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Abstract 

Of 71 confirmed Caddo-era earthen mound sites in the Northern Caddo Area, 48 have been 

completely destroyed and many of the remaining mounds are badly disturbed. The primary causes of 

mound destruction are agriculture, excavation, looting, reservoir construction, and intentional leveling. 

The Page site is typical of these sites, consisting of at least one mound (now completely destroyed) 

and an associated village area. Little formal archaeological research has been conducted at Page, but it 

was visited and tested several times by professional and avocational archaeologists before the large-scale 

destruction. The resulting documentation gives at least a partial picture of the site and of the mound itself. 

This paper outlines previous investigations at Page, and uses the site as an example of how pooling a 

diverse set of resources, even after a site has been destroyed, can lead to useful insights into site 

organization and use. 

 

Introduction and Archaeological Background 

The Page site (state site designation 3LO15, also known as JBW-2 and the DeLap site) consists of at 

least one Caddo earthen mound and an associated village area in the Ouachita Mountains of western 

Arkansas. The single confirmed mound at the site has been destroyed by looting and intentional leveling. 

The little formal archaeological research that has been conducted at Page has not been fully summarized 

in published literature. Several visits by professional and avocational archaeologists before the large-scale 

destruction provide documentation of the mound and the overall site organization, allowing it here to be 

examined within a broader archaeological context. This paper is an outline of previous investigations at 

the sites, and a discussion of preservation issues and the future research potential at Page and other mound 

sites throughout the Northern Caddo Area of eastern Oklahoma, northwest Arkansas, and southwest 

Missouri.  

The Northern Caddo area (Figure 1) is the westernmost expression of Mississippian-era complex 

chiefdoms in southeastern North America, and as such lies on the ecotone between the large, rich alluvial 

valleys of the Mississippi River and its tributaries to the east, and the relatively arid Osage Plains to the 

west where prehistoric agriculture was not tenable, largely due to calcic soils (Madole et al. 1991:508). 

The ancestors of the current Caddo Nation occupied this area from about AD 900 (Perttula 1992, 1996). 

(Although see Schambach [1990] for a dissenting view on the ethnicity of the prehistoric populations in 

this area.) Prehistoric Caddo practiced a largely agricultural way of life, farming the bottomlands of the 

Arkansas and Neosho Rivers and their tributaries. They were organized into a series of complex 

chiefdoms, with local leaders likely residing at village sites that also contained mounds (Brown et al. 

1978). The Caddo had a rich symbolic expression and participated in long-distance trade of artifacts 

throughout the North American Southeast (what was formerly termed the “Southeastern Ceremonial 

Complex” [Knight 2006]), and are particularly noted for their finely made pottery.  

Among the most dramatic and visible features of Caddo sites are earthen monuments – commonly 

referred to as “mounds,” although this term belies their complex structure. These mounds are the North 

American equivalent of earthen pyramids, constructed out of soil instead of rock. Most have a complex 

architecture, constructed and added to in some cases over the course of multiple generations. The soils 
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used to build the mounds appear to have been carefully chosen for color and/or engineering properties, 

and some of the material was imported from a significant distance from the sites (Vogel et al. 2005). 

 

 
Figure 1. Elevation map of the Page site in relation to other mound sites. Collectively, these sites 

represent the Northern Caddo Area.  

 

Most published studies concerning mound sites in the Northern Caddo area date to the 1980s and 

earlier. Since 2000, there have been only nine works specifically concerning these sites, seven of which 

either summarize or are based off of previous work (Albert 2000; Cranford 2007; Morrow 2004; Rogers 

et al. 2000; Vogele 2000; Lockhart 2012; Vogel 2012.), and only two of which are based on more recent 

investigations (Pluckhahn et al. 2010; Vogel et al. 2005). The primary reason for this appears to be lack of 

excavation. Since the passing of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 

in 1990, and similar state-level laws and regulations protecting prehistoric burials, excavations into 

prehistoric mounds has all but halted. The only exceptions are limited investigations conducted to salvage 

information from mounds already damaged (e.g. Vogel et al. 2005). This does not need to be the case. I 

propose that non-traditional archaeological methods can still be employed to investigate these sites, even 



Polymath: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Arts & Sciences 

3 

 

those that have been completely destroyed. This is possible without the typical archaeological excavation 

that is the precursor to most site analysis. 

