Orange period.  Nevertheless, apparent continuities in subsistence strategies, 

settlement distribution, and other traditional lifeways would argue against any scenario 

involving widespread population replacement.  At both Blue Spring Midden B 

(Sassaman 2003a) and at Silver Glen’s Locus B, for example, while there appears to be 

a gap of perhaps a century or more between Thornhill Lake phase abandonment and 

Orange period reoccupation, this interval does not seem to have entailed any 

substantial reworking of subsistence or technological practice, outside of the obvious 

introduction of pottery. 
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In terms of cooking efficiency, it is unlikely that the extremely thick, porous 

vessels characteristic of the earliest stages of Orange pottery use would have provided 

significant advantages over preexisting container technologies, which included pits, 

baskets, and vessels made from wood and shell.  Nevertheless, in trying to understand 

observed shifts in mound-centered interactions, the novel social affordances (sensu 

Gibson 1986) offered by pottery should not be overlooked. In contrast to earlier 

exchange objects, the raw materials for making pottery are broadly distributed and 

would have been readily accessible to virtually all Late Archaic people. This new 

technology may have helped erode existing power structures based on control over the 

acquisition of rare, exotic materials and reinforced through lavish burial ceremonies. 

Moreover, as discussed in Chapter 5, pottery is an additive technology and vessels are 

easily manipulable throughout the manufacturing process. As such, they constitute 

readily decipherable artifactual bundles, capable of condensing various meanings, 

traditions, and places via their incorporation of distinct materials, technological styles 

and histories of use.  Unlike neighboring regions where the earliest pottery consisted of 

plain domestic cooking vessels (Sassaman 1993), pottery appears to have entered into 

the middle St. Johns in the form of well-made, highly decorated vessels restricted 

initially to mounded contexts.  It appears that these ornate vessels rapidly replaced 

other, nonlocal materials as the long-distance trade item of choice, disrupting existing 

exchange networks and reorienting interaction in new directions that entailed more 

inclusive and egalitarian participation in extraregional gathering events.  These 

developments resulted in the rapid abandonment of most preceramic mounds and the 

corresponding establishment of a few large-scale integrative mound centers. 
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At a large scale, pottery adoption itself may thus help to explain, a least in part, 

both why and how regional-scale macrocommunities developed around a series of 

Orange period monuments.  The addition of pottery to the expansive assemblages 

constituted by Late Archaic networks of exchange and interaction repositioned various 

constituents including people, substances (i.e., clay, sand, and shell), and mounds 

themselves in relation to each other.  As a result, existing political structures were 

dissolved, new alliances were formed, and the entire assemblage underwent a radical 

reconfiguration.  These transformative processes were aided by the nature of the events 

in which pots were incorporated.  Mound-centered feasting events would have created a 

powerful synesthetic experience for all who attended, cementing shared memories of 

these events in their minds and bodies of culturally and geographically diverse groups 

of participants (Eves 1996; Holtzman 2006; Sutton 2001).  In addition, the 

superimposing of these events and their material remains atop preceramic mortuaries 

may have been a way of building communal bonds by asserting a shared history.  As 

Kujit (1996:316) puts it, ritual in general and mortuary rites in particular “enact an 

important function within communities by encouraging participation in a powerful 

communal act that symbolically and physically links community members in a logical 

and articulate form, leads to the development of new or extension of existing networks, 

and reaffirms broader beliefs and worldviews.”  The reconfigured communities spawned 

at Silver Glen and other mound centers at the beginning of the Orange period were thus 

the concatenation of multiple intermingled processes and events, all of which promoted 

a sense of collective identity.  
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This research also sheds light on a number of consequential events that unfolded 

over the course of the Orange period.  Most of these were relatively small in scale and 

their individual historical impacts were more incremental than revolutionary.  This type 

of event was epitomized by the digging and infilling of pits at Locus B (described in 

detail in Chapter 4), acts that at first unintentionally, and eventually deliberately, left 

behind durable material signatures that substantially influenced subsequent practices 

and interactions at the site.  Additional examples include the countless consumption and 

deposition events involving pottery and shell that over time structured the Silver Glen 

landscape and helped to establish links between particular people, places, and times.   

There were also larger, more dramatic occurrences that affected much more 

rapid material and social change.  At ca. 3800 cal B.P., the complex underwent at least 

two major transformations.  First, the pits at Locus B were capped with a massive layer 

of shell, effectively terminating centuries of intensive digging and shellfish processing.  

At approximately the same time, the mound at 8LA1E was converted from a roughly 

linear ridge or possibly L-shaped mound to an enormous U-shaped shell ring through 

the construction of the monument’s south ridge.  As is often the case, the catalyst 

behind these events is not known.  While the dual configuration of the modified mound 

may indeed signal the arrival of a new people (as hypothesized by Sassaman and 

Randall [2012]), the fact that the entire (admittedly small) pottery sample from the south 

ridge was manufactured with local raw materials would not seem to support this notion.  

Another possibility is that these transformations stemmed from preexisting internal 

fissures or contradictions within mound-centered communities at the complex.  While 

these conflicts may have been masked for a time by the regular communal gatherings 
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described above, the construction of the south ridge at 8LA1E may signal the rise of 

competing factions near the close of Orange period activities at the site.  It is interesting 

that these massive landscape alterations coincided with the appearance of a radically 

different pottery style in the region—Tick Island Incised.  Regardless of their trigger, 

however, these developments permanently altered the character of Silver Glen as a 

place and the nature of the interactions that took place there.   

The end of the Late Archaic period has been a subject of considerable recent 

discussion by researchers working throughout the Southeast (e.g., Anderson and 

Sassaman 2012:107-111; Kidder 2006; Kidder and Sassaman 2009; see papers in 

Thomas and Sanger 2010).  In general, this period appears to have been marked by 

broad-scale restructuring of the cultural landscape that involved the abandonment of 

many sites and regions, the disintegration of long-distance exchange networks, and 

sharp declines in monument-building and public ritual expression, although these 

developments did not transpire uniformly across all areas (see papers in Thomas and 

Sanger 2010).  At Silver Glen, the close of the Orange period (at ca. 3500 cal B.P.) 

involved the cessation of active shell mounding, large-scale pit digging, and Orange 

pottery use.  Occupation of the complex during the subsequent St. Johns I period (ca. 

3500-1250 cal B.P.), evidenced only by a widespread smattering of undecorated 

spiculate-tempered pottery, was far less intensive and apparently did not involve the 

continued use of Archaic mounds.  Around the Southeast, similar events have been 

widely attributed to the unusually volatile climatic conditions that characterized the latter 

half of the fourth millennium B.P., which resulted in catastrophic floods, dramatic river 

avulsions, and rapid alterations in sea level (Anderson 2001; Kidder 2006, 2010b; 
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Marquardt 2010b).  None of these have been demonstrated with certainty to have 

affected people occupying   the middle St. Johns Valley.  Nevertheless, as Anderson 

and Sassaman (2012:111; see also Anderson 2010; Sassaman 2010) point out, due to 

the interconnectedness of Late Archaic societies, localized disruptions in one area may 

have had repercussions that impacted entire networks of interaction.   

One final factor to consider regarding the end of the Orange period at Silver Glen 

is the burgeoning pilgrimage center that developed at Poverty Point during this interval.  

Prior to ca. 3600 cal B.P., long distance interaction across the Southeast was organized 

according to a number of distinct, albeit interrelated, exchange networks and 

aggregation places (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:87-93; Sassaman 2010).  Shortly 

after that time, these individual networks were collapsed into one massive center of 

macro-regional interaction, as Poverty Point became perhaps the single ritual attractor 

for groups across the Southeast and beyond (Spivey et al. 2015).  The demise of large-

scale Late Archaic gathering at Silver Glen coincides at least roughly with the initiation 

of mound-building and the first large scale convergences of people and materials at 

Poverty Point.  This temporal correspondence, when combined with the fact that early 

St. Johns pottery sherds with unequivocal Florida origins have been excavated at 

Poverty Point (Hays and Weinstein 2004), hint at the possibility that mound-centered 

communities at Silver Glen were ultimately subsumed within this larger network at the 

end of the Late Archaic period. 

To conclude, the Late Archaic period at Silver Glen was a vibrant time 

punctuated by a series of nested gathering events that played out at multiple scales.    

These events were initiated by the decisions of hunter-gatherers occupying specific 
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material and social contexts, and they impacted the historical trajectory of an entire 

region.  Approaching this and related places as emergent processes reorients focus 

from their final forms and static, representational meanings toward the shifting 

relationships facilitated by the various gatherings and dispersals that comprise their 

histories.  In a world defined by movement, combining such a dynamic, relational 

perspective with quantitative sourcing techniques, helps reveal those moments when 

various materials, people, and places intersected and were repositioned within broader 

networks of interaction and meaning. In this case, such a moment was facilitated by the 

introduction of pottery, a potent new technology that undermined preexisting channels 

of interaction and permanently transformed the entangled relationships between Late 

Archaic people and their mounded landscapes. 

Directions for Future Research 

There are a number of potential avenues of research that would help to further 

advance our understanding of the role of gathering places in the community dynamics 

of Late Archaic hunter-gatherers in the Southeast.  The conclusions that I drew 

regarding Silver Glen could be further substantiated in multiple ways.  One of the 

strengths of the present study was the intensity and duration of the fieldwork that was 

conducted at Silver Glen, a situation that yielded an unusual abundance of not only 

stratigraphic data, but also radiocarbon and analytical samples, especially where 

Archaic sites are concerned.  Despite this fact, a number of critical areas of Orange 

period occupation, including 8LA1E’s south ridge, 8LA1W’s Locus C, and all of 8MR123 

have received only limited archaeological attention.  Continued work at each of these 

locations would help situate them more securely within site-wide and regional 

chronologies, along with providing additional pottery samples for sourcing analyses.  
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Verifying the late date for the south ridge with more radiocarbon assays is particularly 

important, given the potential clarity this could provide regarding the complex’s 

construction history and shifting social role.  It would also be valuable to apply the 

sourcing techniques used in this study to pottery samples from Orange period sites in 

southwest Florida.  This would not only help to strengthen the case for Late Archaic 

interactions between these areas but also shed light on the direction(s) of movement 

between them.  Limited fiber-tempered pottery collections from southwest Florida are 

currently on-hand at the Florida Museum of Natural History (FLMNH) and could be 

supplemented with additional fieldwork.    

