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ABSTRACT 

  

 The Mississippian period (A.D. 900-1500) was a time of dramatic changes in material 

culture, sociopolitical organization, and ritual practices in southeastern United States. Fort 

Walton culture is the variant of Mississippian culture in the northwest of Florida-south 

Alabama-southwest Georgia region (Marrinan and White 2007). It represents the adaptation 

of sedentary agriculturalists, who participated in certain mortuary practices and symbolism, 

long-distance trade networks, and hierarchical and sociopolitical units identical to the 

Mississippian manifestation throughout the southeast. The Borrow Pit site (8LE170), is 

located near Tallahassee, Florida, and has been considered a prehistoric farmstead. This 

assertion is fundamentally based on the recovery of cultural materials during salvage 

excavations by Calvin Jones in 1972. To revisit the site, analysis of the cultural materials is 

mainly used to broaden the interpretation of the site through a consideration of all of the 

materials Jones collected. The examination of cultural indicators revealed that the site and its 

settlement are small and non-ceremonial probably a one or two family unit unlike the Lake 

Jackson site, which is considered to be the local capital of a chiefdom and ceremonial center 

of Fort Walton culture. Whether the site is Mississippian as Jones contends or historic 

Apalachee is complicated by the identification of unprovenanced Spanish olive jar in the 

collection. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 This study presents an analysis and interpretation of the cultural materials that were 

recovered from the Borrow Pit site (8LE170). Unlike most of the recorded archaeological 

sites along the rivers and coastal areas that have been the subjects of research, the Borrow Pit 

site is in a little-known area. The site was identified during the construction of Interstate 

Highway (I-10) in northwest Tallahassee, Florida. When the site was excavated by B. Calvin 

Jones in 1972, it was in immediate danger of being hauled away for road fill. During a 

hurried two-week period his crew of four anthropology students feverishly worked to recover 

data pertaining to a Fort Walton or early Apalachee Indian hamlet believed to have existed 

between A.D. 1400 and 1500 (Jones 1990:83). Jones’ findings were published in 1990 but 

focused on the lithics buried with a single individual. The purpose of this research is to 

broaden the interpretation of the site through a consideration of all of the materials Jones 

collected. Thus, it will concentrate on cultural materials recovered from settlement features 

and burials. It will provide an analysis of size, shape, and functions of cultural materials. It 

will also consider similarities with other sites, such as the Winewood (8LE164) site, that 

contained human skeletal remains (Jones and Penman 1973) and was also interpreted as an 

Apalachee farmstead.  

 In spite of the recovery of cultural materials from the Borrow Pit site that may 

indicate that the site is related to late prehistoric Mississippian culture, no radiocarbon dates 

are available. Jones briefly described the placement of Burial 5 and its associated lithics 

(Jones 1990), but there have been no firm dates that relate to it or any further articles since 

then. During Jones’ salvage excavations the focus was on the remains of two of five 

aboriginal structures exposed at the site. The article “A Late Mississippian Collector?” by B. 

Calvin Jones (1990) briefly discussed artifacts from Burial 5 and their possible relationship 

with other local sites. Because only one structure was completely excavated, there are 
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limitations to what the data can tell us. Jones’ (1972) field notes from the Borrow Pit site lack 

detailed data such as stratigraphic information that relate to the recovered artifacts. Although 

mortuary associations, primarily projectile points or knives, were associated with human 

remains in Burial 5, no firm cultural associations or dates are known for them. Jones 

identified them as Archaic to Late Mississippian periods but these types of points, 

particularly the Tallahassee and Santa Fe types, have not been found in good stratigraphic 

contexts within an archaeological excavation in Florida and their dating is uncertain (Jones 

1990:86). Since the publication of preliminary data, there has been little mention of this site 

in the literature. 

 Features, while limited, include remains of Burial 5, clay floors, and postholes that 

define the structure. Daub, burned clay, charcoal for radiocarbon samples and ceramics, 

projectile points, and lithic debitage were recovered. Unfortunately, the radiocarbon samples 

were not dated and understanding of the chronological affiliation of this site is uncertain. 

Ceramics seem to be the only reliable cultural evidence that can be used, but there is little 

distinctive evidence within the ceramic assemblage. The variety of decorated potsherds in the 

assemblage represents characteristics of Fort Walton and Lake Jackson ceramic types and 

may be used to describe the chronology of ceramics at least in broad outline. These 

limitations of data confine the range of questions that can be addressed.  

 Understanding the Borrow Pit demography is complicated. The site was originally 

found to have five aboriginal structures. Yet, Jones’ archaeological data are few and lack 

direct measurements of the other aboriginal structures that were exposed. Was the Borrow Pit 

site a domestic or ceremonial site? The features and collections from the Borrow Pit site are 

similar to other Apalachee farmstead sites: Winewood (8LE164) (Jones and Penman 

1973:85), Velda, High Ridge, and Apalachee Hill (Scarry 1989). All structures are small and 

appeared to be have been round or oval in plan. In addition, osteological data on the human 
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remains from Burial 5 and others are not available although Jones briefly described the 

individual from Burial 5. Thus, the archaeological picture of the site is incomplete. 

 The Borrow Pit site lies in the Tallahassee Hills region. The Tallahassee Hills region, 

also called the Tallahassee Red Hills of northwest Florida, is part of the Northern Highlands 

Formation, a long elevated ridge composed of ancient deltaic sediments (Marrinan 2012:190).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The Tallahassee Hills region and neighboring territory (After Marrinan 2012:191). 

 

The area of the Tallahassee Hills region is characterized by mixed hardwood and pine forests 

and by loamy, clayey soils that are excellent for farming (Milanich 1994:361). They are 

geologically characterized by limestone and clastics, respectively (Marrinan 2012:190). The 

Tallahassee Hills region is considered to be an area of dense Fort Walton sites. Although, 

there are many archaeological sites in the Tallahassee Hills area, all had a common 

environmental feature − there are no rivers within the immediate region. Lakes (Iamonia, 

Jackson, Lafayette, and Miccosukee) provide major water features along with small streams. 

This physiographic setting will be further discussed for inland Fort Walton sites – Apalachee 

farmsteads and Mississippian cultural influences.  



! 4 

 This study will present an analysis of cultural materials, particularly ceramic and 

lithic, and consider possible social activities and organization through the site type and 

functions of the Borrow Pit site. This study also will present preliminary human osteological 

data for the burials. These data will be the basis of a consideration of site function and 

comparison with comparable local sites. 
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Chapter 2: Culture History and Chronology 

The Mississippian Period 

Fort Walton Culture (A.D. 1000-1650) 

 In the southeastern United States, the Mississippian period (A.D. 900-1500) was a 

time of dramatic change in material culture, sociopolitical organization, and ritual practices 

(Russo et al. 2011:30). Ritual practices and their symbology marked significant 

characteristics in material culture. Hierarchical settlement systems were organized around 

simple and complex chiefdoms. Mounds and other earthen architectural features grew larger 

and more complex and became widely distributed throughout the Southeast (Russo et al. 