Because mound sites are highly visible and far more easily recognized as prehistoric archaeological 

features than non-mound sites, they have often been the subject of interest and study by amateur 

archaeologists and land owners, who often document information in the form of letters, pictures, and 

informal reports. Many of the mounds are also visible in aerial photographs, the earliest of which (in the 

Northern Caddo Area) date to the 1930s and 1940s, a time when most of the mounds had not been 

destroyed through plowing and other means. I employ these forms of information to document and 

analyze the Page site, partly to put this little-known but important site in a broader archaeological context, 

and partly as an illustration of the utility of these somewhat non-traditional, “after-the-fact” resources to 

learn more about these destroyed sites. 

 

Caddo Mounds 

Brown et al. (1978) recognize three distinct types of mounds within this region: structural mounds, 

accretional burial mounds, and platform mounds. Structural mounds are low (typically under 3 m tall) 

conical features that cover the remains of previously existing structures. The structures buried by these 

mounds appear to have been used for specialized, ceremonial purposes, and many are hypothesized to 

have served as charnel houses or temporary burial locations (Rogers 1982). These mounds generally 

appear to have been constructed in a single episode.  

Accretional burial mounds are elongated, multi-lobed, or round earthen features that are the result of 

multiple episodes of mound building. These are generally larger than structural mounds, but still typically 

under 5 m tall. Each building episode generally contains multiple burials, many of them secondary burials 

that were probably processed within the structures underlying nearby structural mounds. Grave goods and 

elaborate burial features are common in this type of mound. 

Platform mounds (also called temple mounds or “truncated pyramid mounds”) are the largest and 

most complex type of earthen structure found in the Northern Caddo area and adjoining regions. These 

are generally large, round or rectangular flat-topped structures, the tallest of which reach up to 10 m. They 

are commonly devoid of artifacts, and contain few to no burials except for intrusive protohistoric and 

historic ones, which are quite common. The building sequence (Vogel et al. 2005) typically consists of a 

meter or more of soil initially emplaced, with a fired clay surface that serves as the summit for some 

period of time. These surfaces generally supported one or more structures, long presumed to be the 

dwellings of local leaders (Brown et al. 1978). Large-scale pits were sometimes excavated into the 

surfaces and subsequently re-filled. After some period of time, living surfaces were buried by more 

mound fill, creating a fresh surface. This sequence was repeated multiple times in most platform mounds. 

Evidence for mounded berms, large posts, and other structures exists within many of these mounds as 

well, but the basic unit of construction seems to be a cyclical sequence of filling, pitting, and surface 

preparation. Some platform mounds received a final, conical stage of construction that was not used as a 

surface for other structures, effectively “retiring” the mound from active service. 

Caddo sites containing mounds are termed civic ceremonial centers, and they likely served as the 

location of important community ceremonies tied to regional political power (Brown 1996; Knight 1986). 

The offerings, burials, enclosed structures, and massive earthworks at these sites suggest a wide-ranging, 

cohesive social organization and the organizational capacity of local leaders. The labor involved in the 

construction of these mounds and structures and artifacts they contain, though variously estimated (e.g. 

Muller 1997; Emerson 1997), clearly represents a significant community investment and a large 

expenditure of time and energy. 

Brown et al. (1978) present a hierarchy of civic ceremonial centers, termed first, second, and third 

echelon. First echelon centers are the simplest or least elaborate type, containing at least one burial mound 

(or an un-mounded burial area), and an associated mortuary structure, which may or may not be 

mounded. Second echelon centers contain an additional platform mound. Third echelon centers are 

essentially large second echelon centers with the addition of a fourth mound type or other large 

architectural element. The additional mound type or architectural element is generally unique to the 
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center, suggesting an “organizational discontinuity with the lower-echelon centers” (Brown et al. 

1978:189). Within the Northern Caddo area, there are eleven mound sites that appear to fit best within the 

first echelon category, seventeen that appear to best fit within the second echelon category, and three that 

are clearly third echelon centers. Page appears to fit best within the first echelon category, with some 

interesting and possibly unique architectural elements. 

 

 

THE PAGE SITE 

 

Previous Investigations 

Page appears to be a first echelon mound center, consisting of at least one substantial earthen mound, 

an associated village site, and possibly one or more off-mound burial areas. The site is situated on a high 

terrace above Petit Jean Creek, a major tributary of the Petit Jean River. Naturally occurring prairie 

mounds (also known as Mima mounds), often mistaken for prehistoric constructed mounds, are common 

throughout the region (see Horwath et al. [2012] for a recent discussion of these features). Several low 

topographic rises in the vicinity of Page appear to be prairie mounds, although one or more may be small 

constructed mounds. The larger mound at the site clearly constructed by prehistoric Caddo, is herein 

designated Page Mound 1. 