Another worthwhile research strategy would be to expand the scale of analysis to 

include other Orange period sites in the middle St. Johns River valley.  All four of the 

known mound sites seem to share some basic artifactual, morphological, and scalar 

similarities, yet little is known about the chronological or functional relationships that 

existed among them.  Orange Mound (8OR1), in particular, has the potential to answer 

a number of significant questions concerning the rate of construction and internal 

structure of mounds from this period, as it is the only one of the four to have survived 

largely intact.  The southernmost position of Orange Mound means that investigations 

there would provide an opportunity to bracket the entire middle section of the river 

valley, given the work that has already been conducted at Silver Glen.  Ironically, 

despite its near-pristine condition, less is known about Orange Mound and its 

surroundings than any of the other mound centers in this region.  The other two mound 

sites—Harris Creek (8VO24) and Old Enterprise (8VO55)—were both largely destroyed 

by shell mining operations in the first half of the 20th century.  Nevertheless, Silver Glen 
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has demonstrated the wealth of information that can be gleaned from such sites, even 

after their aboveground deposits have been largely denuded.  Moreover, a sizeable 

collection of artifacts from Harris Creek (including several hundred Orange pottery 

sherds) is housed at the FLMNH that could provide the basis for a valuable comparative 

study between that mound complex and Silver Glen (see Jenks 2006 for the results of a 

preliminary study of pottery from Harris Creek).  

At an even larger scale, this line of research would benefit from conducting a 

parallel study of pottery adoption and circulation among the Late Archaic Stallings 

groups who occupied the Savannah River Valley.  As noted in Chapter 2, fiber-

tempered pottery technology was likely developed originally in South Carolina and 

Georgia before spreading to Florida along preexisting exchange routes (Sassaman 

2004a).  Despite this clear historical connection, the manner and contexts in which 

pottery was initially incorporated into existing frameworks of interaction appears to 

contrast sharply between these two regions, as the earliest Stallings pottery was 

exclusively undecorated and employed primarily in small-scale domestic activities.  

Provenance research geared toward illuminating patterns of pottery production and 

circulation along the Savannah River has the potential to reveal a great deal regarding 

the scale and organization of early Stallings potting communities.  It would also help to 

document and better understand the historical processes involved in the transition 

between plain and decorated wares and the concomitant spread of pottery into more 

public and overtly ceremonial contexts (e.g., the mortuary deposits on Stallings Island).  

For this project, I would advocate sampling broadly across a number of sites that 

collectively span Early Stallings and Classic Stallings times, as well as the collection of 
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clay reference samples along the lower and middle stretches of the river.  Together with 

work already conducted at Silver Glen, this research would greatly increase our 

knowledge of the community structures and interactions of North America’s earliest 

pottery-making societies.   
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APPENDIX A 
RADIOCARBON DATA 
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Table A-1. Late Archaic radiocarbon assays from Silver Glen.   

Sample 
Number Site Prov. Material 

Measured 
14C Age BP 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Conventional 
14C Age BP 

2-sigma      
Cal BP Reference 

333280 8LA1 Feature 150 charcoal 3160 ± 30 -25.3 3160 ± 30 3440-3350 This report 

295207 8MR123 Feature 2 
(base) 

charcoal 3210 ± 30 -24.5 3220 ± 30 3560-3360 Randall et al. 
2011 

359195 8MR123 Vessel 
MMR11 

fiber 
temper 

3180 ± 30 -13.1 3380 ± 30 3690-3560 This report 

264443 8LA1 Feature 36b charcoal 3570 ± 40 -23.9 3590 ± 40 3980-3830 Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

264446 8LA1 Feature 38m charcoal 3590 ± 40 -25.0 3590 ± 40 3980-3830 Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

255903 8LA1 Feature 1 charcoal 3610 ± 40 -25.8 3600 ± 40 4060-4050 
3990-3830 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

350128 8LA1 Vessel NR29 fiber 
temper 

3450 ± 30 -15.8 3600 ± 30 3980-3840 This report 

371786 8MR123 Vessel 
MMR09 

fiber 
temper 

3490 ± 30 -16.7 3630 ± 30 4070-4040 
3990-3870 

This report 

264444 8LA1 Feature 37 charcoal 3630 ± 40 -24.1 3640 ± 40 4080-3850 Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

318440 8LA1 Feature 104 charcoal 3660 ± 30 -26.0 3640 ± 30 4080-4040 
4000-3880 

This Report 

357845 8LA1 Vessel LB61 
(Feature ) 

fiber 
temper 

3500 ± 30 -16.4 3640 ± 30 4080-4040 
4000-3880 

This report 

357844 8LA1 Vessel LB54 
(Feature 38) 

fiber 
temper 

3490 ± 30 -15.9 3640 ± 30 4080-4040 
4000-3880 

This report 

347058 8LA1 Vessel NR16 soot 3670 ± 30 -26.9 3640 ± 30 4080-4040 
4000-3880 

This report 

347693 8LA1 Vessel NR16 fiber 
temper 

3510 ± 30 -15.9 3660 ± 30 4080-3900 This report 
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Table A-1.  continued 

Sample 
Number Site Prov. Material 

Measured 
14C Age BP 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Conventional 
14C Age BP 

2-sigma      
Cal BP Reference 

264445 8LA1 Feature 38b charcoal 3670 ± 40 -25.1 3670 ± 40 4140-4120 
4100-3890 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

166671 8LA1 Vessel 12 soot 3690 ± 60 -25.8 3680 ± 60 4160-3850 Sassaman 
2003 

285043 8LA1 Feature 54 charcoal 3690 ± 40 -25.9 3680 ± 40 4140-4120 
4100-3900 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

318438 8LA1 Feature 90E charcoal 3700 ± 30 -24.2 3710 ± 30 4150-4110 
4100-3980 

This Report 

264442 8LA1 Feature 33 charcoal 3730 ± 40 -24.1 3740 ± 40 4230-4190 
4190-3980 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

295208 8MR123 TU1-V charcoal   3810 ± 40 4410-4080 Randall et al. 
2011 

255904 8LA1 Feature 15 charcoal 3820 ± 40 -24.3 3830 ± 40 4410-4140 
4120-4100 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

297933 8MR123 Auger 4-1 
(240-260 
cmbs) 

uncharred 
seed 

3880 ± 40 -21.2 3940 ± 40 5990-5320 Randall et al. 
2011 

350129* 8LA1 Vessel NR29 soot 3930 ± 30 -23.0 3960 ± 30 4520-4470 
4450-4410 
4370-4360 

This report 

264441 8LA1 Feature 26 charcoal 3960 ± 40 -24.5 3970 ± 40 4520-4390 
4370-4350 
4320-4300 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

166672 8LA1 Vessel 6 soot 4020 ± 60 -25.2 4020 ± 60 4800-4770 
4630-4380 

Sassaman 
2003 
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Table A-1.  continued 

Sample 
Number Site Prov. Material 

Measured 
14C Age BP 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Conventional 
14C Age BP 

2-sigma      
Cal BP Reference 

166673 8LA1 Vessel 27 soot 4060 ± 40 -24.4 4070 ± 40 4810-4760 
4640-4430 

Sassaman 
2003 

371783 8LA1 Feature 199N charcoal 4110 ± 30 -26.1 4090 ± 30 4810-4760 
4700-4670 
4650-4520 
4460-4450 

This report 

318439 8LA1 Feature 100N charcoal 4110 ± 30 -25.6 4100 ± 30 4810-4760 
4700-4670 
4650-4520 
4460-4450 

This Report 

285042 8LA1 Feature 50 charcoal 4180 ± 40 -24.8 4180 ± 40 4840-4580 Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

285041 8LA1 Feature 48 charcoal 4240 ± 40 -25.4 4230 ± 40 4860-4800 
4760-4700 
4670-4650 

Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

297935 8MR123 Auger 8-6 
(205-215 
cmbs) 

uncharred 
seed 

4270 ± 40 -26.8 4240 ± 40 4870-4620 Randall et al. 
2011 

38184 8MR123 Morgan 
House-Level 
29 

charcoal   4320 ± 90 5290-4620 Marrinan et 
al. 1990 

38186 8MR123 Morgan 
House-Level 
6 

charcoal   4470 ± 100 5450-4840 Marrinan et 
al. 1990 

285045 8LA1 TU46-VIa charcoal 4490 ± 40 -24.9 4490 ± 40 5300-4970 Sassaman et 
al. 2011 

38183 8MR123 FSU-TU2-
Level 13 

charcoal   4640 ± 140 5650-4880 Marrinan et 
al. 1990 
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Table A-1. continued 

Sample 
Number Site Prov. Material 

Measured 
14C Age BP 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Conventional 
14C Age BP 

2-sigma      
Cal BP Reference 

295210 8MR123 TU2-IIIB charcoal 4740 ± 40 -25.4 4730 ± 40 5590-5320 Randall et 
al. 2011 

297934 8MR123 Auger 7-3 
(200-210 
cmbs)  

charred 
nutshell 

4740 ± 40 -25.5 4730 ± 40 5590-5320 Randall et 
al. 2011 

285046 8LA1 TU46-XIa charcoal 4940 ± 40 -24.4 4950 ± 40 5740-5600 Sassaman 
et al. 2011 

296262 8MR123 TU2-IVA charcoal 4940 ± 40 -25.5 4950 ± 40 5850-5590 Randall et 
al. 2011 
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APPENDIX B 
POTTERY ATTRIBUTE DATA 
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Table B-1. Orange pottery attribute data. 

Site Locus Ves# Temper 
Fiber

1
 

Orient
1 

Surf 
Treat 

Lip 
Form 

Lip
2
 

Thk 
(mm)  

Rim 
Form 

Rim
3
 

Thk 
(mm) 

Orif
4
 

Diam 
(cm) 

% 
Orif 

Int 
Res 

Ext 
Res 

Wt 
(g) Notes 

8LA1E NR JC-NR001 FAN/S PA INP RD  IN 8.2   A A 15.8 unusual globular shape; 
rectilinear and curvilinear 
incisions 

8LA1E NR JC-NR002 FAN/S PA INP RD  ST 10.5 20.0 9 A B 100.9 rectilinear and curvilinear 
incisions 

8LA1E NR JC-NR003 FAN/S PA INP RD  ST 10.0   A B 29.0 possible soot on exterior 

8LA1E NR JC-NR004 FAN/S PA INR BI  ST 8.8 28.0 7 B A 19.2 scraping facets on 
interior 

8LA1E NR JC-NR005 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 12.0 26.0 10 A P 52.0 coil joint apparent on 
interior; soot on exterior 
near lip 

8LA1E NR JC-NR006 FAN/S PA INR FI/T/D  ST 7.8   A A 27.7 deep vertical scraping 
facets on interior; incised 
lip; non-circular vessel - 
boat- or oval-shaped 

8LA1E NR JC-NR007 FAN PA INR PR  ST 8.4 32.0 5 A B 17.7 possible sooted exterior 

8LA1E NR M-NR001 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 10.8 18.0 14 T T  trace residue on exterior 
rim and interior base; 
vessel height 82.8 mm; 
scraping facets on 
interior 

8LA1E NR M-NR002 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 15.2 38.0 7 A P  burnished interior 

8LA1E NR M-NR003 FAN/S PA INR       A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR004 FAN/S PA INR XF/D 16.9     A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR005 FAN/S PA INP RE  ST 8.1 20.0 6 A B   

8LA1E NR M-NR006 FAN/S PA INR       P T   

8LA1E NR M-NR007 FAN/S PA PL XF 9.8 ST 9.3   A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR008 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 12.3 48.0 5 A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR009 FAN/S PA INR       A A  burnished interior; very 
thick wall (~20 mm) 

