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CHAPTER 1

IN THE FOOTPRINTS OF SQUIER AND DAVIS:
ARCHEOLOGICAL FIELDWORK IN ROSS COUNTY, OHIO

By
Mark J. Lynott

Public perception about the archeological record has been built over time largely
by great and exciting archeological discoveries. The discovery of Tutankhamen'’s tomb
and the Rosetta Stone in Egypt, excavation of the tombs of Mayan and Incan rulers,
and even the discovery of Paleolithic cave art at Lascaux and Altamira have generated
knowledge and interest in the archeological record. The mystery associated with
archeological discoveries has always fascinated the general public. Public interest and
knowledge about the archeological record of North America took a giant step forward
in 1848 when the newly created Smithsonian Institution published Ancient Monuments of
the Mississippi Valley by E.G. Squier and E. H. Davis.

Aboriginal earthen mound and enclosure sites have been reported from every
corner of Eastern North America and the age, nature, and character these earthen
monuments has been the subject of speculation and academic debate for more than two
centuries. Most of the early speculation about the mounds and earthworks encountered
by European explorers and settlers was based on second- or third-hand accounts of these
mysterious features. More accurate descriptions of these massive earthen monuments
began to appear as Euroamerican settlers moved west into the Ohio River Valley.

Previous Studies In Ohio

In the first half of the nineteenth century, Caleb Atwater (1820) published a
detailed and systematic account of mounds and earthworks in Ohio. Atwater devoted
much of his life to the study of the Ohio mounds and he believed the mounds were
not built by American Indians. Atwater’s work in Ohio, and a limited number of other
first-hand reports of mounds in other parts of Eastern North America (e.g., Bartram
1996; Brackenridge 1962), fueled considerable speculation about the origin and nature
of the earthen monuments in this part of the continent. Most of the speculation came
from writers who had never seen the earthen monuments and led to the development of
theories about a lost race of mound builders who were variously identified as migrating
Polynesians, Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, Israelites, Vikings, Welsh, Scots, and Chinese
(Silverberg 1968).

In the midst of these speculations, two men in Chillicothe, Ohio launched into
the fledgling field of North American archeology in 1845 with an ambitious and extensive
study of mounds and earthen enclosure sites. The publication of Ancient Monuments of
the Mississippi Valley by E.G. Squier and E.H. Davis in 1848 demonstrated the importance
of fieldwork in North American archeology and established this volume as alandmark in
the development of American archeology that is still regularly cited by researchers today.
Squier was born in Bethlehem, New York and worked as a writer and editor in Albany
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before coming to Chillicothe as editor of the weekly Scioto Gazette. Davis was born in
Hillsboro, Ohio and educated at Kenyon College where he was trained as a physician.
The two met in Chillicothe and shared an interest in archeology and the Ohio mounds.
Through their partnership, the pair excavated nearly 150 mounds and surveyed nearly
100 earthworks in the vicinity of Chillicothe, Ohio and despite considerable squabbles
over authorship, published their research in 1848 (Barnhart 1980, 1985, 2005; Griffin 1973;
Meltzer 1998).

The publication of Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley was a landmark in
American archeology for two reasons. As the first publication by the newly established
Smithsonian Institution, this book clearly established the government’s commitment
to the study and understanding of the prehistoric heritage of the nation. Although
the research reported by Squier and Davis was accomplished with private funding,
the publication of this book by the National Museum of the United States was one
of the first government acts in support of American archeology. By establishing the
Smithsonian Institution and later funding research through the Bureau of Ethnology,
the United States government further demonstrated its commitment to the study of the
archeological record.

Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley was the first volume in the
Smithsonian Institution’s Contributions to Knowledge series and it represents the
first scientific effort to catalog and document the distribution, nature, and scope of
the prehistoric earthen monuments of the United States. Although Squier and Davis’
methods of mapping with a chain and compass seem primitive by modern standards,
the maps they produced and their observations about mounds and earthworks in Ross
County, Ohio are still regularly cited today. Their work is important because it was
conducted at a time before agriculture and urban development had greatly impacted
many of the mounds and earthworks. The maps and drawings in Ancient Monuments
of the Mississippi Valley provide us with a glimpse of the original nature of these great
earthen monuments.

Although Squier and Davis incorporated maps and observations provided
by colleagues and correspondents across the Eastern United States into their book,
the focus of their work was in the Scioto River valley in which they lived. Subsequent
studies have revealed the limitations of their mapping work (Thomas 1894, 1889) and
their technique of digging vertical shafts into the center of mounds is highly discredited
today. However, their observations about sites in Ross County led later generations of
archeologists to undertake further field investigations in the region (e.g., Gerard Fowke,
William C. Mills, Warren K. Moorehead, and Henry C. Shetrone). The field data that they
generated made an important contribution to the development of modern archeology
and their maps and observations are essential records of earthen monuments that have
subsequently been severely damaged by years of agriculture.

It is not surprising that two men from Chillicothe, Ohio would write the first
comprehensive work on the mounds and earthworks of the Eastern United States.
Chillicothe, located about 80 km south of Columbus in the Scioto River valley, was the
first capital of the state of Ohio. It is also the center of the greatest concentration of
mounds and geometric earthworks in the United States. Within fifty miles of Chillicothe,
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Squier and Davis were able to visit and map hundreds of mounds and earthwork sites.
Although they did not map every mound and enclosure site in Ross and the surrounding
counties, their work forms the basis for many interpretive models of Ohio Hopewell
culture (e.g., Byers 2004; DeBoer 1997; Romain 2000).

Travel in Squier and Davis’ time was certainly slower and more difficult than
today, but they still could easily travel northeast to Newark, southwest to Fort Ancient,
and south to the Serpent Mound. In close proximity to Chillicothe, they found numerous
large geometric earthworks like Mound City, Seip, Hopewell, High Bank, Hopeton,
Cedar Bank, Liberty, Junction, Baum, Dunlap’s, and Frankfort. They also had easy
access to numerous mounds and small earthwork sites. This proximity allowed them
to map and catalog a large number of important sites and their work provides modern
archeologists with early observations about sites that have been greatly altered by years
of cultivation and development.

The damage caused by agriculture and urban development is well documented
throughout Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley. Squier and Davis (1848:73) noted
in regard to the earthworks at Marietta, the “town of Marietta is laid out over them; and
in the progress of improvement, the walls have been considerably reduced and otherwise
much obliterated.” The authors noted similar impacts from the development of towns at
earthwork sites in Chillicothe, Frankfort, Portsmouth, and throughout the Ohio River
valley. In describing the Great Circle at Hopeton, Squier and Davis (1848:51) noted that
the wall “although it has been much reduced of late years by the plough, it is still about
five feet in average height.”