2011). This chapter examines the Fort Walton chronology in northwest Florida, especially in 

the Tallahassee Hills region.  

 Fort Walton is the variant of Mississippian culture in the northwest of Florida-South 

Alabama-southwest Georgia region (Marrinan and White 2007; Willey 1949; Willey and 

Woodbury 1942). Sites were recorded along the coast as well as at inland locales, such as in 

the Tallahassee Hills and the Apalachicola River valley (Figure 2). Archaeologist Gordon 

Willey originally named the Fort Walton culture for the Fort Walton Mound site in Fort 

Walton Beach, Florida. According to Willey (1949), the Mississippian manifestation in the 

Tallahassee area was ascribed to the wider “Fort Walton” culture of northwest Florida 

(Seinfeld et al. 2015:223) because sites in the Tallahassee Hills are distinctive from sites in 

west Florida. Based on the pottery-tempering agent in mound and midden sites, the specific 

region of Fort Walton culture was defined as either Pensacola or Tallahassee. Pottery-

tempering within the Tallahassee Hills region is mostly grog, grit, sand or combination of 

those materials. This technology is the determining characteristics of Tallahassee Fort Walton 

culture that separates it from Pensacola culture, which mostly used shell tempering in pottery 

like other areas of Mississippian culture. This difference in technique may suggest the 
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retention of local tempering agents from the Middle and Late Woodland traditions of this 

region. This was followed by a transition into Fort Walton, with the help of outside 

influences (Marrinan and White 2007:293). White (1985:174) noted that another possibility 

to explain the differences between Pensacola and Tallahassee cultures might have been 

caused by ecological setting. For example, great emphasis was placed on marine resources in 

Pensacola culture, but maize agriculture was the subsistence practice in inland Tallahassee 

Fort Walton sites. It has also been suggested that inland and costal sites might be “seasonal 

manifestation” (White 1985:174) of the same culture.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The Fort Walton in northwest Florida, southern Georgia and Alabama within the Mississippian 

Southeast (After Marrinan and White 2007:293). 

  

 Researchers recognized that the Southeastern Ceremonial Complex of Mississippian 

culture influenced northwest Florida (Goggin 1947; Griffin 1949a: 45-47; Marrinan 2012; 
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Marrinan and White 2007; Milanich 1994; Scarry 1990; Willey 1949). In the 1940s, the 

appearance of Mississippian cultures across the Southeast, including northwest Florida, was 

thought by archaeologists to have been the result of migrations of intensive agriculturists, 

rather than in situ developments (Milanich 1994:356). But archaeological evidence from later 

research (Griffin 1949a) suggested that earlier Weeden Island cultures (A.D. 300-1000) 

gradually transformed into Fort Walton, adopting ritual practices, intensive agricultural 

subsistence, the formation of villages, construction of temple mounds, and the creation of 

distinctive ceramics. Griffin proposed rejecting migration and replacement of peoples from 

the Mississippian world to the evolution of previously Weeden Island peoples in northwest 

Florida (Milanich 1994). In support of this idea, Griffin recovered sherds at Lake Jackson 

that resembled the Weeden Island ceramic type Carrabelle Punctated but formed 

Mississippian vessel styles. He defined a new type, Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed to 

accommodate the differences in these specimens (Griffin 1950:106). Carrabelle Punctated, a 

Weeden Island type (Willey 1949), has been identified in the Mississippian period and even 

into historic Mission-period times because there are a wide variety of punctation styles 

(Marrinan personal communication 2016). Contrary to Griffin’s statement, migration has 

again been suggested for changes associated with the emergence of Fort Walton culture by 

more recent researchers (Scarry 1990). Regardless of various ideas about the emergence of 

Fort Walton culture, particularly in-migration or in-place development, it is currently unclear 

how it developed in northwest Florida. Understanding the transition from Weeden Island to 

Fort Walton in the Tallahassee area and its relationship to other regions needs further 

archaeological investigation (Marrinan and White 2007).  

 The Mississippian polities of the southeastern United States were the most complex 

native societies north of Mexico at the time of contact. The Apalachee chiefdoms of the 

Tallahassee Red Hills region were one of the most successful of the Mississippian polities 
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(Scarry 1989). In prehistoric times, Lake Jackson was an important center for the 

Southeastern Ceremonial Complex (Jones 1982).  

 A hierarchy of site types has been proposed for the Tallahassee Hills (Milanich 1994). 

Information on site hierarchy is not complete because archaeological examinations of the 

Apalache chiefdom have tended to focus on larger scales of phenomena.  

 Unfortunately, there are only a few reported data on the Apalachee farmsteads – the 

commoners. In Apalache, they lived in farmsteads – small sites with one or two family units 

(Scarry 1989:2). For example, excavated Apalachee structures at − Velda, High Ridge, and 

Apalachee Hill − had common characteristics, such as structures having either a round or 

oval plan.  

 The Borrow Pit site may be an Apalachee farmstead and further examination of the 

cultural indicators of the Borrow Pit site is needed for understanding the site. There are 

several similar sites that may provide more extensive insights into the Borrow Pit site and the 

Apalachee farmsteads but research data from other sites often focus on different indicators, 

making comparisons difficult. Further investigation of Fort Walton culture sites is needed for 

a better understanding of this time period in the Tallahassee Hills region. 

 To conclude, the emergence of Mississippian culture marked significant changes in 

culture throughout the southeastern United States. Conjointly, archaeologists agreed that Fort 

Walton culture combines Weeden Island and Mississippian traits and characteristics that 

shaped it as a new cultural dynamic. Tallahassee Fort Walton culture evidenced remarkable 

changes associated with subsistence, social, and political organization, and material remains 

in northwest Florida. It had new cultural elements that were adopted by different groups of 

people: ceremonial practices, settlement types and exchanges of cultural techniques and 

materials. These changes have been central research topics for archaeologists throughout the 

years (Goggin 1947; Griffin 1949a: 45-47; Jones 1982; Jones and Penman 1973; Marrinan 
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2012; Marrinan and White 2007; Milanich 1994; Scarry 1990; Seinfeld et al. 2016; Smith 

1990; Willey 1949). Throughout the Mississippian period, dramatic changes occurred in the 

Southeast. Understanding the emergence of Tallahassee Fort Walton culture and its 

complexity is difficult due to insufficient information. One of our greatest problems is simply 

a lack of controlled excavation that resulted in collections that are useful for dating, 

particularly. Most of the work done in the Tallahassee area has been brief, salvage 

excavations that have been under-reported and when reported, leave many questions 

unanswered. More intensive investigations are needed for a better understanding.  
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Chapter 3: Physical Environment of the Borrow Pit  

