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EDITORTIAL

A DECADE AND CHANGE

With this issue, I complete a full ten years - literally a decade
- as editor of this Jjournal. Before passing the reins to the new
editor, I want to make at least a few personal acknowledgements and
express my thanks to people who have made it possible and successful.

First to Shirley Van der Veer, our Production Editor - she's done
it alle Typed it, checked references and names, questioned anything
that didn't look or sound right, transported it and dealt with the
printer; picked it up and in the early years even mailed it. She has
literally done it all at one time or another. My very sincere thanks,
Shirley; La Tierra is what it is today because of you.

A special thanks to Tom Hester. He authored, he advised, he
reviewed, he suggested. Tom has always been available when I needed
his help, and always provided sound advice. Since January 1985, he
has authored NOTES ON SOUTH TEXAS ARCHAEOLOGY for each issue; they
have provided a wealth of information and kept us up on what's
happening. Tom, my congratulations on your new Jjoint position with
the University of Texas at Austin and as Director of the Texas Archeo-
logical Research Laboratory (TARL); I hope you will still find the
time to continue your NOTES for La Tierra.

Richard McReynolds, Staff Artist, does utterly superb work, and
always volunteers for more. He's made a major contribution to the
quality of this journal, and to the STAA, through his art as well as
the articles he has written. He's too modest sometimes about his work
- I hope we'll see lots more of it. Richard, my very sincere thanks.
You are what's best about STAA and La Tierra.

Area Consultants: Lee, Malcom, Tom, ... and all the others.
You've contributed dependably and consistently, and I greatly appre-
ciate your efforts. A journal like La Tierra to a great extent owes
its very existence to a continual flow of site reports, essays, and
analytical articles such as the ones you have contributed. Please
continue your very strong support with the new editor.

I also want to express my thanks to T. C. Hill, Jr., that now
reclusive presence down in Crystal City, who was, of course, the First
edi tor of this journal (and before that, the very personal and
spirited, TAS Region VI Newsletter). Very early on, T. C. established
a very intimate style for La Tierra, one which created a consciousness
of our prehistoric brethren as people; as interesting and unique



individuals, who we can come to know to at least a limited degree,
through their handiworks (their projectile points, their pottery,
etc.). How can any of us forget Little Flower, that delicate prehis-
toric maiden responsible for the pottery we are now finding all over
southern Texas... T. C., thanks for setting the pace; for finding
the spirit of the people of this land, la tierra.

Finally, my thanks to Heidi and our family, not just for putting
up with this, but also for helping with a drawing here, a cover there,
proofreading, and sometimes, even critiquing some of my wild ideas.
They also have helped sell copies at STAA and TAS meetings from one
end of the state to the other (literally from Laredo to Lake Fryer;
College Station to Corpus Christi...), and we had some fun doing so.
We got to meet and talk to a 1ot of you that way (and recruited a few
articles now and then...).

Today, I spent the day finalizing this issue of La Tierra with
some proofreading and some phone calls; It was still fun. I felt
considerable pride; to myself, I thought, I've kept the pledge I made
and met my plan(see Vol. 5, No. 1:1) - and the membership has always
responded. In my ten years as editor, STAA members have kept the
information coming. When issues have been late, it has typically been
my problem in getting things finalized. It's never been for want of
material to work with. What better compliment could I have ever had?

Thanks to all of you for letting me be your La Tierra editor.

Jimmy L. Mitchell
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NOTES ON SOUTH TEXAS ARCHAEOLOGY: 1987-4
Archaeological Excavations at Site 41 ME 34, Medina County, Texas

Thomas R. Hester

This note constitutes a preliminary report on archaeological excavations
carried out at site 41 ME 34, south of Hondo in Medina County, Texas. Field-
work was conducted by the summer archaeological field school of The University
of Texas at San Antonio from June 1 to July 1, 1987. The author directed the
field school, with Fred Valdez, Jr. as teaching associate, and Jeffery Huebner,
Paul Maslyk and Kelly Scott as teaching assistants. Eighteen students partici-
pated, with most from UTSA, though students from both Trinity University and
The University of Texas at Austin also took part.

Site 41 ME 34, the Batot-Hooker site, was first brought to my attention in
Fall, 1986 by Dr. Eric Gibson, archaeologist at Trinity University. We visited
the site in November, accompanied by Dr. Jonathan Davis of the Desert Research
Institute, University of Nevada. We noted both a historic component, comprised
of an old stone house and outbuildings, and an extensive prehistoric component,
all on the north side of a small spring-fed creek. The narrow creek valley is
a tributary of Live Oak Creek, 1.1 miles to the northeast. Extensive scatters
of burned rock (both chert and limestone cobbles), chert flakes, and other
debris were observed and an end scraper of Late Prehistoric form was collected.
Additionally, a small collection shown us by one of the property owners con-
tained Late and Transitional Archaic artifacts.

The site is situated on the edge of a series of gravel-capped hills
overlooking a broad valley formed by Hondo and Live Oak Creeks. From atop
these hills, the edge of the Edwards Plateau is seen about 20 miles to the
north. Thus, the site is situated in an intriguing locale, on the margins of
the Hill Country and the South Texas coastal plain. Given the paucity of
knowledge about this section of south-central Texas, the site seemed an impor-
tant spot for looking at the nature of ancient cultural patterns and cultural
change on the boundary of these two major environmental and archaeological
areas. Additionally, some non-archaeological excavations by the landowners had
uncovered well-preserved faunal materials, indicating the potential for recov-
ery of subsistence data at the site.
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Gibson subsequently took a Trinity University archaeology class to the
site one week-end and opened three test pits. The upper 10 cm was excavated in
these and Late Prehistoric artifacts were found. Gibson's fieldwork was
encouraged by the landowners and arrangements were then made to carry out the
1987 UTSA field school at the site, as part of a joint UTSA-Trinity University
archaeological endeavor. In addition to providing access to the site, the
landowners made available three houses on the ranch, overlooking a large stock
pond, and equipped with electricity, water, and other amenities too numerous to
mention. Having ascertained that no field methods book had ever said that camp
life had to be miserable, I decided to take advantage of these facilities for
the summer course.

On June 1, following the heavy rains that fell in South Texas during May,
the field school entourage managed to get across the low water crossing on Live
Oak Creek and to set up "camp" at the ranch headquarters. Then it began to
rain. And Rain. On Tuesday,June 2, an effort was made to clear brush at the
site and to attempt excavations (on the sunny afternoon of that day) in Test
Pits 1 and 2. However, on Tuesday evening, it began to rain again. Over the
next 12 days, between 18-23 inches of rain came down. Fieldwork of any kind
was impossible for the first few days, and at times even escape was impossible
due to flooded low water crossings. Students were subjected to slide-~illus-
trated lectures on the archaeology of South Texas, Central Texas, the Lower
Pecos, etc. It soon became evident that this deluge had eclipsed that of the
Baker Cave expedition in 1976 and came close to matching the first season at
Colha, Belize in 1979. The field school director's days were clearly numbered.

Fortunately, the rain abated somewhat by June 7 and excavations could get
underway. Even then, we had rain at night, in the early morning hours, and
after work in the late afternoon. But, thanks to the protecting boughs of
mesquite trees, a number of large tarps, and footing provided by sheets of
plywood (and anything else that would not sink), considerable progress was made
in the main area of excavation. Eventually, a total of 21 square meters (1 x 1
meter units within 2 meter grid units) was dug, including a block encompassing
10 square meters and which exposed imn s8itu Late Prehistoric campsite debris.
In this main area of excavation, most of the cultural material was in the top
30 cm and was attributable to Late Prehistoric and Transitional Archaic occupa-
tions. Diagnostics of the Toyah Horizon were particularly common (Perdiz
points, end scrapers, Leon Plain ceramics, a beveled knife, considerable bison
and deer bone), and earlier Late Prehistoric diagnostics, consisting of
Edwards, Scallorn and untyped points, numerous arrow point preforms, artifacts
of bone and mussel shell, were also found. Transitional Archaic materials
(especially numerous Frio points) were found just below the Late Prehistoric
deposits. Scattered cultural remains were found in the main area to a depth of
70 cm where gravels and groundwater caused the excavations to cease. I should
note that in the near-surface deposits, several artifacts were found that
possibly relate to a Historic Indian occupation. These included a musket ball,
a piece of hammered iron, a piece of flaked, patinated glass, and a probable
Guerrero point.