Since the publication of Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley, many
additional studies have cataloged and described the number and extent of mound and
earthwork sites in Eastern North America (e.g., Hinsdale 1931; Lapham 1855; Lily 1937;
Mills 1914; Thomas 1894). These are becoming increasingly important, because the
archeological record in general, and mounds and earthworks in particular, have been
and are being damaged and destroyed at an alarming rate.

The effect of long-term agriculture on mounds and earthworks is intuitively
obvious, but it has also been documented through the study of aerial photographs and
agricultural practices (Blank 1985). Cultivation in Ross County, Ohio was conducted
largely with horse drawn plows until at least the mid-1920s. Cultivation with this
equipment rarely exceeded 6 in deep. Small gasoline powered tractors began appearing
in the mid-1920s, but did not become common until 1937 when rubber tired tractors were
introduced in the region. These small tractors permitted cultivation to an average depth
of only about 8 in but they also permitted farmers to begin using chemical fertilizers.
The introduction of more powerful tractors in the mid-1950s permitted farmers to use
larger plows and cultivate to depths of 12 in.

John Blank (1985) examined all known aerial photographs of the Hopeton
Earthworks north of Chillicothe, Ohio and saw that most of the earthen walls, as
illustrated in Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley were still intact when the first
photograph was taken in 1938. Degeneration of the earthen walls occurred mainly by
lowering and widening the walls through repeated cultivation. The rate of degeneration
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was very slow until tractors became common about 1937. Degeneration increased
markedly in the mid-1950s with the introduction of larger and more powerful tractors.
Blank (1985:59) observed that after 1957, the width of the earthwork walls increased at a
rate of 30 cm (1.0 ft) per year and the height of the walls were lowered at a rate of 30 cm
(1.0 ft) per year. Blank’s study and analysis indicated that if cultivation had continued at
Hopeton, the earthwork walls would be undetectable today.

Blank’s (1985) observations from the photogrammetric study of the Hopeton
Earthworks are probably applicable to most earthwork sites that have been exposed to
cultivation in southern Ohio. Most mound and earthwork sites that are visible today
have either been intentionally preserved or they have been incorporated into historic
cemeteries, fence rows, or other features that have notbeen exposed to annual cultivation.
Although these aboriginal earthen monuments were once impressive and numerous
throughout southern Ohio, they are becoming increasingly rare. Archeological study is
needed before what remains is lost forever.

Hopewell Studies Today

For more than a century and a half, archeological investigation of Ohio Hopewell
sites focused largely on mounds and mortuary features. The nature of Ohio Hopewell
research began to change in the 1960s when Olaf Prufer (1965) proposed that the great
earthen enclosures of southern Ohio were vacant ceremonial centers and that the people
who built them lived nearby in small hamlets or villages. In the 1980s and 1990s, Ohio
Hopewell archeological studies shifted focus from mounds and mortuary events to
habitation sites, settlement patterns, and subsistence practices. Gradually, more detailed
models of the Hopewell world began to emerge. This has led to the development of
additional models regarding astronomical alignment of earthworks and construction of
ceremonial roads (Hively and Horn 1982, 1984, 2006; Lepper 1995, 2005, 2006; Romain
2000). Unfortunately, there have been far too few recent field studies, so most of the
interpretive models relating to Ohio Hopewell are based on limited data or data collected
many years ago without modern collection and analytical techniques.

Contemporary Ohio Hopewell field research falls into two general categories:
earthen enclosure studies and settlement/subsistence studies. The basic goal of research
on earthen enclosures is to learn when they were built, how they were built, and how
they were used. Due to the vast size and nature of many of the earthen enclosures,
these studies tend to focus on how prehistoric people modified the natural landscape
to create unique prehistoric cultural landscapes. Settlement/subsistence studies are
aimed at identifying the places where Hopewell people lived and how they used the
landscape. These two areas of study are not mutually exclusive and some papers in this
volume address both areas of study.

Earthen enclosure sites have a very long history in Eastern North America. Joe
Saunders and his colleagues (2005) have documented the presence of minor earthworks
in association with Middle Archaic mound complexes in northeast Louisiana about
3500 B.C. Two thousand years later, the builders of Poverty Point established a scale
of monumental earthen architecture that dwarfs all but a handful of sites in North
American prehistory (Gibson 2000).
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For many years, interpretations about the function of monumental earthen
architecture were largely speculative. Today, archeologists are utilizing a wide range of
scientific tools and techniques to explain these ancient structures. The new scientific
data from these studies in combination with ethnographic and oral history information
are generating new and useful interpretations about the social and sacred character of
Ohio Hopewell earthen monuments (Byers 2004; DeBoer 1997; Hall 1997; Mainfort and
Sullivan 1998).

Although archeologists have long speculated about the nature of the large and
unique Hopewell geometric earthen enclosures in southern Ohio, individual sites have
received relatively little attention. Many large enclosure sites have never been carefully
mapped or excavated, due in part to the great size of these sites and the difficulty in
answering questions with traditional excavations and sampling techniques. Although
archeologists have visited these sites for many years and offered settlement models to
explain the relationship between sites, traditional studies have failed to answer the most
basic questions about the earthworks themselves: when were they built, how were they
built, and how were they used? Our inability to answer these questions about even one
large earthwork site has seriously limited our ability to address the more sophisticated
anthropological questions associated with Ohio Hopewell.

Congressional support for the preservation and study of the great Hopewell
earthworksinsouthern Ohiowas demonstrated in1992 with the passage of legislation that
expanded Mound City Group National Monument and changed its name to Hopewell
Culture National Historical Park (Public Law 102-294). That legislation authorized the
National Park Service to purchase the Hopewell Mound Group, High Bank Works, Seip
Earthwork, and additional lands surrounding the Hopeton Earthworks. This legislative
support, combined with research funds from the National Park Service, launched an
expanded effort to increase knowledge about Ohio Hopewell earthen monuments.

While mounds and earthworks are the most visible aspect of the Ohio Hopewell
archeological record, current researchers are also investing substantial energy toward
identifying and interpreting Hopewell habitation localities. William Dancey and his
students have generated a model that builds upon Prufer’s (1964) vacant ceremonial
center model (Dancey 1991a, 2005; Dancey and Pacheco 1997; Pacheco and Dancey
2006). This model proposes that Ohio Hopewell people lived in dispersed sedentary
communities. The primary sites associated with this settlement pattern were dispersed
sedentary households comprised of single or extended families occupied over multiple
generations. These household sites were clustered around earthworks or mound centers
and spaced along major river valleys. The people living around the earthworks and
mound centers practiced hunting and gathering and cultivation of native, starchy
seed plants.