The earliest description of the Page site comes in the form of a letter from Joe Bell Winters in 1959 to 

the University of Arkansas Museum. The letter is currently curated by the Arkansas Archeological Survey 

(AAS). Winters was an avocational archaeologist who collected and excavated at several sites within and 

around the northern Ouachita Mountains. He appears to have often collected and excavated without 

landowner permission, and was not well regarded by local landowners. He kept few notes and it is unclear 

what became of the artifacts he collected, but his letter remains the earliest description of the site, and is 

reproduced here in full (AAS site files for 3LO15): 

 

Dear Sirs, 

I just finished reading an article about the archeological museum at the University of 

Arkansas. I have a collection of Indian artifacts I have found here in Arkansas so I was very 

interested. 

Not long ago while hunting I found an Indian Mound, very small compared to some found in 

this region. It was about 15 ft. [4.6 m] high and about 55 ft. [16.8 m] in circumference [note – 

Winters probably means diameter instead of circumference]. I decided to dig in it. I started at the 

top and after digging down several feet and finding nothing I decided to try on the side. After 

digging about a foot I found a pottery water bottle, a diagram of which I have disclosed in this 

letter [Figure 2]. I went ahead and found a complete burial. Besides the water bottle there was a 

bowl of the same kind of pottery with designs on the rim of two arrows, one pointing one way 

one the other then six marks then two more arrows. I also found a pipe and a mussel shell pendant 

or something. 

 I wonder if you could tell me something about the kind of Indians they were and the nature 

of the find, after I describe them and tell where they were found. 

The mound is on the Petit Jean River along the Logan and Scott County line. The pottery 

found is hard and smooth except for the carved part, shown by pencil marks. It looks as if pieces 

of mussel shell have been ground fine and mixed with the clay for the look of some pieces I have 

found in the same region. The pipe is of a red material very hard & smooth. It fits the description 

of Catalinite [sic] but I don't suppose it is as it is only found in Minnesota. The mussel shell 

pendant is shaped like a turtle with four holes and a very long tail. 

Would appreciate all you could tell me about these finds. 

  Yours Truly, 

  Joe Bell Winters 

 



Polymath: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Arts & Sciences 

5 

 

 
Figure 2. Winters’ line drawings of the bowl (a) and bottle (b) he 

recovered from Page, and a subsequent photograph of the bottle (c). The 

whereabouts of these artifacts is currently unknown. Sketch from AAS 

site files, photograph from AAS site files circa. 1960, no AAS negative 

number. 

 

In a postscript Winters writes that he was still in possession of the human bones he excavated from 

the mound, which were mostly intact and apparently in good shape. An undated photograph from the 

AAS site files shows what appears the same bottle depicted in the sketch (Figure 2). It is unclear what 

became of the artifacts and bones described by Winters. 

In November of 1960, Winters completed an official AAS Site Survey Form with revised mound 

dimensions and additional details (AAS site files for 3LO15): 

 

Large open site with at least one mound which is a burial mound approx. 50 ft. [15.2 m] 

diameter by 8 ft. [2.4 m] high. Site around mound has been cultivated in the past but the mound 

itself seems to have been spared. About 50 yards [46 m] west of this mound is another small 

mound which may or may not be man made. It is located in a small group of trees and bushes 

adjacent to open field around mound one and is approx. 30 ft. [9.1 m] in diameter by 3 ft. [0.9 m] 

in height. Present Condition: Meadows and woods with little if any erosion. Has not been 

cultivated for several years so features and artifacts are extremely hard to find at present. Mound 

one is covered with trees and bushes with large flat rocks covering the southeast portion. Mound 

two is covered with trees and bushes. One burial removed from Mound one by James Mangan 

and myself in 1946. The present owner of this land says a white girl is buried on top of mound 

one. Many artifacts have been taken from the surface of this site in the past but have either been 

lost or mixed up with material from other sites. 

 

The site was revisited twice by AAS staff in 1974 – apparently the first time professional 

archaeologists had visited the site. The first of these visits was in August of 1974, and was reported by 

Mike Baker (AAS site files for 3LO15): 

 

The mound is badly disturbed, having been potted for over the past 50 yrs. On the east side of 

the mound are situated many large flat rock slabs. These cover the mound surface and according 



The Page Site and Mound Preservation in the Northern Caddo Area 

6 

 

to local history, they have always lined the mound. I have not heard of this before. The rock slabs 

may have been a stairway or simply a covering. The west face of the mound was eroded exposing 

a layer of charcoal, probably a house floor. This feature and the rock slabs were photographed. 

From a distance, the profile of the mound is similar to this drawing: [Figure 3a].  