This main excavation area was about 20 meters from the creek. Nearer the
creek, a substantial amount of eroded burned rock, flakes and other debris was
noted on a small knoll. A 1 x 2 meter unit was established there and was
excavated in 10-cm levels to a depth of 145 cm. This unit provided a nice
sequence of Late Prehistoric, Late Archaic (Castroville), Middle Archaic (Tor-
tugas, Clear Fork tool) and early phase Early Archaic (Guadalupe tool) mate-
rials. A number of charcoal samples were taken from lenses at various depths
and radiocarbon assays are planned. Unfortunately, the rain-shortened field
season did not allow us to open up additional pits adjacent to this 1 x 2 unit.
However, the walls were shored up and the unit was capped, awaiting future
excavations anticipated by Dr. Gibson and volunteer excavators from Trinity and
UTSA (STAA members would also be welcome and should contact Dr. Gibson).



In addition to the field school students, volunteer assistance was‘pro-
vided by Walter Leddy, "Duke" Smith, Ray Smith, Bruce Ellis, Eric Gibson, Steve
Black and Ralph Snavely. Ralph also headed up a survey of the ranch property,
as well as surveys on the Rowe Ranch along Seco Creek north of D'Hanis. Anne
Fox and Waynne Cox of UTSA spent a day working with some of the students to
record the old stone house, which they believe has an early post-Civil War

date.
Much remains to be learned at 41 ME 34. The excavated materials from this

summer will be analyzed in a laboratory class to be taught by Fred Valdez at
UTSA this Fall. I can only hope that any future work at the site will be done
under conditions a bit more arid than those of June, 1987.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In addition to the students and volunteers noted above, I want to espe-
cially acknowledge the help of John Batot, Gene and Mary Hooker, Dr. Eric
Gibson, and Mrs. Helen Harrell. Mrs. Harrell, wife of field school student

Curt Harrell, volunteered as our cook and greatly boosted camp morale.

NOTE: The field school at 41 ME 34 was my final class at UTSA (aside from a
number of MA theses underway there), as I have accepted the joint position of
Professor of Anthropology and Director, Texas Archeological Research Labora-
tory, at The University of Texas at Austin beginning August 31, 1987. It has
been a difficult decision to leave UTSA, where I have worked since July 1973.
There are many valued students, friends and colleagues there and in the San
Antonio area whom I will miss. The new jobs at UT-Austin promise some new
challenges and opportunities to which I look forward, but I also plan to'

maintain my involvement with the STAA.

" A RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Dr. Thomas R. Hester was a major influence and participant in the
initial organization and founding of the Southern Texas Archaeological Associa-

tion, and,

WHEREAS, Dr. Hester has been a principal contributor of papers, editorials,
commentaries and technical criticism, as well as a continuing consultant to the

editors of La Tierra;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board and members of the Southern Texas
Archaeological Association hereby express their utmost gratitude and apprecia-
tion to Dr. Hester for all that he has done for the organization since its
inception and wish for him continued success and achievement in his career and
do further express a desire for continuation of his valuable support to the
Southern Texas Archaeological Association.

Done at San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas this 26th day of July, A.D. 1987.

Thomas H. Guderjan
Chairman, STAA



A TOYAH HORIZON BONE TOOL FROM VICTORIA COUNTY

Jeffery A. Huebner

ABSTRACT

This report describes a distinctive bone artifact from a Toyah Horizon
bison processing site (41 VT 66) in Victoria County, Texas. Examples are
reported from other Toyah sites, and it is postulated that this tool form was
utilized in an initial stage of bison processing.

INTRODUCTION

Bone tools such as deer ulna flakers and various forms of awls are common
in many South and Central Texas Late Prehistoric sites. While these artifacts
are readily identifiable by most archaeologists, another type of bone tool, the
spatulate bone implement, appears infrequently in the literature. This arti-
fact has been identified by many different names, and occurs in Toyah Horizon
(Black 1986) sites from as far north as Hill County southward to Live Oak
County (Figure 1).

An artifact of this form was recently excavated in Victoria County at the
Burris site (41 VT 66). The artifact was encased in bone mass that was removed
as a single unit and not found until the bone mass was disassembled in the
laboratory. This led the author to question how many tools or fragmentary
tools of this type have ended up in the faunal collection instead of the
artifact collection of many sites. Thus, the objectives of this paper are
four-fold: 1) to draw attention to this tool form; 2) to identify and describe
the tool; 3) to suggest a common nomenclature; and 4) to propose its function.

THE SITE

During March 1987, a group comprised of Victoria County avocational
archaeologists and students from The University of Texas at San Antonio con-
ducted test excavations at the Burris site (41 VT 66). Previous surface col-
lections from this site contained numerous lithic artifacts, including Morhiss
dart points and a variety of faunal remains, predominantly bison and deer
(Schmiedlin 1979, Brown 1983). During test excavations an eight square meter
block was opened over a bison processing feature that contained over 60 pieces
of bison bone. The bones represent at least two mature animals, both most
likely female. Skeletal elements represented are predominantly from the front
quarters of the animals and include three vertebrae, several ribs and half a
mandible. Artifacts associated with the feature include: Perdiz arrow points,
end scrapers, thin bifaces, flake knives, cores, marine shell, and a spatulate
bone tool, which is described below.

THE ARTIFACT

This long, thin spatulate tool was fabricated from a split bone, as both
the cortex and cancelous tissue are present (Figure 2). The tool is 10.4 cm
long and slightly contracting; the distal end is 2.7 cm wide, the proximal end
is 2.3 cm wide, and the thickness is .3 cm. The distal end is convex, rounded
in cross section and polished with minute striations running from edge to edge.
The lateral edges are rounded and smoothed with some polish in the distal two-
thirds; the proximal third is rough. The proximal end also shows several cut
marks from crude grooving and snapping. In cross section the tool is flat with
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Locations of Spatulate Bone Tools in Texas (numbered in order of
discussion). 1, Coryell County; 2, Travis County; 3, 4, Hill
County; 5, San Saba County, 6, Williamson County; 7, Live Oak
County; 8, Victoria County; 9, Bexar County.



Bone Tool from 41 VT 66. Actual size.

Figure 2.



rounded edges. The bone used in the manufacture of this tool was either the
rib or the spinous process of a thoracic vertebra of a bison. The latter is
the most plausible because of the tool's long, straight morphology.

DISCUSSION

In total, 12 similar tools have been recovered from archaeological sites
in South and Central Texas. All but one, which is in historic context, are
associated with sites containing a Toyah Horizon component.

At Belton Reservoir, Miller and Jelks (1952:192,201,P1.27;3,4) reported
two bone tools from two rockshelter sites. Both were recovered from burials,
one from Grimes-Houy Shelter (41-39D4-17) and the other from Ament Shelter (41-
39D4-23). Both of these tools, referred to as "bone tablets" by Miller and
Jelks, are illustrated without a scale. Estimates of their size indicate they
are slightly larger than the rest of the sample. No descriptions of wear or
appearance are presentede The hypothesis that they may have functioned as a
wrist guard to protect the arm from a bowstring was offered by Miller and
Jelks, but this can be rejected prima facie. A wrist guard lacking any intrin-
sic means such as perforations for a thong to hold it on the arm, does not seem
very likely. Wedel (1986:112,P1.7.7) illustrates a bow guard from the Graham
ossuary (25 HN 5) in Nebraska that is very close in size to the Grimes-Houy
Shelter artifact (Miller and Jelks 1952:P1.27,4) but which has four perfora-
tions for thong attachments. The date of A.D. 1250 is offered for the Graham
ossuary artifact, making it roughly contemporaneous with the Texas materials.