Not all scholars support the dispersed sedentary community model. Richard
Yerkes (2005, 2006) has argued that Ohio Hopewell were complex but mobile tribal
societies. Yerkes proposes that the Hopewell achieved considerable cultural complexity
through organizational flexibility without food surpluses, specialized production,
or permanent residences. In his view, the Hopewell relied on a diverse range of
subsistence resources including the use of starchy seeds supplemented by other wild
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foods. Yerkes suggests the construction and use of earthen enclosures served to bind
dispersed members of mobile societies.

Frank Cowan (2006) also believes that Ohio Hopewell was comprised of mobile
populations. Cowan observes that if bladelets are removed from Ohio Hopewell lithic
assemblages, what remains are largely the products of bifacial reduction technology,
which is commonly found in association with mobile hunting and gathering societies.
He notes that while bifaces represent a greater initial effort, they are multi-function
tools that effectively serve mobile hunting and gathering groups. Cowan also notes that
numerous structures have been excavated around the enclosures at Fort Ancient and
Stubbs Earthworks reflecting a variety of different structural forms. Excavation of these
structures exhibits limited refuse and little or no storage associated with the buildings.
He believes the specialized bladelets, bladelet cores, and structures with little refuse
reflect the gathering of mobile populations at earthen enclosure sites.

The lively debate about the nature and meaning of Ohio Hopewell archeology
will likely continue for many years and both sides of this argument may prove to be
correct. Since we have only limited knowledge about the chronological relationship
between Ohio Hopewell sites, the character of settlement-subsistence practices may have
changed over the course of the Hopewell era. Answering current and future questions
about Ohio Hopewell societies will require new data that can only be collected from
future field investigations.

Recent Field Research

Curiosity about the nature and contents of the mounds around Chillicothe,
Ohio led Squier and Davis to conduct the first major archeological field study in
North America. Field research is still the foundation of all archeological inquiry and
contemporary scholars are using new and exciting methods and equipment to continue to
explore the archeological record. This research is extremely important, because modern
land-use practices are gradually destroying the archeological record. The purpose of
this volume is to summarize the nature and results of recent research conducted at or
near several large earthwork sites in Ross County, Ohio, the area that was the focus of
Squier and Davis’ (1848) field research (Figure 1-1). Improvements in digital technology
and geophysical survey instruments have led many of the archeologists contributing
to this volume to use geophysical survey methods to cover large areas and to identify
anomalies that may represent subsurface features. Advances in geophysical survey
equipment and survey methods have permitted archeologists to survey large areas and
to focus their excavations on strategic locations. Consequently, some of the authors in
this volume have used strategic testing to study subsurface features and to avoid random
and large-scale excavations.

The use of geophysical survey instruments to map archeological sites is becoming
a fairly standard practice in archeological research. Depending upon the subsurface
character of the archeological record and the environmental setting of the site being
studied, several instruments have proven useful in identifying subsurface features on
relatively flat ground surfaces. The study and interpretation of the subsurface character
of mounds and earthen walls has proven more challenging; the combination of
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Figure 1-1. Site locations, Ross County, Ohio.

complex internal stratigraphy and topographic variation generated by the creation and
degradation of the earthwork features makes the interpretation of surface geophysical

data more complex.

A major component of this volume consists of papers reporting research that was
conducted as part of a multi-year study of the Hopeton Earthworks. One of the goals
for the Hopeton Earthworks project was to develop a methodology for mapping and
studying the large geometric earthen enclosure sites in southern Ohio. In Chapter 10,
Weymouth, Bevan, and Dalan describe the results of their geophysical studies of the
rectangular enclosure at Hopeton. In addition to large-scale surface geophysical survey,
they report on geophysical study of excavation profiles. Geophysical study of excavation
units is not routine in archeology. While increasing numbers of archeologists are using
surface geophysical data to plan excavations, few studies have been conducted to relate
surface geophysical data to subsurface archeological deposits. These three authors
bring their vast experience to address the challenge of using geophysical equipment
and methods to interpret earthwork features. This chapter represents an important
first step in understanding why geophysical survey instruments can be used to study
the subsurface character of earthen walls and mounds. Their leadership in this field
has encouraged many other scholars to incorporate geophysics into their study of the

archeological record.

Prior to the development of digital geophysical instruments, the vast size of the
geometric earthen enclosure sites in southern Ohio made it too time consuming and
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expensive for archeologists to conduct meaningful scientific research on these sites.
Trenches to examine the contents of earthen walls have been excavated at a number
of sites (e.g., Hopewell, Newark, Turner) but only the efforts of Robert Riordan at the
Pollock Works (1995, 2006) and Robert Connolly at Fort Ancient (Connolly and Lepper
2004) have produced sufficient information to begin to understand when and how
the earthen walls were built. In this volume, three chapters provide important new
information about earthen enclosure sites in Ross County, Ohio. Chapters by Greber and
Shane on the High Bank Works, Pickard and Weinberger on the Anderson Works, and
Lynott and Mandel on the Hopeton Earthworks provide the first substantive published
accounts of research on these important sites. They also provide new insights
into the complex character of the earthen walls that were built to form these
geometric enclosures.

The earthworks at the High Bank Works include a large circle and octagon,
smaller circular enclosures, and long linear walls. The circle and octagon combination
is unique in the Scioto River valley but it is remarkably similar in configuration to the
enclosures on the western end of the Newark earthwork complex (Romain 2000).
Bradley Lepper (1995, 2006) has noted the similarity of these two sites in presenting his
hypothesis that a road connected the Newark earthworks with the earthworks in the
Chillicothe area during the Hopewell period.

In Chapter 3, Greber and Shane present the results of research conducted at High
Bank. Excavation of five trenches by Shane and three trenches by Greber generated
ample evidence about the methods and materials of wall construction for the Great
Circle and the Octagon. Their paper documents the complex combinations of soils and
gravels used in the construction of embankment walls. They also present compelling
arguments for the importance of color in the selection of soils and gravels that were
incorporated into the walls.

Greber and Shane’s work at High Bank documented that prior to the construction
of the embankment walls, the topsoil or “A” horizon was removed from the areas where
the walls were to be constructed. In Chapter 11, Lynott and Mandel document a similar
practice at the Hopeton Earthworks. Hopeton is about 11 km north of High Bank on the
opposite side of Chillicothe. Radiocarbon dates associated with wall building activities
at the two sites suggest they are roughly contemporary but the limited number of dates
and the relative imprecision of radiocarbon dating makes it impossible to determine if
they were actually contemporaneous.