The slope of the ground immediately adjacent to the mound suggests that the mound has 

eroded considerably over the years. It was reported that another mound existed on the site near 

the large mound. Such a mound was not verified. "Prairie mounds" are a dime-a-dozen in the area 

and the alleged mound may be one of these.  

North of the mound there are several obvious features marked by different colored (species 

of) grasses. These features are shown on the following sketch map of the site around the mound 

[Figure 3b].  

Feature 1 and 2 are apparently structures. Fea. 2 is like a two-tier snowman possibly 

indicating superimposed structures. Feature 1 is 30 paces in diameter; the main part of Fea. 2 is 

25 paces. The outline of Fea. 3 is not well defined beyond the indicated dotted line. However, the 

square-rectangular feature outline as shown is distinct. It is possibly a palisade, house structure, 

ball court, etc. – who knows. No other site features were apparent. 

Mr. Gibbs [the site owner] reported he dug up a pot while putting in a fence post a hundred 

yards [91 m] south of the mound. The pot and apparent burial were only 18 inches [46 cm] deep. 

Other materials collected from the site include pots, pipes, gorgets, arrow points, etc. All of these 

were potted out. A deep metate was also taken from the site area. Obvious artifacts I saw on the 

ground included shell-tempered sherds, bone: human and animal; novaculite and other chert 

flakes, and mussel shell. 

 

 
Figure 3. Baker’s line drawings of the mound profile (top) and a sketch 

map of the mound in relation to other features noted on the ground 

(bottom). Sketches from AAS site files. 
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Baker also reports that the current landowner and several other local landowners knew of Joe Bell 

Winters and his excavations, and that he was "not well liked." In October of 1974 AAS staff archaeologist 

Dan Wolfman visited the site with Baker and reported further details of the mound. The landowner 

allowed them to clean an eroding profile of the mound, in which they noted, "two superimposed baked 

floors" (AAS site files for 3LO15). Wolfman also reported that the landowner "mentioned that there were 

several Caucasians buried in the mound including a relative of his wife's buried there many years ago 

during a time of high water" (AAS site files for 3LO15). Wolfman collected several archaeomagnetic 

samples for dating, and "tested six or seven prairie bumps and found them all to be very sterile" (AAS site 

files for 3LO15). Unfortunately the archaeomagnetic samples were never processed, and appear to have 

been lost. 

There are two sets of photographs from this site in the AAS site files, one from 1974 and an undated 

set with Joe Winters' name on the back, which likely date to the 1950s or 1960s. The Winters photographs 

show two views of Mound 1, looking east and south (view to the east shown in Figure 4). In these images 

the mound is covered in trees and brush, and the field around the mound is in pasture. The mound appears 

roughly conical, with no visible major disruptions to its overall shape. In the 1974 photographs (Figure 5) 

the trees on the mound have recently been cut, and the field around it is in pasture. The mound appears 

badly disturbed in these later images, with obvious pits and trenches from looting. Several other 1974 

photographs also show various chipped and ground stone artifacts collected by local landowners, but the 

exact proveniences are unknown. The artifacts range in age from Paleoindian (at least one artifact is a 

fluted lanceolate biface) to Mississippian in age.  

 

 
Figure 4. Photograph of Page Mound 1 looking east. The mound appears to be largely intact in 

this image. Taken circa. 1960. In AAS site files for 3LO15; no negative number. 
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Figure 5. Photograph of Page Mound 1 looking northeast. Extensive damage to the mound from 

looting is evident. AAS slide APC-54s-17. 

 

Avocational archaeologists Jay Gill and Steve Cox conducted work at the site in 1979, at which time 

they excavated several shovel tests and mapped the mound and its surroundings. These are the last formal 

descriptions of the mound before it was completely destroyed. An overall site map made at this time 

(Figure 6) shows Mound 1 and two possible smaller mounds, and a more detailed map of Mound 1 

(Figure 7) shows its irregular contours from looting, and the location of most of the shovel tests. The 

shovel tests were spaced 50 ft (15 m) apart, were 12 inches (30 cm) in diameter and were excavated to 

about 12 inches (30 cm) or more deep. Basic soil colors and the artifacts recovered from each shovel test 

are detailed in Appendix 1.  
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Figure 6. Sketch map of the Page site (previously named the DeLap site, after the 

contemporary landowner) by Gill and Cox (1979). From AAS site files for 

3LO15. 
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Figure 7. Sketch map of Page site Mound 1 (here named the DeLap site, after the 

contemporary landowner) topography and location of shovel tests, by Gill and Cox (1979). 

From AAS site files for 3LO15.  

 

Gill and Cox noted two possible smaller "house mounds" – one about 175 m to the northeast (shown 

on both maps) and the other about 140 m to the southwest (shown only on the overall site map, Figure 6). 