From excavations at Smith Rockshelter in Travis County, Suhm (1957:48)
reported three "flat rectangular-shaped bone objects.” One of these was incom-
plete and not described, so it is not included in the sample. The other two
measure 7.5 x 2.7 x .2 cm; one side and all edges are smooth and lighly pol-
ished. The reverse side still retains the cancelous tissue like the Victoria
County tool. Suhm suggested that these objects were fabricated from a split
bison rib and while their function is unknown, Suhm suggested that they may
have been painted and used as game pieces (ibid.).

At the Kyle site a similar "spatulate bone artifact" rectangular in out-
line and 10 cm in length, was reported by Jelks (1962:63-65). On this thin
artifact 03 cm) the distal end is ground smooth with rounded corners and the
lateral edges are smooth and highly polished; the proximal end is broken. The
upper side is polished and has a series of fine longitudinal scratches running
from one end. Its purpose is stated as unknown. In his discussion of the
Central Texas Aspect, Jelks notes these objects were a "probably unshared trait
of the Toyah Focus" (1962:88).

Excavations at Pictograph Shelter (41-26D7-5) in the Whitney Reservoir
area identified a "thin spatulate bone made from a section of deer rib with the
cancelous material ground off" (Stephenson 1970:143). No other data are
offered; estimated size from the illustration (ibid.:P1.19) is 9.5 cm long, 2.5
cm wide at the distal end, 1.5 cm wide at the proximal end, and .2 cm thick.

The "Faunal Remains" section of the Finis Frost (41 SS 20) site report of
Green and Hester (1973:84) described and illustrated an artifact identified as
"a splinter of bison bone... that may have been intentionally modified." The
rounded distal end has a beveled working edge. Measurements are 6.7 cm long,
24 cm wide, and 6 cm thick; no other data were offered.

During the 1982 Texas Archeological Society field school at Rowe Valley
(41 WM 437) what was described as "a large flat bone pendant" was found
(Prewitt 1982:5). A photograph of this tool is published in Richmond, Richmond
and Greer (1983:173, Fig. 34). This bone artifact is approximately 16 cm long
and 3.3 cm wide (measured from photograph), and has a perforation near the
proximal end. The distal end is beveled and highly polished. While this
artifact was originally identified in the literature as a pendant, it is more
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accurately identified by Prewitt as a fleshing tool, the hole being not for
neck suspension, but for a wrist strap (Elton Prewitt, personal communication).

At 41 1K 201, a Late Prehistoric site in the Choke Canyon Reservoir area,
two "spatulate bone tools" (Figures 3 and 4) were recovered (Highley 1986:116-
118). These tools, fabricated from large split bone, exhibit polish on all
edges and the dorsal surface. The ventral surface is smoothed and most evi-
dence of cancelous tissue is worn off. Both are rectangular to slightly con-
tracting in outline. The distal end morphology is slightly different on each
tool. One has fairly straight lateral edges and a convex distal end (Figure
3), the other has contracting lateral edges away from a roughly straight bit
(Figure 4). The proximal end on both specimens is convex. Highley (1986:118)
speculates that these tools were used in hide processing activities. Measure-
ments for these two artifacts are 14.6 and 15.1 cm long; distal widths are 2.7
and 2.9 cm; proximal widths are 2.0 and 1.9 cm; and the average thickness is
roughly .4 cm on both tools.

In a historic context "a flat bone tool" was found at Mission San Juan
Capistrano in Bexar County (Schuetz 1969:77). It was postulated that it was
used in weaving activities (ibid.).

Outside of Texas, similar tool forms have been identified by Gifford
(1940:171, 210) in his study of California Bone Artifacts. These tools belong
to his D2 category: "Straight flat knife, chisel, or scraper." The vast
majority of these tools (32 of 34) come from Southern California and are
fabricated from porous marine bone, possibly rib. All of these tools are end
bladed and Gifford stated that they "perhaps should be termed end scrapers”
(1940:171). No mention is made of surface condition or wear patterns nor is
any function postulated.

From North Dakota comes another similar example. At the Biesterfeldt site
a "bevel-tipped tool" was found in cache 11 (Wood 1971:38, Pl.18c). This tool
is described as coming from the wall of a long bone belonging to an animal
larger than a deer. It is rectangular in outline, the distal end is straight
and beveled with light striations and all edges and surfaces are smooth and
polished; the proximal end is broken. The tool's dimensions are 4.9 cm long by
1.2 cm wide with a thickness of .3 cm. The Biesterfeldt site is a post-contact
site, and its final occupation is dated around A.D. 1790 (ibid.:49).

Tool Fabrication and Function

This tool form appears along with bison remains in Central and South Texas
during Toyah times. This resurgence of bison into the Southern Plains corre-
sponds with Dillehay's (1974) Presence Period III.

These tools were most likely made from the distal end of a split bison rib
or the split spinous process of a thoracic vertebra. The width of most tools
is too great for them to have been made from the rib of a deer, and too thin to
be a piece of long bone. The two bison bones mentioned supply the long flat
shape required for this tool. The spinous processes of the thoracic vertebra
support the bison's characteristic hump; these bones range from 45 cm long on
the second thoracic vertebra (T-2) to 20 cm for the eighth (T-8) with a width
of approximately 3 cm (Olsen 1960, Fig. 7). The width of these bones relates
well with the width dimension of a majority of the sample. The rib of a bison
could also have been used. While this bone has the necessary size, its curva-
ture can only be correlated with a single artifact from the sample (cf. Ste-
phenson 1970, P1.19b).

It is my hypothesis that the function of this tool form is directly
related to the butchering of bison, specifically hide removal. The large
bovids (bison and cow) have a membrane (the fasciae) that attaches the hide to
the exterior body wall which is absent on deer and other small mammals. This
membrane must be separated from the body to remove the hide; it does not need
to be cut but simply "wedged" away by blunt dissection. The use of a bone tool
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Bone Tool from 41 LK 201. Actual size.

Figure 3.
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Bone Tool from 41 LK 201. Actual size.

Figure 4.



for this task would greatly minimize damage that a sinuous edge biface or sharp
flake could cause to the hide.

As well as serving as a skinning tool, this tool form might have possibly
functioned as a fleshing tool for small jobs. Two tools in the sample display
a beveled working edge. Assuming the beveled edge was created by wear and not
by manufacture, it is possible that these tools were utilized in a fleshing
task. During fleshing, only a single surface of the tool would be in contact
with the hide, thus producing wear only on one side of the tool and beveling
the working edge. The other tools from the sample that have equal wear and
polish on both sides as well as the lateral edges, were probably skinning
tools. Working between the hide and exterior body wall would create wear on
both sides of the tool and the working edges.

Of the two functions suggested above, the skinning tool hypothesis appears
to represent the majority of the sample. The tools with the beveled edges may
represent expediency tools or a tool for fleshing in tight, small areas that
larger metacarpal fleshers could not reach (cf. Lowie 1954:58; Steinbring
1966:Fig. 2); Sollberger and Carroll 1985.

The small thumbnail end scrapers found in most Toyah Horizon sites would
seem to make a small bone scraper unnecessary. However, if a skinning frame
were used (cf. Steinbring 1966:Fig.1), a bone tool would not cut the lashing
holding the skin to the frame as easily as a 1lithic tool. In any event, the
beveled edge subset of the sample needs further experimental study.