The earthworks at Hopeton consist of a large circle connected to alarge rectangle,
plus two smaller circles and a pair of long parallel walls (Squier and Davis 1848). In
Chapter 11, Lynott and Mandel describe the results of four trenches they excavated in the
walls forming the rectangular enclosure. They observed that soil materials to build the
embankment walls were derived from the landform upon which the enclosures are built
and that different combinations of soil colors were used in large homogenous deposits to
form the embankment walls.

Wall construction activities at Hopeton appear to have routinely included rituals
involving burning wood with remnants of these rituals being incorporated in the soils
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of the walls. Lynott and Mandel report that the evidence for the rituals is often found
at the base of the wall with evidence of burning being found on top of the exposed
subsoil or at the interface between two different soils within the embankment walls. The
radiocarbon dates they report indicate that most of the rectangular enclosure was built
between A.D. 100 and A.D. 250. However, one of the trenches they excavated produced
substantial evidence that at least that part of the rectangular enclosure was built, or
more likely modified, about A.D. 1000.

It is widely assumed that the great earthen enclosure sites in the Scioto River
valley were built during the Hopewell episode of prehistory (e.g., Byers 2004; Romain
2000). It is not surprising that these great landmarks continued to be visited and used
by later people, but the work at Hopeton suggests we may have to view these sites as
dynamic cultural landscapes rather than static Middle Woodland monuments. This
possibility has major impacts on the astronomical interpretation of enclosure sites and
is consistent with the dynamic character of Old World monuments like Stonehenge
(Cleal et al. 1995) and Avebury (Ucko et al. 1990), where monuments were modified
over long periods of time.

The reports on High Bank and Hopeton present examples of earthen
embankment that were built using a fairly complex combination of materials. Not all
earthen enclosure sites in the Scioto River valley are as large or complex as Hopeton and
High Bank. In Chapter 5, Pickard and Weinberger describe the walls at the Anderson
Earthworks. This roughly square enclosure was reported after being observed in aerial
photographs (Anderson 1980). Unfortunately, the enclosure was severely damaged in
1993 during the construction of a housing development. Pickard and Weinberger were
able to excavate two trenches across different sections of embankment wall before the
walls were flattened. As noted at High Bank and Hopeton, wall construction apparently
started with removal of the topsoil or “A” horizon. Then a stratum of gravel and silty clay
was deposited on top of the subsoil with bright red sandy clay being placed on top of
this to form the core of the wall. The lone AMS date from within the walls at Anderson
is slightly earlier than the dates from High Bank and Hopeton but not different enough
that we can be certain that they were not contemporaneous.

In Chapter 4, Ruby reports the results of survey and testing at Spruce Hill. This
important site on the south side of Paint Creek is one of the few hilltop enclosures in the
Scioto River drainage. Although hilltop enclosure sites are fairly common in the Miami
River drainage to the west, these types of sites are limited in Ross County. Ruby’s work
presents evidence that the stone walls that form hilltop enclosure are anthropogenic in
character and he describes burned features that are similar to the burned remains of
timber-laced structures at Iron Age sites in Europe. Ruby’s work at Spruce Hill verifies
the prehistoric character of the enclosure and supports the importance of preserving
the site for future research.

Chapters on the construction of the enclosure walls at High Bank, Hopeton,
Anderson, and Spruce Hill present new evidence about when and how the walls at these
sites were built. The remaining chapters in this volume discuss evidence for types of
activities that were conducted within and around earthen enclosures.
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The Hopewell Mound Group on the north side of Paint Creek is one of the most
important archeological sites in the United States. The site was partly excavated and
mapped by Squier and Davis (1848) but really rose to prominence following excavations
by Warren K. Moorehead (1922) in 1891-92. The excavations by these archeologists
focused on the structure and contents of the mounds inside this giant enclosure site.
Further excavations by the Ohio Historical Society (Shetrone 1926) included a trench
across one of the embankment walls but also focused on excavation of mounds inside
the enclosure.

In Chapter 2, Pederson Weinberger presents the results of her research to
examine some of the non-mound areas within this giant enclosure. Using a combination
of geophysical survey, surface examination, and subsurface testing, she discovered
a previously unrecorded circular enclosure within the large enclosure. Pederson
Weinberger’s research also provided evidence that village or habitation debris within
the large enclosure at the Hopewell site appear to be from the Late Woodland period.
Hopewellian activities in the non-mound spaces within the enclosure appear to be ritual
or ceremonial in nature.

During the last decade, the National Park Service has become very active in
the study of Ohio Hopewell earthen enclosure sites in Ross County. The Hopeton
Earthworks has been the focus of a number of different studies. In addition to the studies
of the large rectangular enclosure reported by Lynott and Mandel and Weymouth,
Bevan, and Dalan, there have been several studies of archeological remains near the
large earthen enclosures.

Much of the recent research on Ohio Hopewell settlement and subsistence
practices have been led by William Dancey and his students at The Ohio State University.
They have argued that Ohio Hopewell people lived in dispersed sedentary farmsteads
or hamlets in the general proximity of the larger earthen enclosure sites (Pacheco
and Dancey 2006). As originally proposed by Prufer (1964, 1965), the larger earthen
enclosure sites are thought to have been vacant except when smaller groups from the
region gathered there for mortuary, ritual, or ceremonial activities.

Unfortunately, very few habitation sites that can be clearly attributed to Ohio
Hopewell occupation have been excavated and reported. With the exception of a limited
number of sites like Murphy in the Licking drainage (Dancey 1991a) and McGraw (Prufer
1965) and Brown’s Bottom #1 (Pacheco et al. 2006) in the Scioto drainage, most of our
knowledge is generated from surface data. The nature and character of Ohio Hopewell
settlements is an exciting and fascinating subject and in Chapter 6 Dancey reports on his
research at the Overly site. The Overly site is located on the same Pleistocene landform
as the Hopeton Earthworks. The site is at the north edge of a large horseshoe-shaped
bend in the Scioto River. Dancey and his students conducted salvage excavations at the
site just before it was destroyed by gravel quarry operations. In his paper, Dancey argues
that the archeological record at Overly represents permanent settlements occupied by
household-scale horticulturalists. No single publication can settle the debate about the
character of Ohio Hopewell settlement but this is an important contribution to that
debate and will certainly stimulate further discussion.