A shovel test excavated into the northern house mound (shovel test 38) recovered more chipped stone 

flakes and ceramic sherds than any other shovel test at the site, while one excavated into the southern 

house mound (shovel test 39) recovered charcoal, but no clear artifacts. Note that the well and fireplace 
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mapped near the southern house mound (see Figure 6) belong to a historic structure, and are not 

associated with the prehistoric site. The majority of cultural material recovered by Gill and Cox consists 

of flaked stone debris and plain sherds, mostly concentrated within about 60 m of Mound 1. North-to-

south and east-to-west profiles derived from the shovel tests (Figure 8) suggest a thin mantle of 

occupational debris and displaced mound fill, which may extend below the original ground surface.  

  

 
 

Figure 8. North-to-south (top) and east-to-west (bottom) profiles of Page Mound 1 by Gill and 

Cox, 1979. From AAS site files for 3LO15.  

  

Aerial Photograph Interpretations 

Aerial photographs are a valuable but often under-utilized source of information in archaeological 

studies. Beginning in the 1930s, several branches of the U.S. Department of Agriculture commissioned 

aerial photographic surveys of most of the continental U.S. for the purpose of monitoring crop cover and 

developing land use maps. The surveys were repeated approximately every ten years. The earlier surveys 

are particularly useful for mound studies, because they were taken before most of the mounds were 

destroyed. Where mounds are visible in these photographs, their size and locations can be compared to 

ground-based observations of contemporary features where remnants of the mounds might survive.  

At the Page site, Mound 1 is clearly visible in two early aerial photographs, dating to January of 1942 

and August of 1954 (Figures 9 and 10). Prairie mounds are visible in both aerials, particularly in the 1942 

coverage (Figure 9), where there are several within the field of the Page mound itself. These appear as 

slightly lighter colored, circular patches of soil, some surrounded by a “halo” of darker colored soil. This 

is a typical signature for prairie mounds that have experienced erosion from plowing, as the darker 

colored topsoil is removed from the tops of the mounds, exposing the lighter colored subsoil. The use of 
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multi-colored soils in constructed mounds would not typically lead to such a pattern. In the 1954 aerial 

(Figure 10), the field is in pasture, and the soil signature of the prairie mounds is not as visible.  

 

 

 
Figure 9. January 1942 aerial photograph of Page. Arrow points to Mound 1. “P” 

symbols indicate areas of likely prairie mounds. “L” symbols indicate linear 

features discussed in the text. USDA aerial photograph II-3C-201. 
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Figure 10. August 1954 aerial photograph of Page. Black arrow points to Mound 

1, white arrow points to circular feature corresponding generally to the location 

of the features noted by Baker. USDA aerial photograph II-1N-16. 

 

Immediately north of Mound 1 in the 1954 coverage is a dark stain and outlined circle, corresponding 

generally with the location of Features 1 and 2 described in Baker's 1974 AAS report. There is no 

evidence of the linear Feature 3. Baker interpreted these features as cultural in origin, describing them as 

having distinct shapes outlined by different types of grass, but he does not appear to have excavated into 

them for confirmation of his assumptions. While cultural features at times do influence vegetation 

patterns (e.g. a compacted prehistoric house basin may hold water differentially than the surrounding soil, 

thereby altering the type or moisture content of the vegetation immediately above it), these may also be 

caused by natural factors. For example, the circular feature could be the outline of a naturally occurring 

prairie mound that had experienced erosion from plowing. Further ground-based investigations would be 

necessary to determine which is the case.  

Weakly expressed northwest-to-southeast trending linear features are visible in both of the aerial 

photographs, primarily north of Mound 1. These are consistent with historically constructed drainage 

ditches, which are common in this region. 

There are several darker and lighter patches of soil within the field surrounding Mound 1 that may 

relate to prehistoric or historic landscape modification, but without further work on the ground 

interpreting these features is nearly impossible. There are no clear signs of the northern or southern house 

mounds mapped by Gill and Cox (1979), or the possible burial area 91 m south of Mound 1 noted by 

Baker (1974). The third possible mound, noted by Winters (1960), is under tree cover in both aerial 

photographs. 

 

Site Structure 

Winters' description and photographs of the mound indicate that it was mostly intact before 1960, but 

the details of its form (rounded or squared, flat-topped or conical) are unclear. Subsequent looting 
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activities, including Winters' own excavations, severely damaged the mound. By the time the site was 

visited by AAS archeologists in 1974, a great deal of the mound had been removed from looting. A 

topographic map of the mound made by Gill and Cox (see Figure 7) shows it as an irregularly shaped 

structure, but how much of this represents the original shape of the mound is unclear. Both Winters 

(1960) and Wolfman (1974) report at least one historic-era human burial in the mound, although they may 

have obtained this information from the same source.  