8LA1E NR M-NR010 FAS PA INC       T A   

8LA1E NR M-NR011 FAS PA INP       A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR012 FAN PA INR       A A  very fine incisions 

8LA1E NR M-NR013 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 10.4   A A  very fine incisions 

8LA1E NR M-NR014 FAN/S PA INR XF/T 16.1     A A  very deep incisions 

8LA1E NR M-NR015 FAS PA INR BI  ST 8.3 26.0 5 A A   
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Table B-1. continued 

Site Locus Ves# Temper 
Fiber

1
 

Orient 
Surf 
Treat 

Lip 
Form 

Lip
2
 

Thk 
(mm)  

Rim 
Form 

Rim
3
 

Thk 
(mm) 

Orif
4
 

Diam 
(cm) 

% 
Orif 

Int 
Res 

Ex. 
Res 

Wt 
(g) Notes 

8LA1E NR M-NR016 FAN/S PA INR       A A  very fine incisions 

8LA1E NR M-NR017 FAN/S PA PL BI  ST 9.5 22.0 13 A A  scraping facets on 
interior 

8LA1E NR M-NR018 FAN/S PA INR BI  ST 9.6 18.0 12 A A  irregular lip morphology 

8LA1E NR M-NR019 FAN/S PA INR BE/D  ST 11.5 30.0 6 A A  decorated lip 

8LA1E NR M-NR020 FAN/S PA INR       A A   

8LA1E NR M-NR021 FAN/S PA INR       A A  very thick wall (>17 mm) 

8LA1E NR NR001 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 9.6 26.0 9 A A 48.7  

8LA1E NR NR002 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 9.9 36.0 7 B B 71.6 possible coil joint 
apparent on interior 

8LA1E NR NR003 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 9.0 22.0 10 B B 49.8 mend hole 18.4 mm 
from lip 

8LA1E NR NR004 FAN/S PA INR XF/T 19.6 ST 13.7   A A 26.8  

8LA1E NR NR005 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 9.1 38.0 6 B A 50.6 highly irregular lip form 
and profile curvature; 
mend hole 17.7 mm 
from lip; deep scraping 
facets on interior; raised 
ridges of clay along 
incisions 

8LA1E NR NR006 FAN/S PA INR       A A 29.6 deep, thin incisions; 
interior scraping facets 

8LA1E NR NR007 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 9.9 20.0 7 A A 20.8 possible coil joint 
apparent on interior; 
mend hole 19.7 mm 
from lip 

8LA1E NR NR008 FAN PA INP       A A 3.0 rectilinear incisions 

8LA1E NR NR009 FAN/S PA PL FI  ST 7.9 22.0 6 A B 24.9 possible coil joint 
apparent on interior 

8LA1E NR NR010 FAN/S PA PL XF/T 7.9 ST 7.6 20.0 10 A A 22.7  

8LA1E NR NR011 FAN/S PA INR BV  ST 10.4 24.0 7 A A 21.6  

8LA1E NR NR012 FAS PA INR XF 8.2 ST 9.1   A P 64.7 soot on exterior rim; 
spalling on interior 

8LA1E NR NR013 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 7.4 18.0 6 A A 13.1 completely oxidized at 
bottom of sherd 

8LA1E NR NR014 FAN/S PA INR XF 7.2 ST 10.8 24.0 7 A A 23.2 eroded surfaces 
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8LA1E NR NR015 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 9.6 26.0 9 A A 48.7 reduced interior; 
possible coil joint 
apparent on interior 

8LA1E NR NR016 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 14.2 28.0 5 A P 33.4 thick soot on exterior 
rim 

8LA1E NR NR017 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 9.1 22.0 7 A B 28.0  

8LA1E NR NR018 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 8.8   A A 21.1 highly eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR019 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 8.0 22.0 9 A A 13.5 highly eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR020 FAN/S PA INR FE/T  ST 8.9   A A 6.9  

8LA1E NR NR021 FAS PA INR BV  ST    A A 9.1  

8LA1E NR NR022 FAN/S PA INR BE  ST 7.1 10.0 15 A A 12.2  

8LA1E NR NR023 FAS/S PA INR BE      A A 5.7  

8LA1E NR NR024 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 9.8 12.0 15 B A 37.8 irregular curvature  

8LA1E NR NR025 FAN/S PA INR PR  ST 8.4 36.0 8 A A 15.9 highly eroded surfaces; 
mend hole 10.8 mm 
from lip 

8LA1E NR NR026 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 12.6   A A 16.2  

8LA1E NR NR027 FAN/S PA INR BE  ST 9.8   A A 13.7 no discernable 
curvature - possible 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1E NR NR028 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 11.0   A A 23.3 possible coil joint on 
interior; irregular lip; no 
discernable curvature - 
possible rectangular 
vessel 

8LA1E NR NR029 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 15.3   A B 86.8 reduced interior 

8LA1E NR NR030 FAN/S  INR       A A 13.0  

8LA1E NR NR031 FAS  INR       A A 21.1 highly eroded surface; 
pitting near base 

8LA1E NR NR032 FAN/S  INR       A A 20.1  

8LA1E NR NR033 FAN/S  INR       A A 2.4 very thin-walled; 
possible coil joint on 
interior 

8LA1E NR NR034 FAN/S  INR       A A 36.1 deep scraping facets on 
interior; thin, highly 
irregular incisions 

8LA1E NR NR035 FAN PA INR       A A 36.3 thin irregular incisions 
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8LA1E NR NR036 FAN/S PA INR       A A 19.1 slightly recurvate body; 
thin deep incisions 

8LA1E NR NR037 FAN/S  INR       A A 21.3  

8LA1E NR NR038 FAN/S PA INR       A A 13.2 very thick body (12.4 
mm); mostly eroded 
surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR039 FAN/S PA INR       A A 29.7  

8LA1E NR NR040 FAS  INR       A A 15.8  

8LA1E NR NR041 FAN/S PA INR       A A 16.6  

8LA1E NR NR042 FAN/S PA INR       B A 24.6 very dense, hard sherd 

8LA1E NR NR043 FAN/S PA INR       B A 39.3 oxidation thickens at 
base 

8LA1E NR NR044 FAS PA INR       A A 6.4  

8LA1E NR NR045 FAN/S PA INR       B A 20.6 eroded surfaces; 
completely oxidized at 
base 

8LA1E NR NR046 FAN/S PA INR       A A 11.1  

8LA1E NR NR047 FAS PA INR       A P 62.6 exterior oxidation 
thickens at base; 
exterior soot near base 

8LA1E NR NR048 FAN/S PA INR       A A 12.5  

8LA1E NR NR049 FAS PA INR       A A 18.1 eroded exterior surface 

8LA1E NR NR050 FAN/S PA INR       A A 7.8 eroded exterior surface 

8LA1E NR NR051 FAN/S PA INR       A A 5.0  

8LA1E NR NR052 FAS  INR       A A 8.3 one really wide incision 

8LA1E NR NR053 FAN/S  INR       A A 2.1  

8LA1E NR NR054 FAN/S PA ER RE  ST 9.0   A A 7.4  

8LA1E NR NR055 FAN/S PA INC       A A 7.8  

8LA1E NR NR056 FAN PA INR       A A 4.3  

8LA1E NR NR057 FAN PA INC       A A 4.0  

8LA1E NR NR058 FAN/S PA INP       A A 4.0 rectilinear incisions with 
punctations 

8LA1E NR NR059 FAN/S PA PL BI  IN 7.4   A A 16.8 very eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1E NR NR060 FAS PA ER BE  IN 13.0   B A 34.6 eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR061 FAN/S PA PL PR  ST 7.3   A A 18.0  
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8LA1E NR NR062 FAS PA PL RD      A A 3.3  

8LA1E NR NR063 FAN PA PL PR  ST 8.0   A A 7.6  

8LA1E NR NR064 FAN PA PL RE/T  ST 5.4 32.0 6 B A 26.0  

8LA1E NR NR065 FAS PA PL       A B 90.3 thermal attrition on 
exterior base 

8LA1E NR NR066 FAN PA PL       A A 3.3  

8LA1E NR NR067 FAS PA PL BV      A A 4.0  

8LA1E NR NR068 FAN PA PL FI      A A 7.4  

8LA1E NR NR069 FAN PA PL PR    16.0 10 A B 11.1  

8LA1E NR NR070 FAN PA PL       B A 5.0  

8LA1E NR NR071 FAN/S PA PL       A B 49.4 thickened exterior 
oxidation near base 

8LA1E NR NR072 FAN/S PA PL       A A 46.3 thick basal sherd 

8LA1E NR NR073 FAS  PL       A A 5.2  

8LA1E NR NR074 FAN/S PA PL       A A 5.4  

8LA1E NR NR075 FAS  PL       A A 20.7  

8LA1E NR NR076 FAN/S PA PL       A A 24.9 flat basal sherd 

8LA1E NR NR077 FAS/S PA PL       A A 31.5 possibly burnished 
interior and exterior 

8LA1E NR NR078 FAN/S PA PL       A A 6.3  

8LA1E NR NR079 FAN/S PA PL RE  ST 5.7   A A 23.7 undulating surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR080 FAN/S  ER       A A 34.0 extremely thick basal 
sherd 

8LA1E NR NR081 FAS PA PL RE  ST 11.1   A A 20.2  

8LA1E NR NR082 FAS  ER       A A 10.1 very hard and gritty 

8LA1E NR NR083 FAN/S PA ER RD  ST 6.7   A A 6.5 eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR084 FAN/S PA INR FI  IN 10.1   A A 8.8  

8LA1E NR NR085 FAS/S PA INR RD  ST 10.8   B P 27.2 non-circular vessel - 
possibly boat- or oval-
shaped; soot along 
exterior rim 

8LA1E NR NR086 FAN/S PA INR       A B 17.4 thickened exterior 
oxidation and thermal 
attrition near base 

8LA1E NR NR087 FAN/S PA INR       A A 8.1  

8LA1E NR NR088 FAN/S  INR       A A 12.3  
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8LA1E NR NR089 FAS/S PA INR       A A 10.5  

8LA1E NR NR090 FAN/S PA INR       A A 28.8 eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR091 FAN/S PA INR       A A 18.8 eroded surfaces 

8LA1E NR NR092 FAN/S PA INR       A A 22.7 raised ridges of clay 
along incisions 

8LA1E NR NR093 FAN/S PA INR XF 10.2 ST 11.3   A B 19.8 non-circular vessel - 
possibly boat- or oval-
shaped 

8LA1E NR NR094 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 11.5   A A 18.1  

8LA1E NR NR095 FAN/S PA INR XF 12.8 ST 8.8 26.0 9 B A 52.0  

8LA1E NR NR096 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 10.9   A A 27.3  