Nomenclature

In the literature a variety of names have been presented for this tool
form. The majority describe it by its shape, spatulate, followed by a generic
tool, object or implement. In an attempt to standardize the nomenclature for
this artifact form, I suggest the name "spatulate bone tool.” This name more
accurately represents the form of the artifact. The temptation to give this
form a functional name was tempered by the paucity of data on the bone tool
function. Also, very few experimental or replication studies have been carried
out with bone tools (Coles 1979:174).

CONCLUSION

This report has documented a little known bone tool that appears, based on
association, to be utilized in bison processing. While the function of the
tool speculated in this paper is largely conjectural, it is based on observa-
tions that can be easily tested by experiment. From the data presented, it
appears that Jelks (1962:88) was correct in the placement of the bone tool as
an "unshared trait"” of his Toyah Focus. Indeed, it should be considered as a
repetitive trait with a wide geographic range and watched for by future
researchers.
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FURTHER DOCUMENTATION OF GOSS CREEK SHELTER (41 KE 110)

Kenneth M. Brown

ABSTRACT

This brief note provides additional documentation of Goss Creek Shelter
(41 KE 110), in the form of photographs, a measured profile, and some limited
notes on the stratigraphy. A sequence of depositional events is proposed to
explain changes in the nature of the shelter fill.

INTRODUCTION

In December 1982, and January and February of 1983, while Cecil Peel was
excavating Goss Creek Shelter, I visited the site on three occasions in order
to photograph some of the profiles and draw a measured section of some of the
deposits. At the time, Cecil was working in the west half of the shelter and
almost no excavation had been done east of the E2 grid line. Since then, Cecil
has deepened the excavations and removed more of the deposits to the east. The
purpose of this short contribution, then, is simply to show the appearance of
the deposits relatively early in the course of excavation and to offer some
observations about the stratigraphy.

Goss Creek Shelter is perched at about 1300 feet MSL near the head of a
steep, narrow, V-shaped ravine draining westward into Goss Creek (Figure 1),
which in turn drains into the Guadalupe River about 3.8 river kilometers down-
stream (although the overland distance to the river is only 1.9 km). Neureu-
ther (1986) has already provided a more comprehensive report of the excava-
tions, with photographs, a plan and a profile sketch which represent the more
recent state of excavations. Her profile sketch (1986:Figure 9) shows the
deposits along the E3 grid line, one meter farther east than the profile
illustrated in this paper (Figures 2, 3B, 5A), and also shows some of the
deposits that were not yet exposed when the profile accompanying this paper was
drawn.

STRATIGRAPHY

Neureuther (1986:24-27) recognizes six depositional units, numbered from
bottom to top. Seven major depositional units (one of which, stratum 3, has
three subdivisions), which I have numbered from top to bottom, were visible in
the E2 profile when I recorded it. The sequence here is similar to the one
recognized by Neureuther, though the individual strata are not identical. The
stratigraphic notes following were made on August 6, 1983, after the profile
had been exposed for several months. Because of falling dust and saturation by
groundwater, the profile was not as clear as when it was first exposed,
although the Munsell notation and contact definition were recorded the previous
winter and therefore should be fairly accurate. Munsell readings at the right
end of the profile were taken by Coleman lantern light and therefore are only
approximate. Stratum numbers correspond to circled numbers in Figure 2.

Stratum 1: Backdirt from Cecil's pothole dug in 1958; loose fill in o0ld pit
(Figure 5A) and covering part of the original surface.

Stratum 2: Loose, powdery, rich brown organic sheep and goat manure with
abundant rootlets, occasional limestone pebbles; lower contact probably sharp,
but indistinct when recorded because of dustfall; 10 YR 3/2.
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Stratum 3A: Homogeneous gray, friable-textured clay with few inclusions (occa-
sional limestone pebbles about 2 cm in diameter and smaller); occasional root-
lets; no charcoal, snails, or chert visible. This poorly defined substratum is
very limited in extent and is recognized only because its basal contact helps
define the slope of the deposits. It becomes darker toward its base, which in
turn is darker than substratum 3B; 10 YR 5/1.5

Stratum 3B: Similar to 3A but less homogeneous because of many small limestone
pebbles or nodules about 5 mm in diameter, likewise limited in extent; 10 YR

6/1.5.

Stratum 3C: This zone was recognized as a separate substratum when the profile
was drawn but could not be distinguished when these notes were taken the
following August; same as stratum 3 (undifferentiated) but browner, more clay-
rich.

Stratum 3 (Undifferentiated): Relatively homogeneous gray clay, compact, not
nearly as friable in texture as 3A; small limestone pebbles (5 mm in diameter
or less) begin to become abundant about halfway down, and continue to become
more abundant toward the base. Occasional larger, angular to rounded limestone
spalls; bases rests on bedrock in part and on strata 5 and 7 in part. Textural
pattern dips slightly toward rear wall at about N1.5, but there is no visible
textural dip elsewhere; 10 YR 4.5/1.5. Note that the contact between Strata 3
and 5 is gradational and essentially undefined.

Stratum 4: Various lenses of wood ash. These are light gray to white in
color, nearly pure ash, and are quite thin and well-defined. The largest of
these has a thin zone of pure white ash at the top, with several nodules of the
same ash embedded in the lower part. Probably all of these represent small
unprepared hearths sectioned by the profile, rather than ash dumps. The wood
ash was probably generated in situ by small fires, since several of the lenses
have reddish or orange oxidized zones directly underneath. Where oxidized
zones are visible, they tend to be smaller and usually somewhat offset from the
ash lenses, indicating that fires were small and there was probably some
limited raking of ashes out of the fire. All hearths visible in the profile
are at least a meter and a half from the rear wall. None of these hearths, of
which about a dozen are visible in this profile alone, were recorded as fea-
tures during excavation (these features are different from the firecracked rock
clusters which Neureuther terms hearths). Undisturbed lenses visible in the
profile range from about 2-10 cm in thickness and 12-72 cm in length.

Stratum 5: Relatively homogeneous brown clay, lightly mottled with lighter
gray color in places; 10 YR 3.5/2 with scattered limestone pebbles having more
or less horizontal lineation, but uneven in distribution. A couple of small
bits of charcoal are present at the basal contact, which is irregular and
somewhat gradational. This is the most extensive stratum exposed in the
profile.

Stratum 6: Very similar to stratum 5 but slightly browner; homogeneous brown
clay with small limestone pebbles and a few larger spalls, some charcoal bits
up to 15 mm in diameter; occasional small bits of orange clay (?), perhaps
derived from the fired zones under the overlying hearths (?). Basal contact is
irregular and very gradational; one Helicina orbiculata tropica visible in
profile. When recorded, this zone was damper and appeared more clay-rich than
the strata above. A fresh trowel cut would leave a smooth face, unlike most of
the deposits above which are friable-textured; it is unclear whether any of
this clay is translocated; 10 YR 3.5/1.5.
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Figure 3A. (Above) Looking at Shelter from Head of Ravine. Cecil Peel at
screen; December 22, 1982

Figure 3B. (Below) Looking Northeast at Excavated Area; 50 cm scale rests
against N1 profile; background is profile shown in Figure 2, this
paper; December 22, 1982.



Figure 4A. (Above) Looking North at Deposits Partly Removed From Rear Ledge.
Note tunnel underneath; January 27, 1983.

Figure 4B. (Below) Looking Northwest at N1 Profile (Same Viewpoint as Above);
December 22, 1982.
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Figure 5A. (Above) Looking East at Profile Along E2 Grid Line. White lenses
are wood ash; note 1oose fill in old pit above and 1Teft of 50 cm
scale; December 22, 1982.

Figure 5B. (Below) Looking North at Rear Face of Tunnel. Tunnel was 3.38 m
long when photographed January 27, 1983.