The reports of the size of Mound 1 are generally consistent (Table 1), and similar in size to burial 

mounds at other sites within the region. Prior to looting and leveling, the mound was probably about 15 to 

20 m in diameter. Winters' initial height estimate of 4.6 m may be an exaggeration, or may have been 

close to the actual height before he dug into the mound. If the latter is the case, the mound would have 

been anomalously tall. As Winters’ assessment of the diameter of the mound is consistent with other lines 

of evidence, his estimation of the height (the only estimation before it was first looted, which he noted 

was first by excavating the top of the mound), should be considered seriously. This would indicate, 

however, that the height of the mound had been reduced 2.2 meters by looting over the course of a single 

year, which would have been quite a serious undertaking for an amateur archaeologist.  

 

 

Source Diameter Height Other 

Winters letter (ca. 1959) 16.8 m 4.6 m Prehistoric burial and artifacts recovered; historic 

burial reported in Mound 1. 

Winters AAS report, 1960 15.2 m 2.4 m Large flat rocks on southeast; historic burial 

reported in Mound 1. 

Baker AAS report, 1974   Large flat rocks on east; charcoal layer on west 

Wolfman AAS notes, 1974   Two superimposed baked floors; several reported 

historic burials 

Gill and Cox report, 1979 18 m 2.4 m Mound fill may extend below original ground 

surface. 

Aerial photographs (1942, 

1954) 

22 m     --  

Table 1. Sources for the size and structure of Mound 1. 

 

Evidence for associated mounds or other features at the Page site are tantalizing (Table 2), but not 

thoroughly convincing without further testing. Naturally occurring prairie mounds are common 

throughout the area, and several are visible in the early aerial photographs. These features have 

commonly been mistaken for constructed mounds, particularly in areas that have escaped the erosive 

effects of plowing, where they can appear as quite dramatic topographic features (Vogel 2005b: 225-228).  

 

 

Source Description 

Winters AAS report, 1960  Smaller mound ca. 46 m west of Mound 1: 9.1 m diameter and 0.9 m 

high. 

Baker AAS report, 1974 Large features just north of mound; pot and possible burial excavated 

ca. 91 m south of Mound 1. 

Gill and Cox report, 1979 Smaller mound ca. 175 m northeast of Mound 1: ca. 15.2 m diameter 

and 1.5 m high; Smaller mound ca. 140 m southwest of Mound 1; 

possible house ca. 30 m south of Mound 1. 

Aerial photographs (1942, 

1954) 

Several prairie mounds; dark stain immediately north of Mound 1; other 

possible landscape modifications. 

Table 2. Evidence for other mounds or features associated with Mound 1. 
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The Caddo bottle and other artifacts recovered from the site argue for a late Mississippian period, the 

bottle appearing similar to the Keno Trailed type described by Townsend and Walker (2004), which they 

date to around A.D. 1600 to 1800, indicating that the site was in use very late into the Caddo occupation 

of this area. There are not enough datable artifacts from clear contexts at the site to be able to establish the 

full range of time the site was occupied, however.  

The one confirmed mound at the site, while corresponding fairly closely in size and general 

appearance to other burial mounds in the region, also has some unique features. Wolfman's (1974) AAS 

notes describe "two superimposed baked floors", at least one of which is shown in the 1974 photographs, 

extending through an exposed mound profile for at least a meter. These features may represent individual 

mound stages (e.g. "capping layers" described by Vogel et al. at the Norman site [2005]), or burned 

structures found generally at the base of at least a few other burial mounds. In either case, they indicate a 

complex internal structure typical of mounds throughout the region. And, because they occur within the 

mound itself and not within a charnel house covered by the mound, they may indicate a dual use of the 

mound as both a burial mound and a platform mound, or simply a platform mound in which a burial was 

interred. 

The large flat rocks reported by Winters (1960) and photographed by Baker (1974) may be unique to 

this mound. This author is not aware of similar features reported from other Caddo mounds. Because so 

many mounds in this region were destroyed with little to no formal archaeological documentation, 

however, it is possible that other mounds shared this feature. Or possibly, the mounds reflect historic land 

use and clearing, and have nothing to do with its prehistoric construction or use. 

The site has been in pasture during recent historic times, and therefore spared most of the erosive 

effects of plowing. There is a strong potential that any non-mound subsurface features are still intact. 