8LA1E NR NR097 FAN/S PA INR XF 8.3 ST 7.0   A A 7.5  

8LA1E NR NR098 FAN/S PA INR XF 7.9     A A 8.3  

8LA1E NR NR099 FAN/S PA INR       A A 21.8 very hard, dense sherd 

8LA1E NR NR100 FAN/S PA INR BE  ST 10.2   A A 18.0  

8LA1E NR NR101 FAN/S PA INR RD  IN 9.2 18.0 8 A A 18.9  

8LA1E NR NR102 FAN/S PA INR RD  IN 6.4 10.0 13 P B 7.7  

8LA1E NR NR103 FAN/S PA INR BI/T/D  ST 10.2 22.0 9 A A 31.3 incised lip 

8LA1E NR NR104 FAN/S PA INR BE  ST 9.0 34.0 5 A A 14.9  

8LA1E NR NR105 FAS/S  INR       A A 37.3 very hard, dense sherd; 
wide incisions 

8LA1E NR NR106 FAN/S  INP       A A 16.1 rectilinear incisions with 
punctations 

8LA1E NR NR107 FAN/S PA INR       A A 30.6  

8LA1E NR NR108 FAN/S PA INR       B B 38.3  

8LA1E NR NR109 FAN/S PA INC       A A 5.6 very thick curvilinear 
incisions 

8LA1E NR NR110 FAN/S PA INR       A A 14.6  

8LA1E NR NR111 FAN/S PA INR       A A 29.2 hard dense sherd; 
irregular incisions 

8LA1E NR NR112 FAN/S PA INR RE      A A 14.6  

8LA1E NR NR113 FAN/S PA INR       A A 20.5  

8LA1E NR NR114 FAN/S PA INR       A A 10.0 rectilinear incisions with 
ticks 

8LA1E NR NR115 FAN/S PA INR XF 10.4 IN 9.6 26.0 5 A A 16.6  
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8LA1E NR NR116 FAN/S PA INR       A A 18.4  

8LA1E NR NR117 FAN/S PA INR XF 9.3 ST 10.4   A B 12.1 rectilinear incisions with 
ticks 

8LA1E NR NR118 FAN/S PA INR       A A 23.8  

8LA1E NR NR119 FAN/S PA INR       A A 12.8  

8LA1E NR NR120 FAN/S PA INR       A A 11.6 possible mend hole 

8LA1E NR NR121 FAN/S PA ER PR  ST 8.3   A A 7.0  

8LA1W LB LB001 FAS PA INP RD  ST 9.3 28.0 7 A A 57.5 smoothed interior 

8LA1W LB LB002 FAS PA INR XF 3.9   22.0 19 A A 50.7  

8LA1W LB LB003 FAN  INC       A A 7.9  

8LA1W LB LB004 FAS PA INP RD      A A 13.2  

8LA1W LB LB005 FMS  PL RD      A A 2.8 thin, elongated 
punctations 

8LA1W LB LB006 FAS  INC       A A 15.1 sherds refit 

8LA1W LB LB007 FAS  INR       A A 1.9 cross-hatched incisions 

8LA1W LB LB008 FAS/S  INR       A A 3.7  

8LA1W LB LB010 FAS PA INR RE      A A 15.4  

8LA1W LB LB011 FAS  PUN       A A 4.7 large punctations 

8LA1W LB LB012 FAS/S  INR       A A 6.3  

8LA1W LB LB013 FAS  INR       A A 7.8  

8LA1W LB LB014 FAS PA INR RD  IN 6.6   A A 8.5 cross-hatched incisions 

8LA1W LB LB015 FAN PA INR RE    26.0 6 A A 10.7  

8LA1W LB LB016 FAS PA INP RE  IN 8.9 30.0 11 A A 180.0 lug handle; burnished 
interior and exterior; 
possibly oval- or boat-
shaped vessel 

8LA1W LB LB017 FAN/S PA INR RE    14.0 7 A A 2.0  

8LA1W LB LB018 FAS PA INR RE      A A 4.5  

8LA1W LB LB019 FAS PA INR RI  ST 7.5   A A 6.3  

8LA1W LB LB020 FAS/S PA INR RE      A A 2.8  

8LA1W LB LB021 FAS PA INR RD  ST  24.0 7 A A 6.4  

8LA1W LB LB022 FAS PA INP RD  ST 8.9   A A 7.6 rounded protuberance 
on rim (possible lug) 

8LA1W LB LB023 FAS PA INP XF/D 17.0 ST 8.8 30.0 7 A A 29.1  

8LA1W LB LB024 FAS  INC       A A 6.8  

8LA1W LB LB025 FAS/S PA PL RE/T  ST 6.3   A A 17.8 trace spicules 
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8LA1W LB LB026 FAS/S RA PL RE  ST 8.3   A A 107.7 thermal spalling on 
base; moderate 
spicules 

8LA1W LB LB027 FAS PA PL FI  ST 8.0   A A 16.8 possible coil joint along 
rim 

8LA1W LB LB028 FAS PA PL RD      A A 4.8 burnished interior and 
exterior; straight wall - 
possible rectangular 
vessel 

8LA1W LB LB029 FAS PA PL XF 4.6     A A 5.2  

8LA1W LB LB030 FAS PA PL FI  ST 7.0   A A 7.8  

8LA1W LB LB031 FAS PA PL BE  IN 9.0   A A 12.3 burnished interior and 
exterior 

8LA1W LB LB032 FAS PA PL PR      A A 1.4  

8LA1W LB LB033 FAS PA PL XF 5.2 ST 6.2 34.0 5 A A 26.6 no curvature on walls - 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1W LB LB034 FAS PA PL RE    8.0 9 A A 1.6  

8LA1W LB LB035 FAS PA PL PR  ST    A A 3.5  

8LA1W LB LB036 FAS  PL RE  ST    A A 1.7  

8LA1W LB LB037 FAS PA PL RI  EX  6.0 15 A A 2.3  

8LA1W LB LB038 FAS PA PL BE      A A 1.7  

8LA1W LB LB039 FAS PA PL BE      A A 0.9  

8LA1W LB LB040 FAS PA PL BI  ST    A A 6.1 no wall curvature - 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1W LB LB041 FAS PA PL RE      A A 5.8  

8LA1W LB LB042 FAS/S PA PL RE    6.0 9 A A 0.7  

8LA1W LB LB043 FAS/S PA PL RE      A A 8.0  

8LA1W LB LB044 FAS PA PL RD    16.0 6 A A 2.1  

8LA1W LB LB045 FAS/S PA PL FI  IN 9.7   A A 17.2  

8LA1W LB LB046 FAS/S PA PL RE  IN    A B 1.9  

8LA1W LB LB047 FAS PA PL RE      A A 2.5  

8LA1W LB LB048 FAS PA PL BE/T      A A 1.8  

8LA1W LB LB049 FAS PA PL XF/T 7.5 ST 5.9   A A 5.0  

8LA1W LB LB050 FAS/S PA PL FD/T      A A 4.3  

8LA1W LB LB051 FAS PA PL XF 4.5     A A 1.5  

8LA1W LB LB052 FAS PA PL RE  IN    A A 2.3  
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8LA1W LB LB053 FAS PA PL FI  ST 7.4 20.0 8 A A 12.1  

8LA1W LB LB054 FAS PA PL FI  IN 9.8 36.0 6 A A 75.0  

8LA1W LB LB055 FAS PA PL BV  IN    A A 1.7  

8LA1W LB LB056 FAS PA PL FI/T      A A 0.9  

8LA1W LB LB057 FAS/S PA PL RD  ST 7.3 16.0 7 A A 9.5  

8LA1W LB LB058 FAS/S  PL RE      A A 1.5  

8LA1W LB LB059 FAS PA PL FI  ST 3.9 10.0 11 A A 4.0  

8LA1W LB LB060 FAS PA PL RD  ST 7.3   A A 8.8  

8LA1W LB LB061 FAS PA PL FI/T  IN 6.1   A A 9.4  

8LA1W LB LB062 FAS PA PL BE      A A 1.0  

8LA1W LB LB063 FAS PA PL PR  IN 7.2   A A 60.1  

8LA1W LB LB064 FAS/S PA PL RE      A A 4.3  

8LA1W LB LB065 FAS/S PA PL XF 6.0   20.0 5 A A 6.6  

8LA1W LB LB066 FAS PA PL XF 5.3   12.0 5 A A 2.5  

8LA1W LB LB067 FAS  PL RD      A A 3.8  

8LA1W LB LB068 FAS/S PA PL RD      A A 2.3  

8LA1W LB LB069 FAS/S PA PL RE      A A 2.5  

8LA1W LB LB070 FAS PA INR RD  ST  18.0 6 A A 3.8  

8LA1W LB LB071 FAS INR        A A 3.3  

8LA1W LB LB072 FAN/S INC        A A 6.3 abundant spicules 

8LA1W LB LB073 FAS INC        A A 3.4  

8LA1W LB LB074 FMS/S PUN        A A 1.3  

8LA1W LB LB075 FAS/S INR        A A 5.7  

8LA1W LB LB076 FAS PA INR XF 6.2 ST    A A 1.8  

8LA1W LB LB077 FAS PA PL BE  ST 6.7   A A 8.8 straight-walled - 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1W LB LB078 FAS/S PA PL FE/T      A A 6.3 very broad flanged lip 

8LA1W LB LB079 FAS/S PA INR XF 4.4 ST    A A 5.1 straight-walled - 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1W LB LB080 FAS/S PA INR BE  ST 8.7   B A 19.6 deep, thick incisions; 
large-diameter vessel 

8LA1W LB LB081 FAS  INR       A A 9.6 very broad incisions 

8LA1W LB LB082 FAS PA INR XF 7.5 ST 7.8 16.0 17 A A 39.9 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1W LB LB083 FAS PA INR PR  IN 8.1   A A 11.4  
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8LA1W LB LB084 FAS PA INR RE  ST    A A 3.1  

8LA1W LB LB085 FAS/S  INR       A A 1.8 eroded interior surface 

8LA1W LB LB086 FAS/S  INR       A A 3.1  

8LA1W LB LB087 FAS PA INR XF 5.4     A A 1.9  

8LA1W LB LB088 FAS/S PA INC RD  IN  24.0 15 A A 24.6 eroded interior surface 

8LA1W LB LB089 FAS  INR       A A 2.1  

8LA1W LB LB09 FAS/S  INR       A A 6.6  

8LA1W LB LB090 FAS/S PA INR RD  ST  10.0 10 A A 4.7  

8LA1W LB LB091 FAS  INC       A A 19.2 very deep irregular 
incisions 

8LA1W LB LB092 FAS/S PA INR FI/D  IN 7.6   A A 30.4 unusual "tire track' 
incised pattern 

8LA1W LB LB093 FAS/S PA ER RD  ST    A A 6.4 straight-walled - 
rectangular vessel 