Stratum 7: Probable consolidated limestone dust zone lying directly on rear
ledge, under strata 3B and 5. Calcrete-like but soft when wet, lightly mottled
with lighter gray color in places; 10 YR 3.5/2 with scattered limestone pebbles
with more or less horizontal lineation, uneven in distribution. A couple of
small bits of charcoal are present at the basal contact. Presumably this
represents some kind of fine-grained, dustlike deposit from roof collapse.
Perhaps it is not more extensive because it has been disturbed elsewhere by
occupation. It does not seem to be cultural in orT™@n. Figure 4A shows what
the limestone ledge projecting from the rear wall looked like after stratum 7
was removed (part of the stratum appears as a light colored deposit immediately
overlying the ledge, along the right side of Figure 4A, and the tunnel dug by
Cecil under the ledge can also be seen).

REMARKS

No notes were taken on the deposit below stratum 6 due to lack of time.
Under this is a talus deposit of roof breakdown sloping toward the rear wall,
off of the major central roof blocke This is probably a deposit of smaller
scree directly associated with detachment of this large roof block. This
deposit, plus strata 6 and 7 (which dip toward the mouth of the shelter) appear
to pour off the sloping rear ledge. Above this, stratum 5 and its enclosed
lenses appear essentially horizontally bedded. Above stratum 5 toward the rear
of the shelter, the stratum 3 deposits dip northward. .

Also worth noting is the fact that the lower deposits (Neureuther's strata
I, II, and III) are calcareous clay with little organic content. The upper
deposits are darker and have a higher organic content, and probably represent
topsoil stripped from the talus slope above the shelter and redeposited in the
shelter as colluvium. The alteration in sediment source may be indicated by
the prominent contact evident in the walls of Cecil's tunnel, as shown in
Figure 5B. The following sequence of events is offered speculatively to
explain the nature of the deposits:

1) The earliest deposits may consist largely of subsoil originating above
the site and filtering through fissures in the bedrock to enter at the back of
the shelter, in the area explored by Cecil's tunnel. Cecil thinks there may be
some communication with the surface from the back of the shelter, based on
groundwater seepage that occurs here after rains. Evidently the radiocarbon
date of 5410+230 B.P. (BETA-16640, uncorrected) reported by Neureuther applies
to this episode. Note that in Figure 5B, the lowest 15 cm of fill have a
somewhat laminated appearance.

2) Detachment of a major roof block followed, accompanied by an apron of
roof breakdown on the sides.

3) This subsoil redeposition evidently ceased before sediment accumulated
as high as the bottom surface of the rear ledge (the tunnel ceiling in Figure
5B), as indicated by the prominent contact shown in Figure 5B. Perhaps the
source fissures became choked with debris that could not be flushed out by
groundwater drainage. In any case, this promenent contact probably indicates a
major change in source of sediment. Certainly by the time that the tunnel area
was completely filled with sediment, this source of fill would have been cut

off.

4) After this time, colluvium entered from the front and sides of the
shelter, chiefly on the eastern side, derived from actively forming topsoil on
the talus slope above, and accumulated in the shelter in beds that are horizon-
tal for the most parte This colluvium is organically rich because of the heavy
vegetation (at present, a closed-canopy talus-slope woodland) on the slope. It
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is mapped as the Ekrant-Comfort association by Dittemore and Hensell
(1981:Sheet 11; Table 15), although the talus slope soil more likely corre-
sponds to the Ekrant-Rock outcrop association. These soils, when in situ, have

about 40-60% clay and 1-4% organic matter.

5) The dipping beds in stratum 3 near the rear of the channel may be
filling an 0ld gully that followed the rear wall of the shelter as a result of
colluvial drainage through the shelter. This is suggested both by the concave-
upward form of the beds and by the lineated pebbles in the deposits.

6) Development of a travertine curtain across the front of the shelter
began to seal the interior off from further colluvial deposition. The curtain
eventually became continuous across the eastern part of the shelter mouth,
which is probably the direction from which most of the colluvium is derived
(Neureuther notes a tendency for the deposits in the west half of the shelter
to be lighter in color and less organic-rich). The development of the traver-
tine curtain probably indicates the relatively recent activation of continuous
seeps overhead, since the apron inside occurs at the top of the deposit,
capping fill with arrow points of Late Prehistoric age (see Neureuther

1986:Figure 8).
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PUBLICATION ANNOUNCEMENT

Report No. 4 of the Houston Archeological Society is now available. This
report is entitled "Excavations at Site 41 WH 19, Wharton County, Texas" by L.
W. Patterson, J. D. Hudgins, R. L. Gregg and W. L. McClure. Site 41 WH 19 has
an occupation sequence of at least 10,000 years, from the paleo-Indian period
to the early historic Indian period. Results of these excavations indicate
that a broad-based hunting and gathering lifeway started very early in south-
east Texas and continued to the historic period. The price of this report is
$9.00 including mailing costs. It is available from: Houston Archeological
Society, P. 0. Box 6751, Houston, Texas 77265.



PRELIMINARY REPORT OF A RARE FORM
OF PREHISTORIC INDIAN ART

C. K. Chandler

ABSTRACT

A rare and hardly known prehistoric art form, painted snail shells, in the
Lower Pecos Rio Grande area is illustrated and described and its cultural
placement suggested.

INTRODUCTION

The area surrounding the Lower Pecos and Rio Grande Rivers (Figure 1,
Amistad area) is well known for its extensive rock art. In addition to the
considerable early attention to the documentation of the numerous and often
quite large paintings on the cave and canyon walls of this area of Texas by
such early scholars as Smith (1932), Jackson (1938), Taylor (1948), Kirkland
and Newcomb (1967) and others, there has been an interest shown in the painted
pebbles that have been frequently recovered during excavations of some of these
rockshelters (Parsons 1986). However, I have found only one published record
of a painted Rabdotus snail shell reported from any excavation in the Rio
Grande-Lower Pecos area.

In my ongoing efforts to document private artifact collections, my atten-
tion was directed to three painted Rabdotus shells in two local collections.
Since I had never heard of nor seen this type of art form, I began an immediate
search of the literature dealing with the Lower Pecos-Rio Grande area in an
effort to improve on my knowledge of this unknown art form.

_I
4
Y
N
B4
T
&3
THE LOWER PECOS
RIVER REGION
] Dei Rio
: 3
0 3 10 20 N\
e ——
miles

Figure 1. The Lower Pecos River area. Adapted from Turpin, LA Tierra Vol. 13,

No. 4, 1986.
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Martin states in his Shumla Caves report (1933) under the heading of Shell
Implements, Ornaments, and Refuse

".obut little use was made of the shells. In fact, none that had
been used for any purpose were found by the expedition although some
were seen that had been taken from caves in the vicinity which had
been painted red, others black, while some had fine line decorations
in the form of chevrons."

Apparently this is a reference to shells seen in private collections and they
are not mentioned in the Witte Museum inventory records of materials recovered
in the excavations of these caves.

Martin (1933) also states "In the old Shumla Cave, in 1931, the Woolford-
Martin expedition found a piece of fibre strung with five land snails (Bulimu-
lus sp.), evidently a portion of a necklace."

Pearce and Jackson (1933), in their report on excavations at Fate Bell
Shelter, report a necklace of 21 snail shell beads and several other shell
artifacts, but none of these are painted Rabdotus.

Taylor (1948) quotes E. B. Sayles' (1935) definition of the Pecos River
Focus as including "ornaments of snail shell, conch and freshwater gorgets, and
olivella shells, and painted pebbles." However, he makes no mention of painted
snail shells.

Schuetz (1961), in her analysis of Witte Museum materials from several Val
Verde County dry caves, describes a wide variety of artifacts including a few
artifacts of shell. These include several mussel shell tools and ornaments.
With reference to land snails such as Rabdotus, she states "Large land snails
were evidently eaten, judging from the frequency of shells in the Val Verde
sites"; however, she makes no mention of any painted Rabdotus shell in the
Witte collection.