10
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The National Park Service purchased the Hopeton Earthworks and the lands
immediately surrounding the earthen enclosures between 1988 and 1995. In 1995, the
Midwest Archeological Center began test excavations along the edge of the Pleistocene
terrace in the area where the parallel walls entered the floodplain. Interviews with
artifact collectors and avocational archeologists had indicated that occupational debris
was present on the surface when the area was in cultivation (Brose 1976). Consequently,
the initial field investigations at the Hopeton Earthworks were intended to discover
if there was evidence of Middle Woodland occupation in the area adjacent to the
parallel walls.

In Chapter 9, Lynott describes geophysical survey and subsequent test
excavations in an area of Hopeton called the Triangle site. The work at the Triangle
site demonstrated that geophysical survey could be effective in identifying the location
of possible subsurface features, which led to the larger scale geophysical survey effort
described by Weymouth, Bevan, and Dalan in Chapter 10.

The test excavations reported on in Chapter 9 resulted in the identification of
a moderate number of small- and medium-sized features and associated artifacts.
Careful excavation and subsequent analysis indicated that only two of the features
can reasonably be attributed to the Middle Woodland period and are likely associated
with the Hopewell construction or use of the parallel walls. Neither of these features
appears to be associated with habitation activities. The majority of subsurface features,
fire-cracked rock, and occupational debris appear to be from Late Archaic and Late
Woodland habitation of the area.

During a systematic surface survey of the land surrounding the Hopeton
enclosures, National Park Service archeologists found a large number of lamellar
bladelets in an area midway between the Triangle site and the rectangular enclosure.
These highly specialized lithic tools are a diagnostic characteristic of the Hopewell
Culture in southern Ohio (Genheimer 1996; Pi-Sunyer 1965). In 1996, Ruby directed
excavations at the Redwing site to better understand what types of activities might have
been conducted at this location in close proximity to a large earthen enclosure. Ruby
reports on these data in Chapter 8.

Ruby’s excavations at the Redwing site demonstrate that the area was not used
for Middle Woodland habitation. Although excavators recovered a fair number of
chipped stone artifacts, other artifacts that would be expected at a habitation site from
this period (e.g., ceramics, fire-cracked rock, food remains, and subsurface features)
were rare or absent. A radiocarbon date from the Redwing site indicates that the Middle
Woodland activities at the site are contemporaneous with wall construction at the
Hopeton rectangle. However, like the Triangle site, the Redwing site was also occupied
by later people. When data from Redwing is viewed in combination with those from
the Overly and Triangle sites at Hopeton, the specialized nature of Middle Woodland
activities in association with the large earthen enclosure is increasingly clear.

In Chapter 7, Burks and Walter report the results of a large-scale, systematic
surface survey at Hopeton. In this survey, they effectively used GPS technology to
accurately plot more than 12,000 artifacts. Their data show that very few artifacts are

1
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present within the two large geometric enclosures. Artifacts characteristic of the Middle
Woodland period, or Hopewell occupation of this region, occur mainly to the west
and southwest of the rectangular enclosure. Surface material indicative of Archaic and
Late Woodland use of the landform serves to remind us that this was a dynamic and
complex cultural landscape. The combination of systematic surface and geophysical
survey provides complementary evidence about the distribution of artifacts and
features in association with the Hopeton enclosures. However, interpretation of the
Hopeton Earthworks and the other great enclosure sites in Ross County will likely
require years of sustained and systematic field research.

In the final chapter of this volume, Katherine Spielmann discusses the ritual
character of material culture disposal as seen at Ohio Hopewell sites. Her paper explores
the ritual role that exotic raw materials have in small-scale societies. She describes
how cut-out mica pieces, ceramics and stone tools were carefully interred in a pit
outside the embankment wall at Hopeton. Her paper provides valuable insight into
the long distance quest for exotic raw materials that is recognized as a hallmark of
Ohio Hopewell archeology.

GOAL OF THIS VOLUME

One of the enduring values of Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley is the
large number of site maps and site descriptions from Ross County and adjacent areas
of southern Ohio. These maps and descriptions were the product of field investigations
by the authors and they have been used and reused by subsequent generations of
archeologists to interpret the archeological record in this region.

Today, just as in Squier and Davis’ day, appropriately reported systematic field
investigations are the basic foundation of archeology. Several recent volumes have made
valuable contributions to the interpretation of Ohio Hopewell by re-examining data
from past investigations (e.g., Byers 2004; Carr and Case 2005; Romain 2000). However,
our ability to use these data is limited by the nature, scope and accuracy of the field
records and collections produced by past generations of archeologists.

One of the goals of this volume is to encourage more scholars to undertake studies
of Ohio Hopewell sites. Although Ohio Hopewell sites are very well represented in the
archeological literature, only a relatively small number of archeologists have worked
in this important area. Since there is little likelihood that the rate of site destruction
from agricultural activities and urban development will slow, it is essential that the
archeological community increase its efforts to record and interpret sites while they still
exist. New methods, technology, and ideas are needed to answer questions about the
archeological record of the Hopewell people. It is hoped that this volume will stimulate
further discussion and research on this fascinating area of North American archeology.
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CHAPTER 2

GEOPHYSICAL EXPLORATIONS IN NON MOUND SPACE
AT THE HOPEWELL MOUND GROUP

By
Jennifer Pederson Weinberger

Archeological research at Ohio Hopewell earthworks has traditionally focused
on the visible portions of these sites resulting in knowledge about ceremonial and
mortuary activities. More recently, archeological excavations of embankments have
begun to answer questions pertaining to construction techniques. However, earthworks
consist of more than earthen architecture. The physical space between embankments
and mounds, termed non-mound space, is often a flat expanse that may have staged a
variety of political, social, ceremonial, or economic activities. Archeological research
in non-mound space has been limited. Reasons for this lack of research have been
attributed to fewer artifacts in non-mound space as compared to mounds, the scarcity of
investigations to guide new research, and the great size of non-mound space (Mainfort
and Sullivan 1998). The functionality and speed of geophysical equipment holds great
promise in resolving the last issue. This chapter reports on geophysical explorations in
non-mound space at the Hopewell Mound Group. This field work was conducted as
part of a larger study that utilized geophysical and traditional archeological techniques
to determine the nature and extent of non-mound activities.

The Hopewell Mound Group, the “type site” of the Hopewell culture, is a large
earthwork complex located amidst the rolling hills of Ross County. The site consists of
a large enclosure that is slightly similar to a parallelogram, a square enclosure, a small
semi-circular enclosure, a small circular enclosure, and dozens of mounds (Figure 2-1).
The earthwork is primarily located on a broad second terrace overlooking the North
Fork Paint Creek. The northern wall of the largest enclosure ascends to the third terrace
thereby enclosing two springs located along the slope. Several mounds are also located
on the second and third terrace, outside the enclosure walls.