8LA1W LB LB094 FAS  INR       A A 4.8  

8LA1W LB LB095 FAS PA PL RE  ST    A A 0.9  

8LA1W LB LB096 FAS PA PL RE      A A 4.0  

8LA1W LB LB097 FAS PA INR RD  IN 7.1   A A 26.3  

8LA1W LB LB098 FAS/S PA INR BE  ST 11.4 30.0 8 A A 438.6  

8LA1W LB LB099 FAN/S PA PL PR  IN 9.4   A A 18.0 mend hole 15.3 mm 
from lip 

8LA1W LB LB100 FAS/S RA INR       A A 7.8  

8LA1W LB LB101 FAS PA INR PR  IN 6.0   A A 5.3 horizontal and oblique 
lines 

8LA1W LB LB102 FAS/S  INR       A A 10.5  

8LA1W LB LB103 FAS/S PA PL RD  IN 9.4   A A 12.0  

8LA1W LB LB104 FAS PA PL BE      A A 4.2  

8LA1W LB LB105 FAS PA PL PR  IN 7.0   A B 12.1  

8LA1W LB LB106 FAS/S PA PL RD      A A 5.9  

8LA1W LB LB107 FAS  INR       A A 5.3 oblique lines in V-
pattern 

8LA1W LB LB108 FAS/S PA PL XF/T 8.2 IN    A A 4.7  

8LA1W LB LB109 FAS/S PA PL RD      A A 3.5 exterior smoothing facet 
apparent 

8LA1W LB LB110 FAN/S PA PL PR      B A 3.7  

8LA1W LB LB111 FAN PA PL XF 4.3 IN 11.7   A A 35.0  
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8LA1W LB LB112 FAN PA PL BE      A A 4.9 possible mend hole 

8LA1W LB LB113 FAN/S  INP       A A 4.2  

8LA1W LB LB114 FAN/S  PL       A A 29.3  

8LA1W LB LB115 FAN/S  INR       A A 31.5  

8LA1W LB LB116 FAN/S PA PL PR  IN 7.3   A A 61.8  

8LA1W LC LC001 FAS/S PA INP       A A 19.5 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1W LC LC002 FAS  INR       A A 3.7  

8LA1W LC LC003 FAN/S PA INP RE      A A 1.9  

8LA1W LC LC004 FAS PA INP RE  IN 8.0   A A 114.4 non-circular vessel - 
oval-/boat-shaped 

8LA1W LC LC005 FAS  INR       A A 0.7  

8LA1W LC LC006 FAS PA INR BI  IN    A A 5.4  

8LA1W LC LC007 FAS/S PA INR       A A 5.2  

8LA1W LC LC008 FAS PA INP       A A 7.9 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1W LC LC009 FAS  INR       A A 3.1  

8LA1W LC LC010 FAS PA INR       A A 3.1  

8LA1W LC LC011 FAS PA INR       A A 1.2  

8LA1W LC LC012 FAS PA INR       A A 0.6  

8LA1W LC LC013 FAS PA PL       A A 16.8  

8LA1W LC LC014 FAS PA INR       A A 4.5  

8LA1W LC LC015 FAN PA INP RE  IN 7.6   A A  almost complete vessel 
in hundreds of sherds; 
highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1W LC LC016 FAS PA INR       A A 3.0  

8LA1W LC LC017 FAS PA INR RE      A A 3.1  

8LA1W LC LC018 FAS PA INR BE      A A 3.7  

8LA1W LC LC019 FAN PA INR       A A 8.6 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8LA1W LC LC020 FAS PA INP RI  ST 10.3   A A 11.4 non-circular vessel - 
oval-/boat-shaped 

8LA1W LC LC021 FAS PA INC       A A 31.5  

8LA1W LC LC022 FAS INR        A A 3.4  

8LA1W LC LC023 FAS PA PL       A A 3.1  
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Table B-1. continued 

Site Locus Ves# Temper 
Fiber

1
 

Orient 
Surf 
Treat 

Lip 
Form 

Lip
2
 

Thk 
(mm)  

Rim 
Form 

Rim
3
 

Thk 
(mm) 

Orif
4
 

Diam 
(cm) 

% 
Orif 

Int 
Res 

Ex. 
Res 

Wt 
(g) Notes 

8LA1W LC LC024 FAS  INR       A A 1.2  

8LA1W LC LC025 FAS PA PL       A A 3.7 flat basal sherd 

8LA1W LC LC026 FAS PA PL RD  ST 6.0 32.0 8 A T 17.2  

8LA1W LC LC027 FAN/S PA INR       B A 8.9  

8LA1W LC LC028 FAS/S PA INR       A A 19.7 variable wall thickness 

8LA1W LC LC029 FAS/S  INR       A A 1.7  

8LA1W LC LC030 FAS PA PL BI  IN 8.3   A A 19.2 large-diameter vessel 

8LA1W LC LC031 FAN PA INR RE      A A 6.1  

8MR123 MR M-MR001 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 13.8 40.0 7 A A  burnished interior; 
undulating lip 

8MR123 MR M-MR002 FAN/S PA INR RD  ST 9.3   A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR003 FAN/S PA INR RD      A B  mend hole 12.1 mm 
from lip 

8MR123 MR M-MR004 FAN/S PA INR       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR005 FAN/S PA INR       A A  large section of body 
and base 

8MR123 MR M-MR006 FAN/S PA INR RE  ST 10.3 14.0 6 A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR007 FAN/S PA INR       A A  incised base; 
completely oxidized at 
base 

8MR123 MR M-MR008 FAN/S PA INR       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR009 FAN/S PA INR       B B   

8MR123 MR M-MR010 FAN/S PA PL BV  IN 7.9   A P  smoothing facets on 
interior 

8MR123 MR M-MR011 FAN PA INP       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR012 FAN PA PL XF 5.8 ST 7.6   A A  very slight curvature - 
possible rectangular 
vessel 

8MR123 MR M-MR013 FAN/S PA INR XF 11.4 ST 9.7   A B   

8MR123 MR M-MR014 FAN/S PA INR FI      A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR015 FAN/S PA INR FI  ST 10.9   A B   

8MR123 MR M-MR016 FAN PA PL FI      A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR017 FAS PA INR       A A  unusual discontinuous 
incisions 

8MR123 MR M-MR018 FAN/S PA INR       B A   

8MR123 MR M-MR019 FAS PA INR       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR020 FAS PA PL       A A  possible basal sherd 
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Table B-1. continued 

Site Locus Ves# Temper 
Fiber

1
 

Orient 
Surf 
Treat 

Lip 
Form 

Lip
2
 

Thk 
(mm)  

Rim 
Form 

Rim
3
 

Thk 
(mm) 

Orif
4
 

Diam 
(cm) 

% 
Orif 

Int 
Res 

Ex. 
Res 

Wt 
(g) Notes 

8MR123 MR M-MR021 FAN PA INP       A A  possibly same vessel as 
M-MR22 

8MR123 MR M-MR022 FAN PA INP       A A  possibly same vessel as 
M-MR21 

8MR123 MR M-MR023 FAN/S PA INP       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR024 FAN PA INC       A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR025 FAS PA INR RE  ST 12.3   A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR026 FAN PA INR FI      A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR027 FAS PA ER FE    20.0 8 A A  very dense hard sherd; 
eroded exterior 

8MR123 MR M-MR028 FAN/S PA INR RE      A A  partially drilled mend 
hole 8.3 mm from lip 

8MR123 MR M-MR029 FAN PA INR RE  IN 5.8   A A   

8MR123 MR M-MR030 FAS PA INR       A A   

8MR123 VL MR001 FAS PA INR       A A 2.8  

8MR123 VL MR002 FAS PA PL       A A 54.9 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8MR123 VL MR003 FAN PA PL RE      A A 1.9 trace spicules 

8MR123 VL MR004 FAS  INC       A A 0.3 1 possible curvilinear 
incision 

8MR123 VL MR005 FAS PA PL       A A 6.0  

8MR123 VL MR006 FAS PA ER RE      B A 4.3 highly eroded exterior 
surface 

8MR123 VL MR007 FAN PA PL       A A 4.2 highly eroded exterior; 
trace spicules 

8MR123 VL MR008 FAS RA PL       A A 46.1 flat basal sherds 

8MR123 VL MR009 FAS PA INR       A A 0.6 raised ridges of clay 
along incisions 

8MR123 VL MR010 FAS PA PL       A A 3.7 trace spicules 

8MR123 VL MR011 FAS  INR       A A 2.5  

8MR123 VL MR012 FAS PA PL RD  ST 9.9 20.0 10 A A 22.4 burnished interior and 
exterior 

8MR123 VL MR013 FAS PA INR       A A 13.0  

8MR123 VL MR014 FAS/S  INR       A A 1.1  

8MR123 VL MR015 FAS  INR       A A 0.6  

8MR123 VL MR016 FAS  INR       A A 2.8  
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Site Locus Ves# Temper 
Fiber

1
 

Orient 
Surf 
Treat 

Lip 
Form 

Lip
2
 

Thk 
(mm)  

Rim 
Form 

Rim
3
 

Thk 
(mm) 

Orif
4
 

Diam 
(cm) 

% 
Orif 

Int 
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Ex. 
Res 

Wt 
(g) Notes 

8MR123 VL MR017 FAN/S PA PL XF 4.8 ST 7.9 24.0 8 A A 42.1  

8MR123 VL MR018 FAS PA PL       A A 30.5 flat basal sherds 

8MR123 VL MR019 FAS PA ER       A A 7.1 eroded interior and 
exterior surfaces 

8MR123 VL MR020 FAS PA INP       A A 1.8 highly eroded interior 
and exterior surfaces 

8MR123 VL MR021 FAN PA PL       A A 2.8  
1
Fiber orientation was recorded for all vessels with intact lips, bases, or some other morphological characteristic allowing for the sherd to be oriented. 

2
Lip thickness was recorded for all vessels with intact flattened lips. 

3
Rim thickness was measured 3 cm below the lip. 

4
Orifice diameter was estimated for all vessels with ≥ 5 percent of lip circumference intact. 
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Table B-2. Key to headings and abbreviations for pottery attribute data. 