Shafer (1986) mentions the near absence of jewelry from the archaeological
records and historical accounts of the Lower Pecos neighborhood population. He
also says "Necklaces of snail shells were described by the Spanish chroniclers
for the hunters and gatherers who once lived south of the Big Bend Region" but
makes no mention of painted snail shells.

Miles' (1963) documentation of Indian and Eskimo artifacts of North Amer-
ica illustrates a variety of shell artifacts but none are of Rabdotus shell.

Prewitt (1970) documents two painted snail shells in the Smithsonian
collection. These were excavated from Goat Cave (41 VV 67) by Frank Setzler
between 1931 and 1938. This is the only published record I have found of any
excavated painted snail shells.

In addition to the literature review, a search for additional specimens
was initiated and this has been somewhat more successful. One specimen was
found at the Witte Museum and one in a private collection in San Antonio. This
makes a total of seven known specimens. I have been able to obtain five of
these for documentation. Thgy are described below and illustrated in Figure 2.

Specimen 1 (Figure 2 A" - A®) is a polychrome black and orangey red.
There is a series of black lines around the circumference of the small end and
a broad orangey red line with black bordering lines runs from the circumferen-
tial lines to the opposite end. The narrow circumferential lines follow the
grooves in the shell. There is an orangey red panel on each side of the
aperture and these panels are bordered on one side with a black line. This is
the largest of the specimens and it is illustrated in five positions to display
all of the painted area. This is in the Tom Schmidt collection and is from a
dry shelter on the Mexican side of the Rio Grande in the Amistad area.

Specimen 2 (Figure 2 B! - 35) has broad bold black lines forming an X on
one side near the small ends On each side of the small end beyond the lines
forming the X is a small black dote They have the appearance of eyes when
viewed face on from the small end. The opposite ends of the X flow in a
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Figure 2.

Five Specimens of Painted Rabdotus Snail Shells. A1-A5, Tom Schmidt
Collection; B'-B5, Terry Kelly Collection; C'-C3, Terry Kelly Col-
lection; D, Witte Museum Collection; E1-E3, Jim Pipkin Collection.
Drawn to scale by Richard McReynolds.
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sinuous pattern along each side to the edge of the aperture. There is a
shorter sinuous line on each side below this X. There is a black ring inside
this X on the aperture end. This specimen is illustrated in five positions to
display all of the painted area. This is in the Terry Kelly collection and is
from the same dry shelter on the Mexican side of the Rio Grande as Specimen 1
above.

Specimen 3 (Figure 2 C! - ¢3) has a badly faded black panel occupying most
of one side opposite the aperture. The edges of this panel are better pre-
served than the rest and helps define the full extent of the paint. It appears
this was deliberately laid or pressed into a shallow container of paint, or
perhaps accidentally dropped into ite It does not appear to have an inten-
tional design. It is illustrated in three positions. This specimen is in the
Terry Kelly collection and is from the same dry shelter as Specimens 1 and 2.

Specimen 4 (Figure 2 D) has a very pale black line beginning at the small
end, skipping the fourth ring, then continuing across the fifth ring and form-
ing a rectangle on the larger shell surface opposite the aperture. Though the
paint on this specimen is black, it is much lighter and appears different from
the black paint on the other specimens. This different appearance may be due
to cleaning or handling of the artifact but may also indicate a different
source material for the paint. This specimen is illustrated in only one posi-
tion as all of the painted area can be seen in this one position. This speci-
men is from the Witte Museum collections (Jacal Cave No. 1, Val Verde County%

Specimen 5 Figure 2 E! - E3) has a bold broad black line beginning at the
small end and extending toward the opposite end, then branching into a Y with
one leg extending to the lip of the aperture then doubling back to form a
closed rectangle. The other leg of the Y extends to the other side (E) and
forms a triangle. On the front (E) there is a short, heavy black line on each
side of the main center line at the small end that forms the appearance of an
arrow. This specimen is illustrated in three positions. It is in the Jim
Pipkin collection and is from a dry shelter up a tributary canyon of the Rio
Grande upstream from the mouth of the Pecos.

The two Smithsonian specimens are described by Prewitt as "One specimen
has a series of black lines painted around its circumference. The other is
polychrome with black lines on one side and two red dots on the opposite side

of the shell.'

DISCUSSION

These seven specimens comprise the full inventory I have been able to
identify at this stage of research, but I do not believe these are all that
existe I would greatly appreciate any reader informing me of any others they
may know of. I am continuing my research and will publish additional informa-
tion if any are found.

Interpretation of the painted designs on these Rabdotus shells is as
speculative as interpretive efforts of most of the rock art. Their place in
the culture of these prehistoric people can only be guessed at for now, but
they are one more element in the cultural inventory that can help unravel the
mystery of these long-gone people. While none of the specimens reported here
are known to have been associated with burials, they do appear to be within the
realm of ritual similar to painted pebbles and may symbolize rebirth or rein-
carnation. There may be some cultural significance to the circumferential
lines around the small end and the fact that most of the painting seems to
emanate from this small end.
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TYPOLOGICAL ERRORS IN ARCHAEOLOGY:
REANALYSIS OF EXAMPLES AND RESULTS

Thomas C. Kelly

ABSTRACT

Several purported Paleo-Indian projectile points recovered from the Bear
Creek area of Brewster County, Texas, are reanalyzed and found to be erroneous-
ly classified. Such errors have serious implications and must be documented to
correct the archaeological record and to provide accurate type and distribu-
tional data on which to base cultural inferences.

INTRODUCTION

As our knowledge of Paleo-Indian projectile points increases, we must
reexamine earlier reports to improve typological data (Kelly 1987) and to
verify typological errors. Typological vagaries and misclassifications some-
times result in erroneous archaeological conclusions, thus distorting our
picture of the past. Such errors need to be corrected promptly or future
generations of archaeologists will be quoting as facts what are in reality
myths. Once imbedded in the literature, such typological errors are very
difficult to expunge. There are several such myths in the Texas archaeological
record that need critical review and correction.

This criticism is not intended to be derogatory of any individual or
institution, but rather is directed toward better and more careful use of
typology and to illustrate the importance of accurate typology in interpreting
archaeological data into cultural sequences and relationships. Errors in
typology result in incorrect interpretations; these are not intentional distor-
tions, Jjust poor data. We all do the best we can with what we know at the
time.

PALEO-INDIAN OCCUPATION OF THE BEAR CREEK AREA?

An example of mistaken typology resulting in unwarranted conclusions
occurred from archaeological work in Brewster County northeast of Big Bend
National Park (Figure 1). Marmaduke (1978), in an otherwise exemplary survey
of the Bear Creek area, postulated a Paleo-Indian occupation for that portion
of Brewster County. My interest was aroused because his survey area is the
closest published project to Reagan Canyon, some 15 kilometers to the east,
where three months of excavation at Roark Cave and exploration in and around
Reagan Canyon (Kelly 1963, Kelly and Smith 1963) failed to produce a single
Paleo~Indian projectile point. Marmaduke referenced Roark Cave and Reagan
Canyon, but mislocates the area as being northwest of Bear Creek (1978:26 and
Map:2).

Marmaduke based his conclusions on finding four points he classified as
Paleo-Indian types. These included what he called "Meserve" (ibid.:Figure
30h), "Plainview golondrina" (30e) and his Type II (30d). His specimens are

An earlier version of this report was presented to the Texas Academy of
Science meeting at UTSA in San Antonio in April 1984 (Kelly 1984); that
earlier version has been updated through physical analysis of the Bear
Creek "Paleo-Indian" materials in July 1986, through the courtesy of Curtis
Tunnell, Texas Historical Commission.
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Figure 1. Brewster County (darkened area in inset), showing Big Bend National
Park, Bear Creek and Roark Cave area. Map courtesy of Ken Brown.

illustrated here as Figure 2e-h, actual size tracings of the points which are
curated at the TexasHistorical Commission. Comparative specimens of normative
types are shown above (a-d) and right (i). Each of these classifications will
be reexamined in turn.