 The Borrow Pit site (8LE170) is located in Leon Country, Florida, approximately two 

miles northeast of Tallahassee at 30°30'20" Latitude and 84º14'05" Longitude (Figure 3). The 

site is situated in a hardwood forest by the present I-10 interstate highway in Tallahassee. The 

Borrow Pit site is located within the Tallahassee Red Hills physiographic zone, which is part 

of the Northern Highlands Formation. The Red Hills section of northern Florida is composed 

of Leon County, where Tallahassee is located, and its neighboring counties of Gadsden and 

Jackson to the west and Jefferson and Madison to the east (Paisley 1989). Geological 

boundaries of the Tallahassee Red Hills are on the west by the Ochlockonee River, on the 

south by the Cody Scarp, on the east by the watershed of the Aucilla River (Marrinan 

2012:190). Paisley also noted that the land is a distinctive band of rolling red clay hills that 

extends for 50 miles along the border of Alabama and Georgia (Figure 4).  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. USGS map of Tallahassee Red Hills with site location marked (After Master Site File 8LE170 form 

1972). 
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Figure 4. Red Hills of Florida (After Paisley 1989). 
  

 The specific geologic region within, which the Borrow Pit site lies is an inland, 

upland region between the Aucilla and Ochlockonee rivers above the coastal flatlands in 

Leon and Jefferson counties (Milanich 1994:361). Although, there is a wider range of the 

Red Hills region, this study will examine areas where the Borrow Pit site lies and other late 

prehistoric sites in Leon County. The area of Northeastern Leon County is characterized by 

the rolling red clay hills. Paisley (1989) noted that the Red Hills comprise an accumulation of 

clays, sands, and other rock fragments deposited on a limestone bed that were washed down 

from the Appalachian Mountains beginning about 20 millions ago. 

 The soils of this area notably are loamy, clayey soils that are excellent for farming 

(Milanich 1994:361). Charles Fairbanks (1971:39) noted that almost anywhere there is either 

red clay soil or where there are sandy well-drained clay loams, we will find Fort Walton sites. 

In support of this statement, Milanich (1994:415) stated that in areas of extensive wetlands, 

regional native cultures tended to depend on wild resources for their sustenance rather than 

adopting intensive agriculture. It was only in regions where extensive wetlands were not 

present and where more fertile soils were found that agriculture flourished. Based on modern 
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agricultural standards, however, most Florida sands are considered porous and infertile, 

although the red clay and loamy soils in the northern part of the state are more conducive to 

agricultural pursuits (Myers and Ewel 1990:3). 

 The Borrow Pit site lies in hardwood forests, pine forest, and nearby prairie. The 

several large lakes such as Iamonia, Jackson, Lafayette, and Miccousukee - are significant 

physiographic features within the Tallahassee Red Hills. They are contained within broad, 

relatively shallow basins (Marrinan 2012:191). Many small lakes also occur in northeastern 

Leon County among the drainage ways to the larger lakes. Many of these lakes were 

historically forested wetlands, which were dredged for agricultural purposes. The hardwood 

forest is a well-developed, closed-canopy forest dominated by deciduous trees on mesic soils 

in areas sheltered from fire. It commonly occurs in the Florida Panhandle south to the central 

peninsula (Schwartz 1988). Characteristic vegetation of forest layers includes magnolia, 

pines, live oaks, hickories, sweetgums, tulip poplars, American beech and dogwoods, with an 

understory of French mulberry, wild plum, vines and haw (Paisley 1989). These species are 

frequently found in the Florida panhandle. Hardwood forest is generally considered a mesic 

forest. Distinctive “Red Hills” soils, sandy loams, support extensive hardwood communities 

(Platt and Schwartz 1990). 

 Unfortunately, there are few data about the Borrow Pit site and its environmental 

setting prior to excavation. But it is located in the Tallahassee Red Hills where the other sites 

such as Velda (8LE44), Lake Jackson (8LE1) and Lake Lafayette (8LE2) (Figure 3 and 4) 

have been identified. Those sites may be assumed to have had similar environmental settings 

as the Borrow Pit site and that may provide some insight into the site and its environmental 

situation.  

 The significance of understanding the physical environment of a site is essential 

because the ecological resources influence the development of human cultures. The location 
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of an archaeological site was highly dependent on water accessibility. Water availability 

heavily affected human diet, households, social organization and resources, such as faunal 

and flora types. Understanding the physical environment gives us better insights into why the 

peoples of Fort Walton culture in Tallahassee Red Hills became extensive farmers while the 

peoples of the Pensacola culture focused heavily on fishing.  
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Chapter 4: Previous Archaeological Research at the Borrow Pit site 

 In the spring of 1972, archaeologist B. Calvin Jones conducted salvage excavations at 

a late prehistoric Mississippian site, the Borrow Pit. The Borrow Pit site is in a little-known 

area of Florida, because inland sites have received less study. Deposits at the site were in 

immediate danger of being hauled away for road fill. During a two-week period Jones and his 

field crew worked to recover data pertaining to a Fort Walton or early Apalachee Indian 

hamlet believed to have existed between A.D. 1400 and 1500. They focused their excavations 

on the remains of two of five aboriginal structures exposed at this site. The larger of these 

two buildings, Structure 3 had a diameter of 11 meters. Composed of wattle-and-daub, the 

structure had been re-built at least once. It contained eight deeply placed burials beneath its 

red clay floor (Jones 1990:83) (Figure 5). One of the graves contained a probable Native 

American male between 20 to 25 years of age. Associated with this individual was an 

unusual cache of chipped stone artifacts (Figure 6). 

 According to Jones (1990:83), Burial 5 was in a 51-in (130 cm) oval pit that had been 

chopped through the floor near the east wall of the building. The poorly preserved remains of 

the individual lay in sterile red clay 5 ft. 9 in. (175cm) below ground surface or 4 ft. 7 in 

(140cm) below the floor. Jones (1990:83) described the remains as resting in a tightly flexed 

position with the torso having slumped over the knees. The head was turned slightly to the 

individual’s right and faced southwest (Jones 1990:83) (Figure 6). Near the bottom of the 

burial pit and human remains, there were chipped stone artifacts including six projectile 

points, debitage, and two quartz fragments. A Fort Walton clay elbow pipe also was found 

about twelve inches away from the cache (Figure 6). Jones postulated that the clay pipe was 

originally in some type of container and might have hung around the neck or shoulder of the 

deceased, representing an amulet and indicative of higher status.  
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Figure 5. Jones’ illustration of 8LE170 Structure No.3 (After Shapiro and McEwan 1992:66). 
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Figure 6. Burial 5 human remain from Jones (1972) field note.  