Heading Entry Description 

Site  site number 

   

Locus  Silver Glen locus 

 LB 8LA1-West Locus B 

 LC 8LA1-West Locus C 

 MR 8MR123 Mound 

 NR 8LA1-East north ridge 

 SR 8LA1-East south ridge 

 VL 8MR123 Village 

   

Ves#  Zack Gilmore's vessel number 

   

Temper  temper constituents visible under binocular microscope 

 FAN fiber abundant, no visible aplastics 

 FAS fiber abundant, visible aplastics 

 /S suffix indicating visible sponge spicules 

   

Fiber Orient  predominant orientation of fiber temper 

 PA parallel to lip 

 RA random 

   

Surf Treat  surface treatment 

 INR incised rectilinear 

 INC incised curvilinear 

 INP incised and punctated 

 PUN punctated 

 PL plain 

 ER eroded 

   

Lip Form   

 BE beveled exterior 

 BI beveled interior 

 BV beveled 

 FD double flanged  

 FE flanged exterior 

 FI flanged interior 

 PR tapered 

 RD rounded 

 RE rounded exterior 

 RI rounded interior 

 XF flattened 

 /D suffix indicating decorated lip 

 /T suffix indicating thickened lip 

   

Lip Thk  lip thickness (recorded for flattened lips only) 
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Table B-2. continued 

Heading Entry Description 

Rim Form   

 EX excurvate 

 IN incurvate 

 ST straight 

   

Rim Thk  rim thickness (measured 3 cm below lip) 

   

Orif Diam  orifice diameter (estimated for vessels with ≥ 5 percent of the lip circumference 
intact 

   

% Orif  percentage of lip circumference intact 

   

Int Res  internal residue 

 A absent 

 B possible 

 P present 

 T trace 

   

Ext Res   

 A absent 

 B possible 

 P present 

 T trace 

   

Wt.  total weight of vessel 
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APPENDIX C 
POTTERY MOTIFS 
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Figure C-1. Orange Incised pottery motifs from Silver Glen. (R indicates motif was 
drawn from rim sherd.)    
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Figure C-1. continued 
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Figure C-1. continued 
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Figure C-2. Tick Island Incised pottery motifs from Silver Glen. (R indicated motif was 

drawn from rim sherd. 
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APPENDIX D 
POTTERY COMPOSITION AND PROVENANCE 
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Table D-1. Pottery provenience, type, and group membership. 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Ccomposition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG001 LB001 8LA1W LB TII unassigned NC2 

ZIG002 LB002 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG003 LB003 8LA1W LB TII CG2 
 

ZIG004 LB004 8LA1W LB TII un-outlier 
 

ZIG005 LB006 8LA1W LB TII CG2 NC2 

ZIG006 LB008 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG007 LB009 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG008 LB010 8LA1W LB OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG009 LB011 8LA1W LB TII unassigned 
 

ZIG010 LB012 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG011 LB013 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG012 LB014 8LA1W LB OI CG1 I1 

ZIG013 LB015 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG014 LB016 8LA1W LB TII un-outlier NC2 

ZIG015 LB019 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG016 LB021 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG017 LB022 8LA1W LB TII CG1 NC2 

ZIG018 LB023 8LA1W LB TII CG1 NC3 

ZIG019 LB024 8LA1W LB TII CG1 
 

ZIG020 LB025 8LA1W LB OP CG2 
 

ZIG021 LB026 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG022 LB027 8LA1W LB OP unassigned NC1 

ZIG023 LB028 8LA1W LB OP unassigned NC1 

ZIG024 LB029 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG025 LB030 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier NC1 

ZIG026 LB031 8LA1W LB OP CG1 NC2 

ZIG027 LB033 8LA1W LB OP CG2 NC1 

ZIG028 LB040 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG029 LB041 8LA1W LB OP CG2 I2 

ZIG030 LB043 8LA1W LB OP CG2 NC2 

ZIG031 LB045 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG032 LB049 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG033 LB053 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG034 LB054 8LA1W LB OP CG1 NC2 

ZIG035 LB057 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG036 LB060 8LA1W LB OP CG1 NC2 

ZIG037 LB061 8LA1W LB OP CG1 NC1 

ZIG038 LB063 8LA1W LB OP unassigned NC2 

ZIG039 LB064 8LA1W LB OP CG1 
 

ZIG040 LB065 8LA1W LB OP CG1 
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Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG041 LB067 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG042 LB070 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG043 LB072 8LA1W LB TII un-outlier C1 

ZIG044 LB075 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG045 LB077 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG046 LB078 8LA1W LB OP CG1 
 

ZIG047 LB079 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG048 LB080 8LA1W LB OI CG1 NC3 

ZIG049 LB081 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG050 LB082 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG051 LB083 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG052 LB086 8LA1W LB OI unassigned 
 

ZIG053 LB088 8LA1W LB TII un-outlier C1 

ZIG054 LB090 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG055 LB091 8LA1W LB TII CG2 NC4 

ZIG056 LB092 8LA1W LB OI CG1 NC2 

ZIG057 LB093 8LA1W LB ER unassigned 
 

ZIG058 LB094 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG059 LB096 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG060 LB097 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG061 LB098 8LA1W LB OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG062 LB099 8LA1W LB OP unassigned C1 

ZIG063 LB100 8LA1W LB OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG064 LB101 8LA1W LB OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG065 LB102 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG066 LB103 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG067 LB104 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG068 LB105 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG069 LB106 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG070 LB107 8LA1W LB OI CG1 
 

ZIG071 LB108 8LA1W LB OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG072 LB109 8LA1W LB OP CG2 
 

ZIG073 LB110 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG074 LB111 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG075 LB112 8LA1W LB OP unassigned 
 

ZIG076 LB113 8LA1W LB TII unassigned 
 

ZIG077 LB114 8LA1W LB OP CG1 
 

ZIG078 LB115 8LA1W LB OI CG2 
 

ZIG079 LC001 8LA1W LC TII un-outlier NC3 

ZIG080 LC002 8LA1W LC OI un-outlier 
 



 

360 

Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG081 LC003 8LA1W LC TII CG2 
 

ZIG082 LC004 8LA1W LC TII unassigned NC2 

ZIG083 LC005 8LA1W LC OI CG2 
 

ZIG084 LC006 8LA1W LC OI CG2 
 

ZIG085 LC007 8LA1W LC OI CG2 
 

ZIG086 LC008 8LA1W LC TII CG2 NC3 

ZIG087 LC009 8LA1W LC OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG088 LC010 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG089 LC011 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG090 LC012 8LA1W LC OI CG2 
 

ZIG091 LC013 8LA1W LC OP unassigned 
 

ZIG092 LC014 8LA1W LC OI CG1 
 

ZIG093 LC015 8LA1W LC TII unassigned I1 

ZIG094 LC016 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG095 LC017 8LA1W LC OI CG2 
 

ZIG096 LC018 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG097 LC019 8LA1W LC OI unassigned NC1 

ZIG098 LC020 8LA1W LC TII unassigned NC3 

ZIG099 LC021 8LA1W LC TII CG2 NC4 

ZIG100 LC022 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG101 LC023 8LA1W LC OP CG2 
 

ZIG102 LC024 8LA1W LC OI unassigned 
 

ZIG103 LC025 8LA1W LC OP unassigned 
 

ZIG104 NR001 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG105 NR002 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG106 NR003 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG107 NR004 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG108 NR005 8LA1E NR OI unassigned I2 

ZIG109 NR006 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG110 NR007 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG111 NR008 8LA1E NR TII unassigned C1 

ZIG112 NR009 8LA1E NR OP unassigned NC3 

ZIG113 NR010 8LA1E NR OP CG3 C1 

ZIG114 NR011 8LA1E NR OI unassigned C1 

ZIG115 NR012 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG116 NR013 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG117 NR014 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG118 NR015 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG119 NR016 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG120 NR017 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
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Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG121 NR018 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG122 NR019 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG123 NR020 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG124 NR021 8LA1E NR OI CG1 
 

ZIG125 NR022 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG126 NR023 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG127 NR024 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG128 NR025 8LA1E NR OI unassigned C1 

ZIG129 NR026 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG130 NR027 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG131 NR028 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG132 NR029 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG133 NR030 8LA1E NR OI CG3 C1 

ZIG134 NR031 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG135 NR032 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG136 NR033 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG137 NR034 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG138 NR035 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG139 NR036 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG140 NR037 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG141 NR038 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG142 NR039 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG143 NR040 8LA1E NR OI CG1 
 

ZIG144 NR041 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG145 NR042 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier NC2 

ZIG146 NR043 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG147 NR044 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG148 NR045 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG149 NR046 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG150 NR047 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier I3 

ZIG151 NR048 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG152 NR049 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG153 NR050 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG154 NR051 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG155 NR052 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG156 NR053 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG157 NR054 8LA1E NR ER un-outlier 
 

ZIG158 NR055 8LA1E NR TII CG3 
 

ZIG159 NR056 8LA1E NR OI CG1 
 

ZIG160 NR057 8LA1E NR TII CG2 
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Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG161 NR058 8LA1E NR TII CG1 
 

ZIG162 NR059 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG163 NR060 8LA1E NR ER unassigned 
 

ZIG164 NR061 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG165 NR062 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG166 NR063 8LA1E NR OP CG2 
 

ZIG167 NR064 8LA1E NR OP un-outlier NC2 

ZIG168 NR065 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG169 NR066 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG170 NR067 8LA1E NR OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG171 NR068 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG172 NR069 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG173 NR070 8LA1E NR OP CG1 
 

ZIG174 NR071 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG175 NR072 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG176 NR073 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG177 NR074 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG178 NR075 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG179 NR076 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG180 NR077 8LA1E NR OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG181 NR078 8LA1E NR OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG182 NR079 8LA1E NR OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG183 NR080 8LA1E NR ER CG3 
 

ZIG184 NR081 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG185 NR082 8LA1E NR ER un-outlier 
 

ZIG186 NR083 8LA1E NR ER unassigned 
 

ZIG187 NR084 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG188 NR085 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG189 NR086 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG190 NR087 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG191 NR088 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG192 NR089 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG193 NR090 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG194 NR091 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG195 NR092 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG196 NR093 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG197 NR094 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG198 NR095 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG199 NR096 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG200 NR097 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
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Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG201 NR098 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG202 NR099 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG203 NR100 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG204 NR101 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG205 NR102 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG206 NR103 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG207 NR104 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG208 SR001 8LA1E SR OP CG2 NC2 

ZIG209 SR002 8LA1E SR OP CG2 NC2 

ZIG210 SR003 8LA1E SR OI CG2 NC3 

ZIG211 SR004 8LA1E SR OI CG2 NC3 

ZIG212 SR005 8LA1E SR OP CG2 C1 

ZIG213 SR006 8LA1E SR OI CG2 NC3 

ZIG214 SR007 8LA1E SR OP CG2 
 

ZIG215 SR008 8LA1E SR OP CG2 
 

ZIG216 SR009 8LA1E SR OP CG2 
 

ZIG217 SR010 8LA1E SR OP CG2 
 

ZIG218 MR001 8MR123 VL OI un-outlier NC3 

ZIG219 MR002 8MR123 VL OP CG2 NC3 

ZIG220 MR003 8MR123 VL OP unassigned 
 

ZIG221 MR004 8MR123 VL TII CG2 
 

ZIG222 MR005 8MR123 VL OP CG2 
 

ZIG223 MR006 8MR123 VL ER unassigned 
 

ZIG224 MR007 8MR123 VL OP CG2 
 

ZIG225 MR008 8MR123 VL OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG226 MR009 8MR123 VL OI unassigned 
 