Caleb Atwater (1820) was among the first to map and describe the site, but his map
did not depict many of the site’s forty plus mounds. A slightly more detailed map, albeit
skewed in the north-south direction, and description of the site that includes details of
mound excavations was given by Ephraim Squier and Edwin Davis (1848). At that time,
the Hopewell site was referred to as the “Clark’s Works” or “North Fork Works.” In their
writings, Squier and Davis describe the largest of the enclosures as covering 45 ha, walls
varying in height between 1.2 to 1.8 m, and having an exterior ditch on three sides of
the main enclosure. Lengths of the walls of the square enclosure were reported as 259
m on each side. In total, the length of the embankments was approximately 5 km and
the volume of mound fill was estimated at 1 million cu. m. Additional insights about the
site’s ceremonial nature were provided by their descriptions of the smaller enclosures,
gateways, and mounds.
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Figure 2-1. The Hopewell Mound Group as mapped by Henry C. Shetrone (1926).

Based on the configuration of the enclosures, contents of the mounds, local
topography, and presence of springs within the enclosures, Squier and Davis (1848:29)
concluded that the site was “a fortified town or city of ancient people.” If correct, then
settlement debris should be found in non-mound space. The only possible mention by
Squier and Davis of this type of debris is a notation on their map in the northeast corner
of the largest enclosure in an area labeled “16.” At this same location in the 1890s Warren
K. Moorehead noted the presence of a village site. Moorehead (1922) stated that this
settlement, as well as another to the west, was occupied by a select group of people, such
as skilled craftspeople or principle traders. Additional research at these two settlement
locations was conducted by Henry Shetrone in the 1920s. The presence of darkened
soil, fire-cracked rocks, potsherds, chert tools, and mica flecks led Shetrone (1926) to
designate the areas as habitation sites. He implied, however, that the general lack of
domestic debris meant long-term settlement occurred someplace other than within
the enclosures.

Research during the last quarter of the twentieth century examined non-mound
space at Hopewell Mound Group using contemporary field methods. Surface collections
and limited excavations were carried out by Mark Seeman (198l) as he investigated the
possibility of settlements within the enclosures. Several artifact clusters were found
indicative of “manufacturing areas and/or the residences of societal leaders,” including
at the two aforementioned locales (Seeman 1981:45). Further examination of the eastern
locale began in the late 1990s under the direction of Bret Ruby when the National Park
Service acquired a large portion of the site from the Archaeological Conservancy.
A series of shovel test pits was excavated but no evidence of long-term habitation
was found.
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The nature and extent of non-mound activities at many earthworks, including
Hopewell Mound Group, is largely unknown. Surface collection and limited excavation
at several earthworks in the Scioto Valley documented some evidence of habitation,
craft manufacture and ceremony, but most studies found scant evidence for non-
mound activities (Baby and Langlois 1979; Brown 1994; Burks et al. 2002; Coughlin and
Seeman 1997; Lazazzera 2004; Seeman 1981). More intensive research is needed to sort
out activity types and duration (e.g., short-term versus long-term and recurring) (see
DeBoer 1997; Griffin 1997; Riordan 1998). The use of geophysical techniques, while not
directly addressing problems of occupation duration, provides a general view of the
archeological record that can be used to understand site organization, locate cultural
features for excavation, and relocate plowed down embankments and mounds.

Geophysical Survey

Examination of non-mound space at Hopewell Mound Group using geophysical
survey was conducted intermittently between 2001 and 2003. The area contained
within the two main enclosures at the site is well over 40 ha. Time constraints during
field seasons did not permit total coverage; instead, a 10 percent random sample of non-
mound space resulted in the testing of 18 40 x 40 m blocks. The block size was selected to
maximize interpretation of the geophysical data given the potential to locate structures
that may be related to craft manufacture, habitation, or other activities.

Two geophysical instruments that measure different physical properties were
used to produce a more comprehensive interpretation of the geophysical data (see Clay
2001; Kvamme 2003). The Geoscan FM-36 fluxgate gradiometer and the RM-15 resistance
meter collect very different types of data that when combined can detect a wide range of
cultural features, including earth ovens, crematory basins, middens, compacted floors,
ditches, and embankments.

The spacing of transects was selected to locate recognizable patterns of
prehistoric cultural features while maximizing field time. Transect spacing for the
fluxgate gradiometer was 0.5 m for a total of 25,600 readings per 40 x 40 m block.
Transect spacing for the electrical resistance meter was 1 m for a total of 3,200 readings
per block.

The resulting geophysical data were examined to determine if anomalies were
more likely to represent natural or cultural features. Geophysical anomalies that
are indicative of prehistoric cultural features may display particular characteristics
regarding shape, range of measurements, and topography. For example, magnetic
anomalies of prehistoric cultural features typical of the Eastern Woodlands are usually
symmetrical, round or ovate shaped, and range to £20 nT.

Analysis identified 88 magnetic and 39 resistance anomalies indicative of
prehistoric cultural features for the sample. After comparisons between the two sets of
geophysical data, a total of 101 individual geophysical anomalies was identified. All but
one of the blocks had at least one geophysical anomaly of probable prehistoric cultural
origin. Figure 2-2 is a map of Hopewell Mound Group showing the total number of
geophysical anomalies identified for each block. In most cases, these anomalies probably
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Figure 2-2 . Geophysical anomalies per block representing probable prehistoric cultural features.
Block identifier given above each block.

represent heating events or filled-in pits that generally produce strong geophysical
signatures. Excavation of some of these anomalies, for example an earth oven ringed
with fire-cracked rock from Block 124, bore out this prediction. A radiocarbon date from
this feature dated to the Early Woodland period, 910-520 B.C. (Beta-177653) at two sigma
calibration. Results from three general areas of non-mound space are now presented.

Western Village Area

This area is located in the southwestern portion of the largest enclosure
at Hopewell Mound Group. No earthen architecture has been documented in the
immediate area but reports over the last century have described the remnants of a
settlement as a village, habitation, or possible elite housing area (Moorehead 1922;
Seeman 198!; Shetrone 1926). Geophysical survey of this area covered 4,800 sq. m in
Blocks 10, 26, and 28. A total of 31 geophysical anomalies were found, representing 30
percent of all anomalies located during the project.

Most anomalies were clustered in Block 10, a location that corresponded to the
western village locale. Artifacts gathered here during prior surface collections included
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bladelets and projectile points diagnostic of the Middle Woodland period (Seeman
1981). The magnetic anomalies, most likely pit features, appear to cluster around a large
resistance anomaly measuring 20 m in diameter. In keeping with the possibility
of a settlement, this anomaly may represent a compacted open area or several
structure floors.