  

 The article “A Late Mississippian Collector?” by B. Calvin Jones (1990) focused on 

the deceased male and associated mortuary materials from Burial 5. The projectile points or 

knives associated with the deceased represent a considerable temporal spread around 10,000 

to about 500 years before the present or from Paleo-Indian to Late Mississippian times. The 

point inventory includes – Santa Fe, Tallahassee, Kirk Serrated, Pinellas-like, and 

Alachua/Sarasota-like stemmed (Figure 7). Not all artifacts Jones listed were available for 

study such as, an unidentified point end, a scraper, two quartz fragments, a dozen debitage 

fragments, and the clay pipe. Photographs of some of these specimens were available. The 

Santa Fe point, the Pinellas-like/Mississippian triangular point, and the debitage are all made 

of caramel colored semi-translucent chert commonly found in North Florida (Jones 1990:83). 

In support of this statement, Jones (1990:83) noted that all of these stone tools could have 

been made from a single large nodule. He also mentioned that the Kirk Serrated point also is 
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made of very similar material, possibly from the same quarry location. The Tallahassee point 

is composed of brown semi-translucent stone believed to be from the local region.  

a. Tallahassee Point                                                             b. Santa Fe Point  

 

 

c. Kirk Serrated Point                                                           d. Florida Archaic Stemmed  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

e. Pinellas Point                                                                     

 

Figure 7. The point inventory from the Borrow Pit site (8LE170). 
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Burial 5  

 Burial 5 was recovered from Structure 3. These remains might be able to tell us more 

about the site, its occupants and function. The following discussion is based on Jones’ field 

notes (1972). Preservation of the skeletal material was poor and only a portion of the teeth 

and mandible could be used in laboratory analysis. The mandible, teeth, three small cranial 

fragments, and a right humerus were recovered (Figure 8). Most of the remains were too 

fragmentary to identify, particularly the age of the individual. Yet, Jones (1990) believed that 

the burial had strong male characteristics, such as squareness of the chin, large teeth, as well 

as the overall robustness of the mandible. The gonial angle formed a right angle rather than 

an extreme obtuse angle, more commonly present in females (Jones’ field note 1972) (Figure 

8.1). Jones (1972) listed preserved teeth including the upper left second and third molars, and 

the third premolar. Lower right teeth included the first and third molars and the third and 

fourth premolars, while the lower left includes the first and second molars and the third and 

fourth premolars.  

 Some teeth were missing, probably post-mortem. This included the upper left second 

premolar, the lower right second molar, and canine, and the lower left canine. Dental attrition 

is quite heavy. Both the enamel and dentine are badly worn on the lower teeth, but this is not 

the case on the upper teeth, which are in much better condition (Figure 8.2). Unfortunately, 

there is little evidence on the teeth that could provide a clear estimation of age.  

 According to Jones (1972), from the measurements taken on location, the stature of 

the individual has been calculated as being between 5 feet 2 inches and 5 feet 5 inches. 

Maximum length of the humerus was 31.5 cm and maximum length of the right tibia was 

32.5 cm. Age is estimated to be between 20 to 25 years (Figure 8.3). 
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 a. Cranium fragments     b. Teeth 

 

 c. Long bone fragments     d. Mandible and a possible right humerus 

 

Figure 8. Human remains from Burial 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Figure 8.1. Close up of Mandible from Burial 5.  
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 Figure 8.2. Teeth from Burial 5.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 Figure 8.3. Long bone fragments from Burial 5. 
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Burial 2 

 Unlike Burial 5, skeletal materials from Burial 2 indicate that the individual was 

female. Jones (Field notes 1972) also thought that the burial might be in close association 

with a child burial but no bones of a child are present in the collection. Jones briefly 

mentioned that the teeth of Burial 2 were difficult to identify since they were composed only 

of crowns without roots, except for the lower right the lower right and left first incisors and 

left molars. Teeth present included the upper right first and second molars, third and fourth 

premolars, the canine, and first incisor, also the upper left first molar, third and fourth 

premolars, the canine, and first incisor. Lower right teeth included the first and third molars, 

third and fourth premolars, and first and second incisors, while the lower left included the 

first, second, and third molars and the first and second incisors (Figure 8.4). The upper 

incisors are shovel-shaped. According to Hrdlicka (1920:429-465), high percentages of 

frequency of shovel-shaped incisors are characteristics of Mongols and American Indians.  

 Dental attrition is moderate, with mild to heavy wearing of enamel and dentine but no 

exposure of the pulp cavity. The plane of attrition slopes lingually for the uppers and buccally 

for the lowers. The appearance of tartar deposits is confined to the upper left molars and 

premolars. There also is a very small lingual cavity on the upper right first premolar, which 

invades the enamel.  

 The maximum length of the right humerus and the right femur were taken on location 

while the burial was in situ. Maximum length of the right humerus is 32 cm, while maximum 

length of the right femur is 40 cm. These figures suggest the individual’s stature was between 

5 feet to 5 feet 4 inches. Age was also estimated to be between 25 and 30 years.  
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 Figure 8.4. Teeth from Burial 2. 

 

Conclusion 

 Jones (1990) believed that Burial 5 is one of a group of eight elite community leaders 

of the Fort Walton culture who were buried below the floor of a special structure. The grave 

contained mortuary gifts. According to Jones (1990), the burial group at the Borrow Pit site is 

one of only three pre-European contact Fort Walton grave sites found in the Apalachee area 

of north Florida. There have been a total of forty-four individuals excavated in this area. 

Approximately twenty-four were buried in Mound 3, a mortuary mound at the Lake Jackson 

site (8LE1) excavated in 1975 (Jones 1982:4), and ten more were excavated at Winewood 

(8LE164) in 1971 (Jones and Penman 1973). Yet, none of these burials contained a collection 

of projectile points (Jones 1990:85). That suggests his collecting habit was unusual and that 

the materials buried with him were non-standard.  

 Large quantities of ceramic potsherds, mainly of the Lake Jackson Plain type with 

Mississippian type decorations such as loop handles, and nodes, are commonly found on the 
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pre-contact Fort Walton sites. Sherds of this type were abundant in a dark grey midden soil 

surrounding structures at the Borrow Pit site (Jones 1990:85). Jones observed that the 

absence of check and complicated-stamped types indicates that this site dates prior to Lamar 

cultural influences from the south Georgia area, which may already have begun by the time 

of De Soto’s 1539 visit to the Apalachee capitol of Anhaica in Tallahassee (Jones, Hann and 

Scarry 1990). These types are present in the collection but in small numbers (Table 1).  

 Jones’ previous research on the Borrow Pit site (1972) addressed significant cultural 

associations and differences from the other sites through cultural materials. The assemblages 

from the Borrow Pit and Winewood sites are quite similar (Jones and Penman 1973:85). 