ZIG227 MR010 8MR123 VL OP CG2 NC2 

ZIG228 MR011 8MR123 VL OI un-outlier NC1 

ZIG229 MR012 8MR123 VL OP unassigned C1 

ZIG230 MR013 8MR123 VL OI CG2 NC2 

ZIG231 MR014 8MR123 VL OI CG2 
 

ZIG232 MR015 8MR123 VL OI unassigned 
 

ZIG233 MR016 8MR123 VL OI CG2 
 

ZIG234 MR017 8MR123 VL OP CG2 NC2 

ZIG235 MR018 8MR123 VL OP unassigned 
 

ZIG236 MR019 8MR123 VL ER CG2 NC3 

ZIG237 MR020 8MR123 VL TII unassigned NC2 

ZIG238 M-NR001 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG239 M-NR002 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG240 M-NR003 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
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MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG241 M-NR004 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG242 M-NR005 8LA1E NR TII CG3 C1 

ZIG243 M-NR006 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG244 M-NR007 8LA1E NR OP CG3 
 

ZIG245 M-NR008 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG246 M-NR009 8LA1E NR OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG247 M-NR010 8LA1E NR TII CG1 
 

ZIG248 M-NR011 8LA1E NR TII CG3 C1 

ZIG249 M-NR012 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG250 M-NR013 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG251 M-NR014 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG252 M-NR015 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG253 M-NR016 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG254 M-NR017 8LA1E NR OP unassigned 
 

ZIG255 M-NR018 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG256 M-NR019 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG257 M-NR020 8LA1E NR OI CG3 
 

ZIG258 M-NR021 8LA1E NR OI unassigned 
 

ZIG259 M-MR001 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 C1 

ZIG260 M-MR002 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 I2 

ZIG261 M-MR003 8MR123 MR-MD OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG262 M-MR004 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 
 

ZIG263 M-MR005 8MR123 MR-MD OI unassigned C1 

ZIG264 M-MR006 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 C1 

ZIG265 M-MR007 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 C1 

ZIG266 M-MR008 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 
 

ZIG267 M-MR009 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 C1 

ZIG268 M-MR010 8MR123 MR-MD OP unassigned NC1 

ZIG269 M-MR011 8MR123 MR-MD TII unassigned NC2 

ZIG270 M-MR012 8MR123 MR-MD OP un-outlier 
 

ZIG271 M-MR013 8MR123 MR-MD OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG272 M-MR014 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG1 
 

ZIG273 M-MR015 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 
 

ZIG274 M-MR016 8MR123 MR-MD OP unassigned 
 

ZIG275 M-MR017 8MR123 MR-MD OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG276 M-MR018 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 
 

ZIG277 M-MR019 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG1 
 

ZIG278 M-MR020 8MR123 MR-MD OP unassigned 
 

ZIG279 M-MR021 8MR123 MR-MD TII CG1 
 

ZIG280 M-MR022 8MR123 MR-MD TII un-outlier C1 
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Table D-1. continued 

MURR anid 
Vessel 
number Site Locus 

Pottery 
type 

Composition 
group 

Paste 
group 

ZIG281 M-MR023 8MR123 MR-MD TII unassigned NC3 

ZIG282 M-MR024 8MR123 MR-MD TII unassigned 
 

ZIG283 M-MR025 8MR123 MR-MD OI unassigned 
 

ZIG284 M-MR026 8MR123 MR-MD OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG285 M-MR027 8MR123 MR-MD ER CG2 
 

ZIG286 M-MR028 8MR123 MR-MD OI CG3 
 

ZIG287 M-MR029 8MR123 MR-MD OI un-outlier 
 

ZIG288 M-MR030 8MR123 MR-MD OI unassigned 
 

Note: The raw data from the NAA and petrographic analysis are available upon request from the 
Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology at the University of Florida.  
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Table D-2. Key to headings and abbreviations for pottery provenience, type, and group 
membership data. 

Heading Entry Description 

MURR anid  NAA analytical identification number assigned by MURR 

   

Vessel Number  Zack Gilmore's vessel number 

   

Site  site number 

   

Locus  Silver Glen locus 

 LB 8LA1-West Locus B 

 LC 8LA1-West Locus C 

 MR 8MR123 Mound 

 NR 8LA1-East north ridge 

 SR 8LA1-East south ridge 

 VL 8MR123 Village 

   

Pottery type   

 OP Orange Plain 

 OI Orange Incised 

 TII Tick Island Incised 

 ER Eroded 

   

Composition 
group 

 NAA chemical composition group 

 CG1 Composition Group 1 

 CG2 Composition Group 2 

 CG3 Composition Group 3 

 unassigned unassigned sample 

 un-outlier unassigned sample with < 0.1 percent chance of belonging to any 
of the defined groups 

   

Paste Group  petrographic paste group  

 C1 Chalky 1 

 I1 Intermediate 1 

 I2 Intermediate 2 

 I3 Intermediate 3 

 NC1 Nonchalky 1 

 NC2 Nonchalky 2 

 NC3 Nonchalky 3 

 NC4 Nonchalky 4 
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Table D-3. Mahalanobis distance-based probabilities of group membership for 
Composition Group 1 (CG1) members. 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG010 17.768 0.000 0.000 

ZIG011 61.949 0.133 0.061 

ZIG012 17.909 0.063 0.000 

ZIG016 30.474 0.006 0.000 

ZIG017 46.910 0.231 0.000 

ZIG018 61.633 0.000 0.009 

ZIG019 14.193 0.005 0.000 

ZIG026 18.981 0.000 0.000 

ZIG034 11.609 0.346 0.000 

ZIG036 81.629 0.609 0.000 

ZIG037 85.186 0.000 0.000 

ZIG039 25.627 0.000 0.000 

ZIG040 81.077 0.001 0.000 

ZIG044 56.858 4.132 0.018 

ZIG046 95.475 3.670 0.026 

ZIG048 85.757 0.103 0.064 

ZIG049 99.893 2.497 0.187 

ZIG050 38.374 0.003 0.046 

ZIG056 35.734 0.121 0.000 

ZIG058 73.111 0.047 0.000 

ZIG060 88.355 2.861 0.342 

ZIG070 77.340 0.004 0.000 

ZIG077 42.571 0.351 0.002 

ZIG092 77.908 1.722 0.001 

ZIG124 4.727 0.000 0.024 

ZIG143 47.196 0.000 0.307 

ZIG159 37.799 0.000 0.000 

ZIG161 13.603 0.000 0.000 

ZIG173 66.556 0.128 0.000 

ZIG247 58.184 0.000 0.064 

ZIG272 10.153 0.000 0.000 

ZIG277 4.922 0.000 0.000 

ZIG279 9.962 0.000 0.000 
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Table D-4. Mahalanobis distance-based probabilities of group membership for 
Composition Group 2 (CG2) members. 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG003 0.011 82.532 0.000 

ZIG005 0.066 71.914 0.000 

ZIG006 2.065 51.331 0.000 

ZIG015 0.131 86.486 0.000 

ZIG020 0.234 77.010 0.000 

ZIG027 2.811 52.475 0.000 

ZIG029 0.763 64.632 0.000 

ZIG030 0.026 80.517 0.000 

ZIG051 0.033 1.009 0.000 

ZIG054 0.019 7.948 0.000 

ZIG055 0.072 16.699 0.000 

ZIG065 0.139 95.648 0.000 

ZIG072 0.004 11.515 0.000 

ZIG078 0.009 70.585 0.002 

ZIG081 0.044 87.352 0.000 

ZIG083 0.131 73.204 0.000 

ZIG084 0.690 89.305 0.000 

ZIG085 0.433 86.939 0.000 

ZIG086 0.186 32.885 0.000 

ZIG090 0.002 35.060 0.000 

ZIG095 0.041 31.813 0.000 

ZIG099 0.309 40.763 0.233 

ZIG101 0.539 82.207 0.001 

ZIG160 3.824 30.178 0.000 

ZIG166 0.027 13.311 0.000 

ZIG208 0.004 62.884 0.000 

ZIG209 0.005 45.821 0.000 

ZIG210 0.001 15.182 0.000 

ZIG211 0.026 10.450 0.000 

ZIG212 0.009 10.305 0.000 

ZIG213 0.052 60.709 0.000 

ZIG214 0.006 96.640 0.000 

ZIG215 0.058 63.711 0.000 

ZIG216 0.088 61.486 0.000 

ZIG217 0.103 73.520 0.001 

ZIG219 0.040 34.308 0.000 

ZIG221 0.115 9.692 0.000 

ZIG222 0.006 37.150 0.000 

ZIG224 0.032 47.004 0.000 

ZIG227 0.004 68.673 0.000 

ZIG230 0.007 0.468 0.000 

ZIG231 0.005 81.926 0.000 

ZIG233 5.528 65.066 0.000 

ZIG234 0.391 89.601 0.009 

ZIG236 0.012 18.984 0.000 

ZIG285 0.259 26.314 0.001 
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Table D-5. Mahalanobis distance-based probabilities of group membership for 
Composition Group 3 (CG3) members. 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG104 0.005 0.000 50.054 

ZIG105 0.008 0.000 18.580 

ZIG106 0.006 0.000 17.547 

ZIG107 0.002 0.001 10.341 

ZIG109 0.017 0.000 44.186 

ZIG110 0.014 0.000 60.610 

ZIG113 0.002 0.000 28.778 

ZIG116 0.001 0.000 89.205 

ZIG117 0.003 0.000 53.789 

ZIG118 0.017 0.000 62.206 

ZIG121 0.005 0.000 21.239 

ZIG122 0.007 0.000 84.996 

ZIG123 0.002 0.000 30.693 

ZIG125 0.003 0.000 7.291 

ZIG127 0.008 0.000 10.221 

ZIG130 0.002 0.000 74.119 

ZIG131 0.001 0.000 96.167 

ZIG133 0.003 0.000 26.104 

ZIG135 0.002 0.000 16.110 

ZIG138 0.001 0.007 38.173 

ZIG139 0.004 0.000 94.728 

ZIG140 0.001 0.000 93.585 

ZIG141 0.001 0.000 61.885 

ZIG142 0.002 0.000 8.999 

ZIG144 0.004 0.000 51.667 

ZIG148 0.001 0.000 99.036 

ZIG149 0.001 0.000 58.394 

ZIG151 0.005 0.000 22.276 

ZIG153 0.001 0.000 70.131 

ZIG158 0.002 0.000 77.199 

ZIG162 0.001 0.000 8.542 

ZIG164 0.645 0.000 50.958 

ZIG169 0.316 0.016 39.794 

ZIG174 0.022 0.000 61.953 

ZIG175 0.003 0.000 3.037 

ZIG177 0.003 0.000 9.763 

ZIG183 0.013 0.000 12.171 

ZIG187 0.042 0.000 14.467 

ZIG188 0.138 0.000 61.372 

ZIG189 0.027 0.000 83.878 

ZIG190 0.011 0.000 68.217 

ZIG191 6.121 0.000 69.424 

ZIG192 0.004 0.000 97.938 

ZIG194 0.002 0.000 62.153 

ZIG195 0.004 0.000 95.008 

ZIG196 0.213 0.000 53.621 

ZIG197 0.004 0.003 72.297 
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Table D-5. continued 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG198 0.016 0.000 99.755 