To learn more about this area, test excavations of anomalies were begun
and subsequently two deep pits filled with debris were found. One feature was a pit
originally used for the cooking of shellfish. Upper layers of the pit were filled with
assorted trash, including flakes, potsherds, and fire-cracked rocks as well as fragments
of a shell-tempered elbow pipe. A sample of charcoal (Beta-177650) from 90-100 cm
below plowzone returned a date at two sigma calibration of A.D. 890-1150. The other
feature was a cooking pit with fire-cracked rocks and charcoal at its base. Feature fill
contained animal bones, flakes, and potsherds. A sample of charcoal (Beta-177651)
recovered at 75-80 centimeters below plowzone was calibrated at the two sigma range
as A.D. 790-1030. Both pits date to the Late Woodland-Late Prehistoric interface yet
surface collections found evidence of Middle Woodland occupation. Shovel testing of
this area conducted in 2001 as part of the larger project recovered a couple pieces of
quartz crystal debitage and one obsidian flake.

At least two episodes of occupation occurred in this area. The Middle Woodland
occupation may have been related to specialized activities in association with use of the
earthwork, instead of craft manufacture or habitation. The later occupation is indicative
of habitation and many of the geophysical anomalies are likely associated with this use.
As a result, the western village as envisioned by Moorehead (1922) and Griffin (1996) is
not a Hopewell village site.

A number of geophysical anomalies were identified within the northern confines
of the western village area. The magnetic anomalies appear to represent pit features,
such as a large feature containing many fire-cracked rocks atop a layer of burned logs
from Block 28. This feature measured 5.5 m in length, 1.5 m in width, and 20 cm in
depth. A sample of charcoal (Beta-177652) returned a date at two sigma calibration of
750-210 B.C. This date precedes those associated with the Hopewell culture and as such
this feature may be indicative of an Adena presence at the site prior to the large-scale
earthwork construction of the Middle Woodland period. Other magnetic anomalies
located further west in Block 26 may be associated with a nearby Middle Woodland
habitation site named the Turtle Shell Locale, with some sort of specialized heat-related
activities of unknown origin, or with the Late Woodland-Late Prehistoric habitation.

The resistance data from Block 28 shows a large area of higher resistance that
corresponds with a low, broad rise. To determine if this area represented a natural
rise, a prehistoric mound that was never mapped, or overburden from historic mound
excavations, a series of 1 X I m units were excavated. The plowzone and first level below
plowzone contained artifacts similar to those found in the mound fill of the Seip-
Pricer Mound (Greber 1997), yet the second and third levels below plowzone appear to
represent an historic plowzone. The analysis to date determined that this feature is likely
overburden from historic excavations of the nearby Mound 25. A passing reference from
Moorehead (1922:103) provides supporting evidence: “I find in the field-notes that the
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owner, Mr. M. C. Hopewell, was exceedingly kind and courteous. Our teams dropped
earth about his clover fields and destroyed crops, yet he entered no complaint.”

Near The East Village

A settlement amid a number of mounds in the main enclosure’s northeast
quadrant was recorded by Moorehead (1922) as a village site and by Shetrone (1926) as a
habitation site. Settlement debris may have also been found by Squier and Davis (1848).
Nonetheless, a surface collection of the vicinity found no clear evidence of habitation
(Seeman 1981). One block in the sample (Block 167) was located just north of the reported
locations for this settlement.

Geophysical survey only identified several weak magnetic anomalies suggestive
of prehistoric cultural features in the block and no resistance anomalies were identified
in the data. Due to the close proximity of the reported settlements, two of the magnetic
anomalies were tested to determine their origin.

The first anomaly was a fairly weak positive monopole. Removal of the
plowzone in a 2.5 sq. m area recovered several bladelets and grit-tempered sherds, a Late
Prehistoric biface fragment, flakes and shatter, and some fire-cracked rocks. At the base
of the plowzone, a small posthole was excavated. The feature was 16 cm in diameter
and contained four pieces of fire-cracked rock that refit. In addition, another possible
posthole was found nearby.

The other magnetic anomaly tested was a large positive monopole. A total of 7.5
sg. m of plowzone was removed in which 507 artifacts were found, including bladelets.
Under the plowzone, a large area of feature fill was mottled with subsoil. The total
extent of this area is unknown, although diffuse boundaries marked the eastern and
western limits at nearly four meters apart. Inside this area was a large oval pit feature
containing a concentration of artifacts in an organic-rich soil matrix. Dimensions are
approximately 2 min length, 1.5 m in width, and 50 cm in depth. Artifacts indicative of a
Middle Woodland occupation were four bladelets, a projectile point, and a small piece
of cut mica. Lithic debitage, pot sherds, and fire-cracked rocks were also recovered.
Immediately adjacent to this feature was another posthole. This feature had a diameter
of 30 cm and contained five pieces of fire-cracked rock. A sample of charcoal from a
layer at the base was sent for radiocarbon dating (Beta-177654). Calibration at two sigma
yielded a date of A.D. 90-420.

From the east village area, excavations of two geophysical anomalies located
several features. Two, possibly three, postholes were spaced less than | m apart
suggesting the presence of a structure. The large diffuse feature may represent a floor
with an associated oval pit in the center. A single radiocarbon date overlaps dates from
the site’s Mounds 11, 17, and 25 (Cowan and Greber 2002; Crane and Griffin 1972; Greber
2003; Libby 1955). As such, these features appear related to earthwork use. Perhaps this
area was used for manufacturing or ceremonial activities, such as documented for the
structures inside Seip, or for short-term habitation by those who were participating
in earthwork activities. A somewhat similar midden feature with postholes found at
Mound City was suggestive of habitation (Brown 1994).
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Central Area

The central area of the largest enclosure has several mounds located just north
of the semi-circular enclosure. Several blocks were surveyed here (Blocks 32, 34, 65, 68,
and 87), but few geophysical anomalies indicative of prehistoric cultural features were
identified. The geophysical data thus agree with results from a surface collection that
reported little in the way of artifacts in this area (Seeman 1981). However, one large
geophysical anomaly was easily located on both the magnetic and resistance data.