Although Jones considers them to be similar in style, the pipe appears quite different in size 

and style to me (Figure 8.5). Jones (1990) also noted that no other burials from Lake Jackson 

and Winewood contained large projectile points like the Borrow Pit site. Although Jones 

describes the points as “large” they actually are medium-size to small. Yet, no firm cultural 

association or dates can be assigned since Tallahassee and Santa Fe points have not been 

found in good stratigraphic contexts within an archaeological excavation in Florida (Jones 

1990:85) and have not been radiocarbon dated. Regardless of the cultural materials from 

Burial 5, none was clearly datable to a specific cultural period. Jones remained puzzled by 

Burial 5’s social status and role.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

a. A clay pipe from the Borrow Pit site          b. A clay pipe from the Winewood site 

Figure 8.5. A comparison of clay pipes from the Borrow Pit and Winewood sites.  

 



! 24 

Chapter 5: Laboratory Methodology 

Laboratory Methodology  

 Following the Jones’ excavation all artifacts and special samples he collected were 

placed in protective containers at the Bureau of Archaeological Research, Archaeological 

Collections in Tallahassee, Florida. Artifacts were not washed. For this project, resorting 

identification and data re-entry were necessary. Artifacts analyses were conducted following 

pottery guidelines (Brose 1984; Goggin 1948; Griffin 1950; Milanich 1994; Phillips 1970; 

Scarry 1985; Sears 1982; Tesar 2015; White 2009; Willey 1949; Worth 1992) for 

classification. Cataloging was guided by Daniel Seinfeld, Archaeology Collections and 

Conservation supervisor, and Jeremy Vause, Archaeological field assistant. Artifact data 

were then entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, which allowed for the organization and 

quantification of data and queries.  

 In this research, emphasis was placed on the analysis of ceramic materials; non-

ceramic artifacts except for grave goods, projectile points, and skeletal materials from Burial 

5, did not receive as much attention.   

 

Pottery Analysis and description 

 The pottery analysis was conducted using previously published reports on ceramic 

typology as standards for pottery classification. The typological classification and 

descriptions of vessel variability were based on formally recognized types and vessel forms 

established for northwest Florida (Scarry 1985; Willey 1949; Willey and Woodbury 1942). 

The pottery analysis identified patterns of both technical and formal variability. Technical 

variability results from environmental factors, such as the types of locally available clays that 

affect paste composition. Analysis of technical variability included the identification of paste 

compositions, as well as paste characteristics. Formal variability results from cultural factors 



! 25 

and may include preference for decoration, surface treatment, vessel form, rim and lip 

treatments and forms. All of these traits were recorded during analysis. The following 

descriptions reflect the formal pottery types (Willey 1949:353-495) recovered during this 

study.  

 Many of the pottery types formalized by Willey are defined by essentially subjective 

criteria. The structure of the traditional typology has been challenged by newfound data but 

has not changed much since Willey’s (1949) publication of Archaeology of Florida Gulf 

Coast. Scarry (1985) stated that the traditional typology has tended to create the appearance 

of sudden, sharp breaks in the cultural sequence of the Fort Walton area. He believed that 

Willey created a typology of ceramics that was too detailed. This led, in Scarry’s estimation, 

to a complicated typology. Ceramic types can be difficult to distinguish. In fact, during my 

research, I found type names and descriptions to be very confusing. It was hard to address 

similarities and differences among ceramic types.  

 The purpose of this study was to have broadened perspectives on the site through 

examination of the cultural materials. To accomplish this, I used additional ceramic 

typological sources and criteria to type problematic sherds. For example, description was 

essential for fragmentary potsherds rather than assigning them formal type names. The 

relationship between Weeden Island types and Fort Walton types in northwest Florida is 

particularly unclear. 

 

The Fort Walton Series 

 Fort Walton ceramics represent a break with the older Gulf Coast traditions in that 

new influences of Middle Mississippian origin become strong factors in the formation of the 

style (Willey 1949:458). Some archaeologists briefly mentioned that there could be possible 

relations between Weeden Island types and Fort Walton types. For example, Carrabelle 
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Punctated, a Weeden Island type is called Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed when it appears 

in small quantities in some Fort Walton Period sites. Some resemblances to the stamped, 

incised, and punctated types of the Weeden Island ceramic series are suggested, although it is 

not clear if this is the result of local Gulf Coast continuity or some more indirect relationship.  

 The diagnostic pottery types for the Fort Walton Period are Fort Walton Incised and 

Pensacola Incised (Willey 1949:452), which are divided by identification of the pottery-

tempering agent in mound and midden sites. Tallahassee Fort Walton culture ceramics, also 

known generally as Fort Walton, used a heavy grit, grog, sand or combination of those 

materials for tempering.  

  The distinctive surface decoration of Fort Walton pottery exhibits incision, punctation, 

fluting, and pinching on the rim of vessels. Vessel forms are numerous, but the casuela bowl, 

collared globular bowl, globular bowl with flared orifice, open bowl and complete frog-effigy 

bowl are all recorded (Willey 1949:459). Modeled ornamentation is quite common and takes 

the form of zoomorphic and anthropomorphic rim adornos. Handles and nodes are also 

frequently added.  

 

Lake Jackson Plain (Figure 9.6) (n=133) 

 Lake Jackson Plain (Figure 9.6) is an extremely broad type. It is defined largely on 

the basis of rim sherds and appendage sherds. Associated body sherds are generally placed in 

the residual plain category (Griffin 1950:106). The majority of the Lake Jackson Plain sherds 

are coarsely tempered, grit, grog, sand or combination of those. Surfaces are smoothed but 

never archive a polish common in Weeden Island Series ceramics (Willey 1949:459). 

Surfaces are commonly mottled, and vary in color, depending upon the degree of firing 

(Willey 1949:459). Vessels tend to be larger than in earlier Gulf Coast periods. Most 

common vessel forms are casuela, collared globular and globular bowls. Rims vary based on 
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vessel types but they often are thickened near or at the margin. Exterior rim folds are thin and 

flat but wide. They are often fluted or pinched. Sometimes a strap of clay was added to the 

exterior wall just below the rim, and this strip was pinched or fluted (Willey 1949:459). 

Other distinctive decorations are often found with small appliqué nodes added along the rim 

exterior in place of fluting. Lip notching is frequent and lugs and handles, as on Lake Jackson 

Plain, are not uncommon (Griffin 1950:106).  

 

Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed (Figure 9.1) (n=6) 

 This is a tentative type according to Griffin’s (1950:106) research. It resembles 

Carrabelle Punctated but it has been known as Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed since 

Griffin (1950) recovered them with Mississippian vessel forms at the Lake Jackson site. The 

paste is coarse like Lake Jackson Plain. Griffin (1950:106) described the decoration as 

consisting of large punctations applied with the fingernail and tip of the finger. He noted that 

fingernail impressions covered the entire area of each sherd observed.  