"Meserve" points (see Figure 2e and f; the last was described but not
illustrated by Marmaduke): Both points have shallow basal concavities, are
made from rather poor quality chert, are not basally ground nor do they have
beveled edges. Wormington (1957), Suhm and Jelks (1962) and Turner and Hester
(1985) all agree that the Meserve type is badly in need of more typological
study, and personal observations of Texas specimens suggests that they are
reworked Plainview, Golondrina, and Dalton points. However, alternately bev-
eled distal edges, basal edge grinding, and deep basal concavities seem to be
the common attributes, none of which are present in the Bear Creek specimens.

The Figure 2e point, however, is the mirror image down to the broken tang
of Kelly (1963:Fig. 11s), one of 45 Paisano points excavated from nearby Roark
Cave. There too, we thought we had found Paleo-Indian points until, following
one of his most fundamental typological principles, we found Krieger's (1944)
"sufficient number of sufficient character." In common with the Bear Creek
specimens, none were found with ground edges. The excavated Roark Cave speci-
mens were found in close association with Ensor points and are fairly well
established in the Late Archaic period. Suhm, Krieger and Jelks, 1954:460
mention that the Paisano type is one of the most scantily represented in Texas.
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Figure 2 a-b are selected tracings from Suhm and Jelks (1962:228) for compari-
son. The range of variation in Paisano points is rather large, and further
typological studies will probably split Paisano into two types: one that super-
ficially resembles Golondrina points with deep basal concavity and "swallow
tail" (see Turner and Hester 1985:133 right), and another type crudely side-
notched, more common and slightly resembling Ensor (as in the remainder of the
Turner and Hester Paisano points).

"Plainview golondrina" (see Figure 2g): Marmaduke describes this specimen
as a "burlesque” of Johnson's (1964) Rlainview golondrina type and he was
indeed correct. The specimen is 37 mm long, 16 mm maximum width, 4 mm thick,
has a base concavity of 2 mm, and is not basally ground. Golondrina has been
redefined as a type separate from Plainview (Kelly 1982). The minimum Golon-
drina attribute values of 48 specimens are 50 mm long, 25 mm wide, 5 mm thick,
5 mm basal concavity, and all have ground basal edges. Thus, Marmaduke's
specimen is quite different from the typical Golondrina point in basic attri-
butes. It was also a surface find with no Paleo-Indian association.

Marmaduke (ibid.:123) notes several important differences between the Bear
Creek specimen and Johnson's (1964) "golondrinas" but thought that rather than
negating Johnson's type definition, it broadened it.

Just how much deviation from the norm can be accepted before a single
specimen should be rejected from membership in the Golondrina classification?
This question can be answered through the statistical analysis in Table 1.

TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF BEAR CREEK POINT WITH GOLONDRINA TYPE DATA

Bear Creek Golondrina

Attribute* Specimen Type Mean** Dev. / S.D. = Z Score
LENGTH 48 63 -15 - -
THICK 4 6.66 - 2.66 .81 3.27
GRNED 0 23.46 -23.46 2.77 9.2
WIDTH 16 27 .1 -11.1 2.54 4.4
HDIST 14 25 -11.0 2.39 4.6
HPROX 15 27 -12.0 2.56 4.68
BACON 2 6.4 - 4.4 .98 4.48

* Attributes measured (see Kelly 1982):

LENGTH = Maximum length (in mm)

THICK = Maximum thickness

GRNED = Length shortest ground edge

WIDTH = Widest point above base

HDIST = Haft distal width; measure 10 mm above base

HPROX = Haft proximal width; measure at widest point on flared ears; at base
on others

BACON = Depth of basal concavity; convex bases carry a (=) prefix

*#* Golondrina population data based on 48 complete or nearly complete specimens
(see Kelly 1982). Since length is not a critical variable, and the length
data was not complete, no standard deviation for length was calculated.
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Figure 2. A, B, Paisano (Suhm and Jelks 1962); C, Golondrina (Johnson 1964);D,
Angostura (Turner and Hester 1985); E - H, "Paleo~Indian" (Marmaduke
1979); I, "Lerma” (R. Suhm 1980).
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As previously reported (Kelly 1982), Johnson's (1964) Plainview golondrina
definition was excellent, but the data base was faulty; Golondrina was subse-
quently reevaluated based on a larger data base and established as a separate
and distinct type. This later study provides the average attribute data (and
standard deviations) against which Marmaduke's specimen can be evaluated.

We can now test the degree to which any given attribute differs from the
average Golondrina template or model. For example, THICK: The deviation = x-X
= 4.0 - 6.66 = -2.66. We can transform this deviation score into a Standard
Score (Z) by dividing the deviation by the standard deviation (S.D.) of the
variable (S.D. calculated from the normative Golondrina data base):

7 = deviation/S.D. = -2.66 / .81 = =-3.27

This tells us that the Bear Creek specimen is more than three standard
deviations from the average Golondrina point in thickness. The minus sign
indicates the specimen is less thick than the norm. By comparing this Z score
with a normal distribution curve (Guilford 1950:605-606), we can evaluate the
probability of this specimen belonging to the Golondrina classification. Using
a two-tailed distribution, the area outside of the normal population for a Z
value of 3.20 is .00138, which can be expressed as follows: There are only 138
chances in 100,000 that a point with a thickness of 4 mm is a member of the
normative Golondrina population or type.

For WIDTH, the difference between the Bear Creek specimen and the Golon-
drina norm = 16 - 27.1 = -11.1 and

Z = deviation/S.D. = -11.1 / 2.54 = -4.4

and from Guilford's tables, the probability is less than .00006 that the Bear
Creek specimen is a member of the Golondrina classification.

Since all of the other attributes' Z-scores are greater than 4, their
probability values for membership would be even less. Thus, we can accept the
first calculation (THICK) as the most conservative estimate of the probability
that this specimen is Golondrina.

An accepted social sciences convention assumes that deviations that are
greater than 2 S.D. from the group mean, probably indicate non-membership in
the group (Nie et al. 1975:222).

While remembering that this is only mathematical probability, all of the
dimensional attributes of this Bear Creek specimen are just too far removed
from the Golondrina means for type membership. Whatever the point is, it is
not Golondrina and provides no basis for documenting a Paleo-Indian occupation
of the area.

Type II (see Figure 2h): Marmaduke (ibid.:121) describes the Type II
point as a narrow, laurel leaf shaped, parallel flaked point, but without
ground edges. Actual examination of this specimen suggests that the parallel
flaking and "finely worked pressure flaked edges" do not show in his published
photograph because of the poor quality of the chert and its color.

The specimen is the only one of the four "Paleo-Indian" points found in
excavated context, and it was found in close association with two Livermore
points. He carefully discussed the anomaly of finding an apparent Paleo-Indian
point "resembling Angostura"” in Late Prehistoric context (ibid.:121), and
offered two possible explanations: "a mixed cultural deposit or a minor local
resurgence of the lithic arts in Late Prehistoric times." He might also have
considered curation or reuse by later occupants. However, in discussion of the
temporal patterns (ibid.:165), he firmly labels the point as "Angostura" and
uses it in postulating a Paleo-Indian occupation of the area.

The lack of basal edge grinding and the general morphology of the base of
the specimen makes its classification as an Angostura point questionable.



Further, the context of the find in close association with Late Prehistoric
Livermore points, and lack of other reported "Angostura" points in the Big Bend
region, do not support the postulated Paleo-Indian occupation.