ZIG199 0.004 0.000 14.704 

ZIG200 0.021 0.000 53.889 

ZIG201 0.482 0.000 1.891 

ZIG203 0.041 0.000 4.766 

ZIG205 0.075 0.000 99.783 

ZIG207 0.215 0.000 3.037 

ZIG239 3.468 0.000 56.174 

ZIG242 0.005 0.000 79.649 

ZIG244 2.499 0.000 19.950 

ZIG248 0.171 0.000 3.351 

ZIG251 0.008 0.000 10.181 

ZIG253 0.051 0.000 99.637 

ZIG255 0.089 0.000 97.012 

ZIG256 0.178 0.000 88.207 

ZIG257 0.005 0.000 55.454 

ZIG259 0.181 0.000 58.887 

ZIG260 0.002 0.000 85.531 

ZIG262 0.001 0.000 5.051 

ZIG264 0.004 0.000 8.618 

ZIG265 0.013 0.000 74.976 

ZIG266 0.113 0.000 48.683 

ZIG267 4.252 0.000 56.022 

ZIG273 0.022 0.000 8.717 

ZIG276 0.012 0.000 30.935 

ZIG286 0.062 0.000 72.699 
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Table D-6. Mahalanobis distance-based probabilities of group membership for 
unassigned specimens. 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG001 0.015 0.455 0.000 

ZIG002 0.948 8.302 0.000 

ZIG004 0.003 0.011 0.000 

ZIG007 1.043 81.940 5.339 

ZIG008 0.009 0.071 0.000 

ZIG009 0.734 2.856 0.001 

ZIG013 3.344 0.222 0.000 

ZIG014 0.086 0.000 0.000 

ZIG021 0.027 0.019 0.002 

ZIG022 44.931 26.254 0.000 

ZIG023 6.707 50.084 0.000 

ZIG024 3.258 2.964 0.000 

ZIG025 0.060 0.000 0.000 

ZIG028 0.109 0.000 0.000 

ZIG031 0.020 0.000 0.000 

ZIG032 5.031 97.944 0.000 

ZIG033 68.358 6.717 0.000 

ZIG035 0.005 0.082 0.000 

ZIG038 0.812 0.002 0.000 

ZIG041 0.005 0.056 0.000 

ZIG042 2.538 0.033 0.000 

ZIG043 0.005 0.000 0.002 

ZIG045 0.559 0.009 0.000 

ZIG047 0.444 0.000 0.000 

ZIG052 0.261 1.708 0.000 

ZIG053 0.012 0.300 0.000 

ZIG057 99.164 23.279 0.046 

ZIG059 11.140 2.821 0.031 

ZIG061 0.012 0.000 0.003 

ZIG062 0.016 14.364 0.048 

ZIG063 0.013 0.007 0.000 

ZIG064 0.097 0.002 0.000 

ZIG066 1.775 0.057 0.000 

ZIG067 0.027 17.654 0.000 

ZIG068 1.172 83.348 0.000 

ZIG069 10.921 99.989 0.000 

ZIG071 0.017 0.001 0.000 

ZIG073 0.008 62.695 0.014 

ZIG074 8.460 57.733 0.000 

ZIG075 3.302 19.376 0.000 

ZIG076 0.041 0.617 0.000 

ZIG079 0.091 0.032 0.000 

ZIG080 0.032 0.001 0.000 

ZIG082 29.019 48.708 0.000 

ZIG087 0.001 0.004 0.000 

ZIG088 5.191 0.232 0.000 
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Table D-6. continued  

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG089 0.360 4.679 0.000 

ZIG091 0.073 5.201 0.000 

ZIG093 0.278 8.027 0.000 

ZIG094 1.371 0.774 0.000 

ZIG096 0.355 4.125 0.000 

ZIG097 0.784 1.069 0.000 

ZIG098 91.897 99.710 0.013 

ZIG100 0.379 0.000 0.000 

ZIG102 0.008 19.921 0.000 

ZIG103 27.001 59.288 0.029 

ZIG108 0.075 0.000 1.216 

ZIG111 0.643 0.000 0.000 

ZIG112 0.107 0.309 0.000 

ZIG114 0.000 0.000 0.534 

ZIG115 0.007 0.000 0.003 

ZIG119 0.156 0.000 0.000 

ZIG120 1.878 0.000 0.540 

ZIG126 0.089 0.000 0.000 

ZIG128 0.006 0.000 0.106 

ZIG129 0.003 0.000 0.000 

ZIG132 0.026 0.000 0.000 

ZIG134 0.030 0.033 0.000 

ZIG136 0.051 0.000 0.299 

ZIG137 0.002 0.002 0.000 

ZIG145 0.052 0.000 0.001 

ZIG146 0.675 0.000 0.000 

ZIG147 0.019 0.000 0.000 

ZIG150 0.014 0.000 0.000 

ZIG152 2.511 0.000 0.000 

ZIG154 0.003 0.000 0.028 

ZIG155 0.017 0.001 0.000 

ZIG156 0.801 0.000 0.056 

ZIG157 0.001 0.000 0.000 

ZIG163 0.165 0.000 1.799 

ZIG165 12.474 53.312 0.000 

ZIG167 0.042 0.000 0.000 

ZIG168 0.859 0.533 0.000 

ZIG170 0.026 0.000 0.000 

ZIG171 0.035 0.124 0.000 

ZIG172 0.421 0.000 0.000 

ZIG176 0.025 10.275 0.000 

ZIG178 0.027 0.100 0.000 

ZIG179 0.014 8.408 0.004 

ZIG180 0.006 0.010 0.000 

ZIG181 0.009 0.000 0.000 

ZIG182 0.002 0.001 0.000 

ZIG184 0.586 0.035 0.000 

ZIG185 0.002 0.000 0.005 
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Table D-6. continued  

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

ZIG186 0.536 0.000 0.018 

ZIG193 0.003 0.000 0.269 

ZIG202 0.013 0.000 0.000 

ZIG204 0.500 0.000 0.085 

ZIG206 0.327 0.000 0.848 

ZIG218 0.030 0.004 0.000 

ZIG220 0.046 0.484 0.000 

ZIG223 0.011 4.616 0.000 

ZIG225 0.016 0.062 0.000 

ZIG226 0.097 0.102 0.000 

ZIG228 0.011 0.097 0.000 

ZIG229 0.879 0.269 0.000 

ZIG232 4.806 0.287 0.000 

ZIG235 0.061 13.043 0.000 

ZIG237 0.001 2.038 0.000 

ZIG238 3.421 0.000 3.524 

ZIG240 0.458 0.000 0.000 

ZIG241 0.274 0.000 0.001 

ZIG243 22.691 0.000 48.997 

ZIG245 8.206 0.000 0.330 

ZIG246 0.027 0.000 0.034 

ZIG249 0.886 0.000 0.000 

ZIG250 3.564 0.000 0.300 

ZIG252 0.813 0.000 0.000 

ZIG254 0.113 0.000 0.001 

ZIG258 0.139 0.000 0.725 

ZIG261 0.035 0.000 0.022 

ZIG263 2.615 0.000 0.346 

ZIG268 0.184 0.000 0.297 

ZIG269 0.183 13.617 0.000 

ZIG270 0.019 0.015 0.000 

ZIG271 0.030 0.000 0.073 

ZIG274 0.464 0.000 0.000 

ZIG275 0.024 0.000 0.000 

ZIG278 0.015 0.166 0.000 

ZIG280 0.011 0.000 0.000 

ZIG281 0.264 0.000 2.238 

ZIG282 0.010 3.544 0.000 

ZIG283 0.108 0.000 3.752 

ZIG284 0.004 0.000 0.000 

ZIG287 0.006 0.000 0.000 

ZIG288 3.512 0.014 0.000 
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Table D-7. Mahalanobis distance-based probabilities of group membership for clay 
samples. 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

KHA032 0.082 0.000 0.000 

KHA033 0.006 0.001 0.000 

KHA088 0.013 0.000 0.000 

KHA089 0.014 0.000 0.000 

KHA091 0.060 0.000 0.000 

KHA122 0.000 0.000 0.000 

KHA123 0.031 0.000 0.000 

NJW315 0.299 0.000 0.000 

NJW316 0.011 0.001 0.000 

NJW317 0.032 0.008 0.000 

NJW318 0.003 0.000 0.000 

NJW319 0.127 0.337 0.000 

NJW320 0.173 0.000 0.000 

NJW321 1.150 0.000 0.000 

NJW322 0.002 0.001 0.000 

NJW323 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW324 0.003 0.000 0.000 

NJW325 1.145 0.000 0.000 

NJW326 0.016 0.000 0.000 

NJW327 0.068 0.000 0.000 

NJW328 1.082 0.433 0.000 

NJW329 0.589 0.000 0.000 

NJW330 0.012 0.751 0.000 

NJW331 2.029 0.032 0.000 

NJW332 0.003 0.000 0.000 

NJW333 0.002 0.000 0.000 

NJW334 0.067 0.000 0.000 

NJW335 0.003 0.000 0.000 

NJW337 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW338 0.007 0.000 0.000 

NJW339 0.101 0.000 0.000 

NJW340 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW341 0.001 0.197 0.000 

NJW342 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW343 0.126 0.000 0.000 

NJW344 0.385 0.001 0.000 

NJW345 0.143 0.000 0.000 

NJW346 0.003 0.000 0.000 

NJW347 0.002 0.000 0.000 

NJW348 0.001 0.000 0.000 

NJW349 0.000 0.002 0.000 

NJW350 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW351 0.013 0.000 0.000 

NJW352 0.002 0.000 0.000 

NJW353 0.072 0.000 0.000 

NJW354 0.001 0.000 0.000 

NJW355 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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Table D-7. continued 

Anid     CG1 CG2 CG3 

NJW356 0.005 0.347 0.000 

NJW357 0.006 0.001 0.000 

NJW358 0.002 0.000 0.000 

NJW359 0.054 0.000 0.000 

NJW360 0.302 0.000 0.000 

NJW361 0.026 0.046 0.000 

NJW362 1.542 0.000 0.000 

NJW363 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NJW364 0.000 0.000 0.000 

ZIG324 0.003 0.000 0.000 

ZIG325 0.007 0.000 0.000 

ZIG326 0.001 0.000 0.000 

ZIG327 0.003 0.000 0.000 

ZIG328 0.042 0.000 0.000 

ZIG329 0.004 0.000 0.000 

ZIG330 0.000 0.000 0.000 

ZIG331 0.208 0.000 0.000 

ZIG332 0.479 0.000 0.000 

ZIG333 0.988 0.003 0.000 

ZIG334 0.023 0.000 0.000 

ZIG335 0.003 0.000 0.000 

ZIG337 0.038 0.000 0.000 

ZIG338 0.004 0.000 0.000 

ZIG339 0.015 0.000 0.000 

ZIG340 1.626 0.000 0.000 

ZIG341 12.065 0.000 0.000 

ZIG342 0.014 0.000 0.000 

ZIG343 3.926 0.000 0.000 
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