 

Lake Jackson Incised (Figure 9) (n=113) 

 Also known as Pinellas Incised as defined by Willey (1949: 482). Scarry (1985:220) 

stated that the type Lake Jackson Incised is present throughout the Fort Walton area. It is the 

second major component of the Lake Jackson ceramic series and at some sites may be the 

primary ceramic type (Tesar 2015:201). It is coarsely tempered and there is none of the 

clayey variety (Griffin 1950:104). The decoration consists solely of two or three horizontal 

incised lines, with or without pendant loops or nodes. Lip notching with two or three lines 

was commonly seen. Vessel forms include beakers, bowls, and jars. Lake Jackson Incised is a 

common type in Fort Walton assemblages and is frequently the most decorated ware at Fort 

Walton sites (Scarry 1985:220). 
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Fort Walton Incised (Figure 9.2) (n=32) 

 Fort Walton Incised was originally defined by Willey (1949:460-462). Lines and 

punctations are incised into the soft surface of the vessel. Lines are deep, wide, (Willey 

1949:460) and commonly applied in patterns of either rectilinear or curvilinear guilloches. 

There also are rim ticks or smoothed rims (White 2009). The most common vessel forms are 

the casuela bowl, collared globular bowl, beaker-bowl, bottle, and effigy pot. Depending on 

vessel forms, rims are varied. Long and thin rim folds are common and these are usually 

underlined with an incised line (Willey 1949:460). 

 

Marsh Island Incised var. Columbia (Figure 9.3) (n=2) 

 Scarry (1985) has named this type and given a brief description of it based on very 

limited data. The ware characteristics are as described for Lake Jackson Incised. Decoration 

is by medium-bold incision, consisting of opposed triangles, which are filled with parallel-

incised lines. Also seen are chevron arrangements made up of diagonally placed series of 

parallel-incised lines below rim, and parallel vertical lines below rim. Several rim sherds that 

were decorated on the inside and flaring rims suggested the vessel type is a brimmed bowl. 

Willey (1949) noted that this type might be related to the earlier type, Carrabelle Incised.   

 

Point Washington Incised (Figure 9.4) (n=1) 

 Scarry (1985) noted that the type Point Washington Incised is subsumed under Fort 

Walton Incised. Willey (1949) described decorations that are a series of complicated scroll 

patterns, running scrolls, ovals intersected with cross bars, diamonds and V-shaped figures, 

and combinations of curvilinear and rectilinear elements. Typical vessel forms include the 

casuela bowl, flattened-globular bowl, collared bowl, and bottle. Rims treatments are the 

same as the Fort Walton Incised type.  
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Chapter 6. Result of the reexamination of the Borrow Pit Site Collections 

 During the study of the 8LE170 collections, only laboratory examination was possible 

based on the way Jones conducted excavations (1972). With limited access to excavation data 

(field notes), understanding the Borrow Pit site was quite difficult. Yet, my study and 

associated researches will provide some insights regarding demography, economy, and 

settlement patterns of the Borrow Pit site and the Apalachee farmstead.    

 Artifacts from the Borrow Pit site are mainly ceramic materials. As pottery types were 

quantified, the ceramics suggested that the site functioned as a domestic, non-ceremonial site. 

In support of this statement, other Apalachee farmstead sites were used to compare 

similarities in cultural materials (Brose 1984; Goggin; Griffin 1950; Marrinan and White 

2012; Scarry 1985; Tesar; Willey 1949), settlement pattern, (Jones and Penman 1972; 

Milanich 1994; Payne 1981; Scarry 1989), and social structure (Cobb 2003).  

 

Artifacts from the Borrow Pit site 

Pottery  

 A total of 3,669 sherds weighing 33,011.8 grams were reexamined. Tables 1 and 2 list 

the counts, weights, tempering, and parts of the decorated, unidentified and historic pottery 

from the excavations at the Borrow Pit site.  

 Pottery types from the excavations consisted mainly of plain sherds (n=3,203; 87.51 

percent). One hundred thirty-three sherds (3.6 percent) were classified as Lake Jackson Plain, 

and one hundred two (2.7 percent) were identified as Lake Jackson Incised. One hundred 

forty-four sherds (4 percent) were classified as unidentified because they were too 

fragmentary to identify to formal types. The remainders, ninety sherds, were identified as 

Fort Walton Incised, Marsh Island, Point Washington Incised, and some Leon check-stamped.  
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Table 1. The inventory of prehistoric ceramics from the Borrow Pit site. 

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) Part Temper 

Decorated     

Lake Jackson Incised 113 1,742.3 

Body (16) 

Rim (96) 

Handle (1) 

Grog/Grit 

Fort Walton Incised  32 320.8 
Body (20) 

Rim (12) 
Grog/Grit 

Lamar-like Complicated Stamped  1 12.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Leon Check-Stamped  4 32.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Leon-Jefferson Stamped? and fluted 2 34.0 
Rim (1) 

Body (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Marsh Island Incised var. Columbia, ticked  2 50.6 Rim Grog/Grit 

Jefferson Complicated Stamped  9 88.0 Body Grog/Grit 

Point Washington Incised  1 15.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Total Decorated 164 2,296.50   

Plain     

Lake Jackson Plain 133 2,218.1 

Body (1) 

Rim (129) 

Decoration (3) 

Grog/Grit 

Total Plain 133 2,218.1   

Unidentified     

Brushed, etched impressed 1 5.2 Body Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson  18 181.6  Grog/Grit 

Incised  68 569.5 

Body (46) 

Rim (14) 

Shoulder (2) 

Grog/Grit 

Pinched  2 14.1 
Body (1) 

Rim (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Punctated 18 92.5 
Body (17) 

Rim (1) 
 

Stamped  15 123.6 
Body (14) 

Rim (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Ticked 1 4.2 Rim Grog/Grit 

Fluted  22 111.0 

Body (3) 

Rim (18) 

Shoulder (1) 

Grog/Grit 

Plain  3,203 27,245.80 

Body (3,050) 

Rim (147) 

Shoulder (2) 

Adorno (1) 

Effigy (1) 

Grog/Grit 

Ceramics, sherds 12 80.1  Grog/Grit 

Unidentified 3 30.9 Rim Grog/Grit 

Total UID 3,363 28,458.50   

Grand Total 3,660 32,937.1   
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Of the 3,659 total prehistoric sherds, 311, showed some form of surface decoration. Most of 

the decorated sherds were either Lake Jackson Incised or Fort Walton Incised as identified 

using Willey’s (1949) classification. These included Lake Jackson Incised (Figure 9), Lake 

Jackson Fingernail Impressed (Figure 9.1), Fort Walton Incised (Figure 9.2), and Marsh 

Island Incised (Figure 9.3). The unidentified decorated sherds were likely either Lake 

Jackson Incised or Fort Walton Incised, but they are too small to identify as one or the other. 