 

Conclusion: Preservation of Mound Sites in the Northern Caddo Area 

Of 71 confirmed Caddo-era earthen mounds at sites in the Northern Caddo area, 48 (68%) have been 

completely destroyed and many of the remaining mounds are badly disturbed (Table 3). 

The Page site is indicative of how mounds have been typically destroyed in this area. In this case, the 

site has experienced at least some erosion in historic times due to plowing (indicated by the expression of 

the prairie mounds in early aerial photographs), by looting, and through intentional leveling. Throughout 

historic times the Page site has been held by private landowners, and therefore not legally protected from 

looting. The landowner at the time of Winters' excavations was apparently unaware of the work, and 

thoroughly disapproved. Wolfman reports that the landowner, "...did not plan to allow anybody to 

excavate the mound as he wanted to preserve it as a monument of the past" (1974 AAS site files for 

3LO15). The land changed hands shortly after then, and the landowner in the late 1980s took a very 

different view. Looters began sneaking onto the property to dig into the mound, frequently leaving gates 

open and littering the field with trash. The new landowner became exasperated with the situation and 

hired a local bulldozer operator to level the mound (Anonymous landowner, personal communication, 

2004). There is today no trace of Mound 1 visible from the surface. 

Of the 32 documented mound sites throughout the region, 20 (62%) have been severely damaged by 

erosion from agricultural practices, 18 (56%) have been significantly altered by archaeological excavation 

(itself a form of destruction unless proper documentation and record-keeping techniques are employed), 

15 (47%) have suffered from significant looting (and likely many more have experienced at least small-

scale pot hunting or looting), nine (28%) are currently under the water of modern, constructed reservoirs, 

eight (25%) experienced intentional leveling/removal by landowners, and four (12%) contain documented 

modern human burials. 

Of the mound sites that have not been completely destroyed, only six are partially or completely 

protected from future destruction. The Norman site, one of the largest in the region, is currently owned by 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Only a fragment of Mound 1 remains at this site, but it is a significant 

fragment of one of the largest mounds in the region. It is currently within a constructed reservoir (Fort 

Gibson Lake), and is seasonally inundated as reservoir levels fluctuate. It has been covered in rip-rap to 

protect it from further erosion. 
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23MD46 Pineville 1 1 y  y    Ray 1996 

23SN42 Loftin 1 0 y y     Bray 1983 

34AD11* Ewing Chapel 

Cem. 
1 1      y 

Vogel 2005a 

34CK43 Brackett 
1 0 y  y    

Howard 1940; 

Bareis 1955 

34CK6 Harlan 5 0 y y y    Bell 1972 

34DL1 & 4 Reed 2 0 y y     Purrington 1971 

34DL41 Lillie Creek 1 0 y y     Purrington 1971 

34LF117 Borrow Pit 2 ?   y    OAS Site Files 

34LF16 Sol Thompson 1 0       Brown 1996 

34LF37 Spiro 9 1 y  y y   Brown 1996 

34LF6* Victor Area 1 0  y  y   Vogel 2005a 

34LF70 Skidgel #2 1 0 y      Brown 1996 

34LF9 Holson Creek 2 0   y y   Bell 1947 

34LF??* Akers 1 0 y y     Vogel 2005a 

34MI45 Eufala 1 0 y  y y   Orr 1941, 1942 

34MS4, 

175 

Hughes, Ft. 

Davis 
2 0 y  y y y  

Bell 1974 

34MS52 Cat Smith 
1 0 y y y y y  

Wyckoff and 

Barr 1967 

34SQ12 Parris 1 1 y      Muto et al. 1980 

34WG2 Norman 7 1 y y y y y y Vogel et al. 2005 

3BE245  Goforth-Saindon 
4 3 y  y y y  

Kay 1986; Kay et 

al. 1989 

3CN4 Point Remove 
4 0 y  y y   

Davis 1967; 

Vogel 2005a 

3FR1* Spinach Patch 2 0   y    Bond 1970 

3LO15 Page 
1 0    y y  

Pluckhahn et al. 

2010 

3LO208* Logan Eddy 3 3    y   Vogel 2005a 

3MA22 Huntsville 
4 4 y  y    

Kay 1986; Sabo 

1982, 1986 

3PP23* Scotia 1 0  y y y   Vogel 2005a 

3PP49* Cove Creek 1 0   y y   Vogel 2005a 

3SB1* Guy Brittain 1 0   y  y  Vogel 2005a 

3SB3 Cavanaugh 1 1    y  y Vogel 2005b 

3WA1 Elkins (Collins) 5 5   y  y  Kay et al. 1989 

3YE15* Bluffton 2 1 y  y y y  Vogel 2005a 

3YE352* Carden Bottom 

Cem. 
1 1   y   y 

Vogel 2005a 

Totals: 71 23 18 9 20 15 8 4  

Table 3. Mound sites and mound preservation in the Northern Caddo area. Sites with an asterisk have not 

been fully summarized in the published literature.. 