A typical Texas Angostura point is shown in Figure 2d (from Turner and
Hester 1985:66) for comparison with Marmaduke's specimen. The two are not
comparable in size or shape except in a very general way. A point much more
similar to Marmaduke's is shown in Figure 2i; this specimen was recovered at
the La Paloma site where it was labelled Lerma, despite its straight base (Suhm
and Hester 1980:96). The Lerma type is itself a controversial point type and
is in process of reevaluation by the author.

The "Type II" or "Angostura" reported by Marmaduke from Bear Creek is
clearly not an Angostura specimen. Its squat shape and lack of basal smoothing
also suggests that it is probably not a Paleo-Indian point.

DISCUSSION

The observation that none of these points had basal grinding also carrges
the implication that they are not Paleo-Indian projectile points. My theory
that completed Paléo-Indian points should have ground basal edges can never be
proved nor disproved because we will never be able to observe the total Paleo-
Indian point population. Having observed and "handled"” several thousand Paleo-
Indian points and basal fragments, only a very few have been observed lacking
basal grinding. Of those, most represented manufacturing failures of various
types, and the few complete ones had flaws and blemishes that may have caused
their rejection for use in a weapon system.

Completed is emphasized above because grinding is logically the last (and
easiest) step in point manufacture (Judge 1973:169; Knudson 1983; Tunnell
1975).

Krieger's (1944) principle of "sufficient number of sufficient character"
also applies to the Bear Creek survey. Serious archaeological conclusions
should not be made from such small samples, and the character of the samples
should be unimpeachable: (controlled excavations; well-stratified deposits;
recovery in context; and replicable typological classification).

Where errors are made, or new typological developments make reevaluation
of typological judgements in early reports necessary, then we should not hesi-
tate to point out the errors and do the reevaluations. Sometimes we are too
hesitant to critique published reports, and thus permit myths and mistakes to
persist in the literature. This is a disservice to the public, who are our
patrons, and to archaeology as well. It is much better to publish critiques
and corrections, thus establishing the possibility of a dialogue and eventual
scientific consensus, than it is to permit typological myths and errors to
remain unchallenged.

CONCLUSIONS

The conclusion of this critique is that Marmaduke, from the typological
data offered, failed to prove the presence of a Paleo-Indian occupation in the
Bear Creek survey area. Campbell (1970), in a major survey of the nearby Big
Bend National Park, also concluded that there was little evidence of Paleo-
Indian occupation, despite three indisputable Paleo-Indian points (found on the
surface). Such meager evidence would never satisfy the nemesis of earliest
efforts to prove Early Man in the new world, Ales Hrdlicka (1937). A Paleo-
Indian occupation in the central portion of the Big Bend of Texas remains to be
proven.

The closest recognized Paleo-Indian sites are a prolific Folsom terrace
site near Van Horn, approximately 100 miles northwest (Lehmer 1958:122), and at
Bonfire Shelter approximately 100 miles east (Dibble and Lorrain 1967%
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ARCHAEOLOGY: A DEFINITION

J. B. Sollberger

ABSTRACT

A short essay on the meaning of Archaeology, with comments on the need for
replicative studies to confirm or disconfirm ethnohistoric accounts.

ESSAY

Archaeology is, by definition, the study of past cultures through their
surviving artifacts. It is simply the broadest subject of interest that one
can study. It encompasses not only anthropology, but involves most of the
physical sciences as well. The beauty of archaeology is that it can be a most
satisfying study at any level at which one wishes to participate. It satisfies
our gregarious instincts for socializing. It provides leadership training. It
makes no demands nor sets undue constraints on the individual's preference as
to his or her level of participation. It is like an open kinship of grandpar-
ents, passing on information, values, ideas to the present vigorous generation
and the young. It is a never-ending continuity of learning because we will
never learn in full detail the complete story of those ancient times which gave
us the good life we live today. It is amusing to realize that sometime in the
future, our twentieth century will itself be subjected to similar archaeologi-
cal studies.

Well, now; in, say, the 30th century, will we be seen as being ignorant
savages supporting a low level of culture? Will the 30th century still reckon
time in the Anno Domini years of our Lord? Will those future Egos sell us
short -- Jjust as we see cannibals in all of the bushes outside some of our
leading museums and universities? Or, more profoundly, will we be replaced by
a "higher" order of man, just as we of today see the Neanderthals in our
retrospections? Enough of that!

Among today's archaeological delights are the ongoing debates to present
new insights and reject past errors in reports. We reformulate and reinterpret
the ideas and data of earlier workers. Archaeology is not a new "car" in
perfect condition, but one that has enough mileage that some "repairs" are
needed. As a high shool student, we were taught that the first American
arrived only a few centuries before Columbus, and I reported that quote in a
term theme. Through the years, I have seen very positive statements that the
first American arrived eight, then ten thousand years ago. Currently, the
cutoff date is 12,000 -- certainly no more than 15,000 -- B.P. On the other
side of the current debate, a number of recent dates from South America cluster
around 30,000 B.P. The point of consideration must be: Is carbon dating good
only in North America? Can correct geological assessments be made only by
North Americans? Does personal bias for outdated consensus on cutoff dates
learned in college still rule, or does openmindedness rule the day? Science is
consensus, but one based on the systematic review of replicable, objective
data.

There are many other areas of archaeological and anthropological consensus
we need to be mindful of. For example, the search in the early Spanish litera-
ture and other eyewitness accounts which describe stone age activities, to shed
light on today's research. Yesterday, I received from our La Tierra editor,
some pages of the famous George Catlin's 1855 report of an "eyewitness" account
of two Indians making an arrow point. The process was reported to involve one
holding the flake blank in the palm of his hand. The other worker took a
strong, hardwood mallet and a six-inch long, one-inch diameter punch to do the



flaking -- all timed in sequence to lady Indians singing the work rhythm.,
Well, excuse me for saying so but that's Bunk, Hogwash -- probably Impossible!
Like so many of the cannibal stories, Catlin's reach for notoriety far sur-
passed his honesty.

Kroeber's account of the early 20th century California Indian Ishi making
arrow points is more realistic and probable. A fine-pointed or sharp, narrow-
edged tool is mandatory for the tiny delicate flake removals, the narrow
notches, the delicate, thin tip. I have specialized over the past twenty some
years to learn the art of flintknapping. I have found our literature on the
subject to be mildly crowded with untruths and half-truths such as Catlin's.
There are many fields of research in archaeology to inspire individual special-
ization which offer the probability of weeding out redundant and past miscon-
ceptions (like in Tom Campbell's ethnohistoric research of recent years). This
kind of work should continue -- housecleaning is never a wasted effort. It
cleans the air for new and better insights to be placed front and center. '

Specialization in archaeology which includes replicative research, whether
it be in flintknapping (such as Carey Weber's or Lee Patterson's), ceramics
(like T. C. Hill's), or whatever, greatly enhances the rewards to whatever your
goals may be. Once that replicative skill is attained, your appreciation of
stone age artisans increases dramatically, and you learn to love and respect
them as craftsmen -- as individuals. It is also very humbling at that stage to
realize that your very best effort at replication does not equal the finest
stone age art. This is particularly true when you submerge your ego and admit
your replication was done with hindsight and at least some modern conveniences.

Well, this letter to Jimmy Mitchell from myself and other STAA members is
supposed to have said -- Thank you, Jimmy, for going the extra miles as our La
Tierra editor. Thank you for walking the roads and sharing the pleasure of
archaeology with us. We know we will be helped and further inspired by your
new work as editor for the Bulletin of the Texas Archeological Society.

Most sincerely,

The Others and J. B. Sollberger

April 30, 1987

REMINDER

Membership in STAA is on a calendar basis--please renew as soon as possible!!
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