In dating the site and determining its cultural affiliations, it is important to point out some 

decorative types are carried into the Fort Walton period from the Weeden Island period such 

as Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed (n=6) (Figure 9.1). Although Griffin (1950) tentatively 

described the type as Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed, some archaeologists recognize it as 

Carrabelle Punctated, Late Variety. To support this contention, Marsh Island Incised (n=2) 

(Figure 9.3) was considered to be relating to the earlier type, Carrabelle Incised (Scarry 1985; 

Willey 1949).  

 Large quantities of Plain sherds (n=3,300) (Figure 10.5) and relatively small amounts 

of Lake Jackson Plain with decorations (n=130) (Figure 9.6) may suggest that activities at the 

site did not include the staging of ceremonial events. The rest of the pottery assemblage also 

supports this interpretation. No exotic goods, effigies, or red-filmed wares were found. 

Milanich (1994:365-368) mentioned that Fort Walton utilitarian pottery is largely plain, 

undecorated ware. Generally 85 to 90 percent of the total numbers of sherds recovered from 

the Borrow Pit site are plain, while only 1 to 3 percent is incised (e.g., Lake Jackson Incised, 

Fort Walton Incised, Marsh Island Incised, and Point Washington Incised). In fact, the site 

only produced small amounts of decorated potsherds. Quartz sand and crushed potsherds 

(grog) are the most common tempering materials.  

 In contrast to the dense collection of prehistoric ceramics, only a few historic 

ceramics were recovered (n=10) (Figure 10.1, 10.2, 10.3 and 10.4). These historic types 
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included possible olive jar (n=2), Whiteware, stoneware, decaled whiteware and an 

unidentified historic ceramic (Table 2). Because of the presence of olive jar, the dating of the 

site may be more appropriately historic Apalachee than late prehistoric Mississippian. The 

other historic ceramics in Table 2 are believed to originate with much later occupation of the 

site. 

Table 2. The inventory of historic ceramics from the Borrow Pit site.  

 

 

Figure 9. Lake Jackson Incised rim, ticked.  

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) Part 

Olive jar 2 5.7 Body 

Terracotta fragments 1 1.8  

Stoneware 1 2.8 Body 

Decaled whiteware 1 2.1 Body 

Whiteware, plain 3 21.6 
Body (2) 

Rim (1) 

Historic ceramic, unidentified 1 4.7 Body 

Grand Total 9 38.7  
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Figure 9.1. Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed rim. 

 

Figure 9.2. Fort Walton Incised rim. 

 



! 34 

Figure 9.3. Marsh Island Incised var. Columbia rim. 

 

Figure 9.4. Point Washington. 
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Figure 9.5. Plain sherds. 

 

 

 

Figure 9.6. Lake Jackson Plain with node. 



! 36 

 

Figure 10. Whiteware rim.  

 

Figure 10.1. Decaled whiteware. 

 



! 37 

Figure 10.2. Stoneware.  

Figure 10.3. Olive jar (a,b) and terracotta fragment (c). 

 

a 

b 

c 
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Lithic Artifacts 

 Lithics were mainly focused on mortuary-associated projectile points or knives: 

Tallahassee, Santa Fe, Kirk serrated, Florida Archaic, and Pinellas points from Burial 5 

(Figure 7). Most other lithics appear to have been tools and debitage, including a Florida 

Archaic stem, a drill, a possible hone and some debitage (Figure 11) (Table 3). The origin of 

these artifacts is unknown, however it could have been a gift that the deceased male received 

from his ancestors or he was an artisan of lithic tools and the goods were buried with him 

(Marrinan personal communication 2016). 

 

Table 3. The inventory of lithic materials from the Borrow Pit site. 

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) 

Florida Archaic Stemmed  (Archaic) 1 16.5 

Kirk Serrated (Archaic) 1 19.5 

Tallahassee (Woodland) 1 5.3 

Santa Fe (possible) (transitional archaic) 1 6.2 

Pinellas (Mississippian) 1 1.6 

Biface/Scraper? 5 164.9 

Florida Archaic stem 2 46.1 

UID PPK 1 7.8 

Core 1 195.0 

Debitage 86 254.7 

Depleted core 1 39.9 

Lithic possible Uniface 1 6.9 

Celt 1 105.1 

Chunky stone or discoidal? 1 82.9 

Expedient tool possible smooth bladder? 1 3.3 

Fossilized coral drill 1 43.5 

Hematite 1 58.5 

Hone 2 60.3 

Limonite 1 17.3 

Lithic discoidal 1 5.0 

Modified limestone (stone) 6 131.1 

Grand total 117 1,271.4 
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a. Florida Archaic Stemmed        b. Possible Hone 

c. Coral drill         d. Debitage 

Figure 11. Lithic Materials. 

 

Structural Materials 

 A total of 73 structural specimens weighing 3,480.8 grams were recovered. These 

included daub (for wattle and daub construction), brick, and burned clay (Table 4) (Figure 

12).  

Table 4. The inventory of structural materials. 

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) 

Brick 9 149.5 

Burned clay 39 112.8 

Burned clay, structure-floor 10 2119.5 

Burned clay/Daub 6 150.7 

Daub from burial pit #1, structure #3 7 850.0 

Daub, floor (flat surface, discolored) 2 53.3 

Terracotta fragment 1 7.3 

Grand Total 74 3,488.1 
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a. Daub from Burial pit #1 Structure 3      b. Daub from Burial pit #1 structure 3 

c. Terracotta fragment         d. Brick 

Figure 12. Structural materials. 

 

Some daub indicated the presence of clay floors. These fragments had a flat surface on one 

side and the other side was discolored. Bricks and a terracotta fragment were also recovered. 

They might have been modern materials possibly mixed when the site was excavated. No 

metal artifacts were recovered.  

 Reexamination of cultural materials from the Borrow Pit site was quite difficult 

because of the lack of detailed contextual information. Structures, particularly, were not 

completely excavated. Jones (1990) briefly mentioned that there were originally five 

aboriginal structures at the Borrow Pit site. More extensive excavation could have provided 

more information about various cultural activities happening among the people at the Borrow 

Pit site, but, because of the lack of data, it is hard to be certain what activities actually 

occurred at the site.  
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New Analysis of skeletal materials, Burial 5 and 2 (2016) 

 Dr. Geoffrey P. Thomas, Physical Anthropologist, was willing to reexamine the 

human remains. It was thought that a new analysis might broaden our perspectives on these 

skeletal materials and the burial pattern. Reliance on Jones’ very limited report (1990), made 

it difficult to identify the skeletal remains because of poor preservation. According to Dr. 