 

Ewing Chapel Cemetery is a platform mound with an associated village area, and Carden Bottom 

Cemetery is potentially a platform mound. Private cemeteries are located on both of these mounds. They 

have therefore been disturbed by intrusive burials (dating from the early 1900s and continuing today), but 

are also somewhat protected from further disturbance. That is, because of the presence of modern burials, 

it is unlikely that they will be completely leveled for agricultural or other purposes.  
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Cavanaugh is a mostly intact platform mound, possibly linked to the nearby Spiro site (Vogel 2005a). 

It has been damaged by erosion, looting, a tunnel excavated from the site to the interior, and a small 

modern cemetery on top. It is currently owned by the Archaeological Conservancy (under the stewardship 

of the Arkansas Archeological Survey), and therefore likely protected from further large-scale 

destruction. 

The Spiro site, by far the largest and most elaborate mound sites in the region (Brown 1996), is 

currently owned by the Oklahoma Historical Society, and listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places. Although most of the mounds were destroyed by looting in the 1930s and 1940s, an extensive 

village area with sub-surface features is preserved.  

The Parris site is also owned by the Oklahoma Historical Society, and also listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places. The single platform mound at the site was the subject of excavations 

commissioned by the Oklahoma Historical Society in 1977 and 1978 (Muto 1978; Muto et al. 1980), and 

more recent excavations concentrated on the associated village area (Pluckhahn and Bonhage-Freund 

2007; Pluckhahn et al. 2010.) 

Unfortunately, the future fate of most mound sites in this region still lies at the whim of private 

landowners. Although NAGPRA and state laws and regulations generally protect burials from excavation, 

many of the mounds are still subject to agricultural practices that lead to erosion, and many are 

undoubtedly still subject to looting. In the case of the Page site, it was frustration from the looting that led 

the landowner to level the mound completely.  

The potential for research at these sites, however, even those that have been completely destroyed, is 

far from exhausted. As demonstrated in this paper, archival sources in the form of informal reports, 

letters, photographs, and even personal recollections can be marshalled to gain a fuller understanding of 

the mounds and their prehistoric context. The presence of sub-mound features (suggested at Page by the 

Gill and Cox report [see Figure 8]), also indicate that non-invasive sub-surface methods (e.g. ground-

penetrating radar, magnetometry, resistivity) are still potential useful avenues of research.  
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Appendix 1. Shovel test artifact table from Gill and Coz (1979 AAS site files for 3LO15) 
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1 b,bl y  3  1  1 1 5   x  x    

2 b,bl y  2    2  6   x  x    

3 b,bl r  1    2 2    x   x   

4 r r      4 6 1   x   x   

5 r r  1    2 2    x   x   

6 r y           x    x  

7 r y       6    x    x  

8 r r                x 

9 b b                x 

10 b b                x 

11 b b                x 

12 b b                x 

13 r, b r  1 x    2    x  x    

14 r, b y      2 2    x     x 

15 r, b y  2         x     x 

16 r y           x     x 

17 r y                x 

18 r y                x 

19 r y                x 

20 y, r y                x 

21 y, r y                x 

22 r y  3     6 1   x x x    

23 y, r y  4     4 1   x x x    

24 y y           x     x 

25 r                 x 

26 bl                 x 

27 bl                 x 

28 r y  1      2   x  x    

29 r y  2      2   x  x    

30 r y  2      1   x  x    

31 r y, r           x     x 

32 r y, r           x     x 

33 r y, r                x 

34 r y, r                x 

35 r y, r                x 

36 r y, r                x 

37 r y, r                x 

382  bl  7    x x 11 6 1 x  x    

393             x      

404   1 3      3         

 
1Sediment color: b = brown; y = yellow; r = red, bl = black. 
2 House Mound 

3 House (?) Mound 

4 General Surface 

 

Notes on the direction of shovel test lines: 1-12 are aligned west to east; 13-21 are aligned south to north; 22-25 are aligned east 

to west; 26-27 are labeled "west"; 28-37 are aligned north to south. 

Further notes on shovel tests: 1 = midden; 5, 6, 7 = terrace; 12 = wash; 13, 22, 23, 28 = disturbed; 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 = 

plaza; 25, 26, 27 = slough; 29 = 8" layer; 30 = pit?; 34 = loam. 