A large semi-circular arc in the southern half of Block 87 was evident in the data
(Figure 2-3). This anomaly appeared to continue to the south and thus the block was
extended an additional 20 m. The anomaly was circular in shape, 30 m in diameter, and
L5 minwidth. A small gap in the anomaly faced the east. The anomaly itself was a strong
positive magnetic monopole of higher resistance. The interior of the circle was of slightly
lower resistance than the exterior. A possible mound was mapped near this location by
James Marshall. The location of this rise was confirmed in a surface collection, but its
cultural significance could not be determined (Seeman 1981). Excavation of a1 x 4 m
trench bisecting a southern portion of the anomaly revealed a shallow ditch that was 2.5
m in width and 20 cm in depth. The only artifact found in the feature fill was one piece
of fire-cracked rock. Perhaps the slight elevation differences associated with this ditch
feature were previously mistaken for a mound.

Circular ditches, although sometimes accompanying small Hopewell circular
embankments, may be more prominent during the Early Woodland period. Yet, perhaps
some ditch features represent but one step in the construction process of circular
enclosures. Excavations at the Peter site in Kentucky, an Adena circular enclosure,
document a sequence of construction beginning with a stockade and later reconfigured
to a ditch and embankment earthwork (Clay 1987). Recent work at the Stubbs site, a
Hopewell earthwork in southwestern Ohio, found a ring of large postholes underneath
the location of a circular earthwork; it appears that at Stubbs at least two phases of
construction occurred (Cowan et al. 1999).

Discussion

In terms of non-mound space at Hopewell Mound Group, the geophysical
survey and subsequent anomaly tests found very little evidence of intense or long-term
activities during the Middle Woodland period. Of the two areas previously identified
as settlements, one appears to consist primarily of the remnants of a Late Woodland-
Late Prehistoric occupation and the other may have been used for ceremonial activities,
craft manufacture, or short-term habitation. There is no evidence to suggest long-term
or large-scale Hopewell settlement as suggested by Moorehead (1922) or Griffin (1996,
1997). Instead, Middle Woodland activities were limited in nature and extent to those
related to the construction, use, or maintenance of the earthworks.

Geophysical survey is immensely beneficial for Eastern Woodland archeology
given the right research question, physical environment, and survey design. Successful
applications include studying construction techniques of prehistoric earthworks at the
Hopeton Earthworks and High Bank Earthworks (Lynott 2004, this volume; Greber and
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Figure 2-3. Circular earthwork visible in processed magnetic data, Hopewell Mound Group.

Shane this volume), as well as locating eroded remnants of the semi-circular and circular
enclosures at Hopewell Mound Group during the 2001-2003 geophysical explorations.
In addition, geophysical survey can locate isolated, more transient features, such as pit
features or posthole patterns.

This research demonstrates three main advantages of using geophysical
techniques. First, large areas can be quickly surveyed by a field crew of one to three
people. The agricultural fields of the Midwest are particularly good candidates for
research given their fairly even and open terrain. Second, geophysical survey provides
continuous data coverage versus conventional survey methods thereby improving the
chance of locating features. For example, nine shovel tests conducted during the larger
research project in Block 87 recovered only one piece of lithic debitage that would not
have warranted further research, but the discovery of a large circular earthwork in
the magnetic and resistance data underscore the value of continuous coverage. Third,
geophysical survey is a non-destructive technique that provides data while leaving the
archeological record intact. Less site disturbance also occurs when the geophysical
data is used to pinpoint excavations rather than stripping large areas to locate cultural
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features. These benefits outweigh disadvantages such as cost and learning curve,
especially when conducting research in non-mound space at Ohio Hopewell earthworks.
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CHAPTER 3

FIELD STUDIES OF THE OCTAGON AND GREAT CIRCLE,
HIGH BANK EARTHWORKS
ROSS COUNTY, OHIO

by
N’omi B. Greber and Orrin C. Shane Il

Many enclosure walls that were part of the unique ancient planned landscape in
southern Ohio have been mapped and recorded in writings since late in the eighteenth
century but they were seldom excavated (Figure 3-1). Interpretations of the function,
chronology, and socio-cultural activities associated with these walls were mainly based
onsize and ground plan. More recently, field projects focused on construction methods
and materials have added significant new types of data including radiocarbon assays
that estimate dates of site use and wall construction.

The High Bank Earthworks (Figures 3-1, 3-2) are one of the more complexly
designed sets of enclosures among the numerous enclosure sites in the region. They
stretch more than 50 ha across a glacial terrace, known locally as the High Bank, 17 m
above the active floodplain of the Central Scioto. The major sections include a relatively
rare octagonal enclosure, small and large circular features, and linear walls. In the
mid-nineteenth century, the walls of the Octagon were some 3.7 m (ca 12 ft) high and
the Great Circle about 1.5 m (ca 5 ft). By the end of the century the walls were degraded
and a farm lane cut across the embankments. This wagon path was widened and is used
today by trucks and large farm equipment. When ground cover and weather conditions
are suitable, the Octagon walls, now about a meter high, can be seen. Only portions
of the Great Circle are as clearly seen but geophysical maps show its location. Many
walls south of the Octagon are no longer visible on the ground but might be found by
geophysical survey. The complex ground plan design is very similar to that at Hopeton, a
few kilometers to the north (Figure 3-0).

At sites such as High Bank, the builders and users did not leave quantities
of diagnostic artifacts to date their work. They were frustratingly tidy and took tools
and other portable objects away with them. In any case, objects may be physically near
a wall but still not reflect a construction date. Even objects found within a wall fill do
not necessarily reflect a construction date. Knowing the architectural context of such
objects within the wall is essential. Data, obtained using traditional and geophysical field
techniques, on the internal construction of the Octagon and Great Circle walls, provide
both a framework for interpretations and an illustration of the complexities found in the
ancient Ross County landscape.

Areas studied from 1972 to 2002 at High Bank are shown in Figure 3-3. All work
prior to 2002 was conducted on private farm land. In 2002 major portions of the site
became part of Hopewell Culture National Historical Park. In 1972 Orrin Shane, then at
Kent State University (KSU), directed field work cutting three trenches across sections of
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Figure 3-1. The many enclosures in the Central Scioto region as mapped by Squier and Davis (1848:

Plate 11). High Bank is labeled “I”.

24



FIELD STUDIES OF THE OCTAGON AND GREAT CIRCLE -- GREBER AND SHANE

the Octagon and two across the Great
Circle (Shane 1973). From 1994 through
2002, work under the direction of
N’omi Greber has combined several
geophysical techniques and traditional
field methods (Greber 1998, 1999,
2002). Interpretations of geophysical
maps and ground truthing have
been intertwined, each step giving
refinement for the work that followed.
In 1997 two trenches were excavated
south of the lane. A third was cut
directly across from the center point
of the neck joining the Great Circle
and Octagon in 2002. T