Thomas, the human remains are too fragmentary to tell us the definite identity of the 

individual from each burial Jones excavated. Additionally, some bags lack information such 

as burial numbers. There are two bags containing a humerus and teeth, but the humerus does 

not have a burial number on it and the teeth could be from either Burial 4 or 7. Confusingly, 

teeth and jaw fragments in matrix from Burial 2 (bag 2 of 2) was labeled suggesting that 

some of these teeth possibly belong with Burial 47 of 8LE152 (Mission Patale).  

 Dr. Thomas has examined the skeletal materials from the Borrow Pit site. Bag 1 of 2 

from Burial 2 contains teeth, including the upper lateral incisors, upper canine, upper third 

and fourth premolars, upper first and second molars, and upper third molar. Lower teeth 

included the lower canines, lower third and fourth premolars, lower first and second molars, 

and lower third molar. There is also a possible incisor (Figure 8.4). The lower second molar 

might have a dental caries and the lower third molar showed very little wear. The estimated 

age is 20 years old based on wear of the teeth. It was difficult to identify sex, but the bags of 

Burial 2 mentioned that it is female. There might have been associated artifacts that indicate 

sex of the individual from Burial 2 but these associations have been lost. Unfortunately, 

Jones (1990) briefly mentioned that only one other burial, Burial 6, had mortuary 

associations: a columella shell hairpin.  

 There are 7 bags of skeletal materials from Burial 5. Two bags of them have bone 

fragments that could be humerus, rib, or tarsal bones. The bones from bag 4 of 7 look like 

cancellous bones, which could be tarsal, scapula or an unknown epiphysis. These bones were 
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too fragmentary to determine characteristics of the individual. Unlike those bones, cranial 

fragments, which seemed like parietal bones have two large mastoids. This is the only 

diagnostic feature that indicates that the individual is definitely an adult male. Some long 

bones, particularly femur and humerus fragments also suggest the individual is a male adult 

(Figure 8 and 8.3). Lastly, the upper third and fourth premolars on the right were found with 

the maxillary bone (Figure 8.2). This might indicate its association with the mandible in 

matrix from bag 2 of 7 (Figure 8.1). The rest of the upper teeth included the upper lateral 

incisors, upper canines, upper first, second and third molars. Lower teeth included the lower 

incisors, and lower third and fourth premolars. The upper second molar showed dental 

exposure, yet no age estimation is definite based on dental remains from these bags (Thomas 

personal communication 2016). 
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Chapter 7. Summary and Conclusion 

 Scarry (1989:7) proposed that during the prehistoric Lake Jackson phase four levels 

of settlement could be identified based on site size: the paramount center, the single mound 

center, the hamlet, and the farmstead. The areal extent and functions of each site type are 

unknown. From previous archaeological research, it is possible to suggest with reasonable 

certainty sites of the first two types. The Lake Jackson site has been identified as the 

paramount center of the region. Single mound sites are known from Lake Lafayette, Iamonia, 

and Rollins. Examination of cultural materials from the Borrow Pit site suggests that it is 

probably a farmstead.  

 The Borrow Pit site has similarities to the Velda (8LE44) and Winewood (8LE164) 

sites. Shared characteristics include burial patterns with mortuary gifts, the preponderance of 

Lake Jackson and Fort Walton pottery, and the small size of excavated structures. These 

indicators show the site might have been a farmstead (Scarry 1989:8). No Mississippian 

iconographic decorations on ceramic materials, or mound building construction, were 

identified at the site, suggesting that Borrow Pit may represent a domestic site, possibly a 

cluster of domestic structure. Although Jones believed that the people buried under the floor 

of Structure 3 were elite members of society, the material culture does not support this 

contention. The similarities among these sites suggest that the residents of the Borrow Pit 

farmstead practiced family rituals but there is no evidence of larger ceremonial activity.  

 Unfortunately, the composition and functions of third level sites are still unclear. How 

exactly do the farmstead and the hamlet settlements of Fort Walton villagers function? There 

are several sites, which might represent the hamlet in the settlement system. Milanich (1994) 

listed sites such as the Borrow Pit, Bear Grass, and Velda. These sites had small, circular 

structures where ordinary people probably lived (Milanich 1994: 365). But we do not know 

how many structures were present in a hamlet or even in a farmstead. Study of the 
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commoners of Apalache, who have tended to be less investigated than the paramount center, 

is a definite need (Jones 1982; Scarry 1989; Scarry and Payne 1986).  

 It is important to understand what kinds of activities occurred at Borrow Pit based on 

the cultural indicators. From the analysis of cultural materials at the Borrow Pit site, it 

certainly seems that the site was domestic. But were there multiple structures at farmsteads, 

particularly an extended family? The hamlet settlement, might be the most important 

settlement type to gain a better insight into the social structure of late prehistoric residents 

since there is limited data on farmsteads.  

 For example, most of the ceramics from the site were not exotic or ceremonial. We 

would expect plain, utilitarian ceramics to be recovered from prehistoric farmsteads. Those 

cultural materials identified at Borrow Pit would most likely not have been used for 

ceremonial purposes. We also would expect that the ordinary people of the late Mississippian 

period would have political affiliations with elite groups but the Borrow Pit site does not 

appear to be a political center or ceremonial site. Jones (1990) interpreted the burials at the 

Borrow Pit site to be “elite.” Although some significant objects were interred with Burial 5, it 

is not clear that this makes the individual “elite.” Jones did not excavate the entire site and 

did not provide further data on the other burials – there are eight burials beneath Structure 3. 

The preservation conditions do not permit much further study of the Borrow Pit site Burials.  

 The Borrow Pit site is enigmatic. Is this a single farmstead where all extended family 

members lived for several generations or is it a site with several families that might indicate a 

hamlet-level occupation site? The Borrow Pit site has significance in understanding the life 

of the prehistoric settlement. There are few data available for the prehistoric sites in the 

Tallahassee area and the data from the Borrow Pit site are very limited. For a better 

understanding of the Fort Walton chiefdom and its constituent parts, further investigation will 

be necessary.  
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APPENDIX A: CERAMIC SUMMARY 

Descriptive Type Count 
Weight 

(g) 
Part Temper 

Decorated     

Fort Walton Incised  27 216.6 
Body (20) 

Rim (7) 
Grog/Grit 

Fort Walton Incised with node 1 31.0 Rim Grog/Grit 

Fort Walton Incised, ticked  2 17.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Fort Walton Incised, fluted 2 55.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Marsh Island Incised var. Columbia, ticked treatment 2 50.6 Rim Grog/Grit 

Jefferson Complicated Stamped  2 13.6 Body Grog/Grit 

Jefferson Complicated Stamped, smoothed surface 4 35.2 Body Grog/Grit 

Jefferson ware?  3 39.2 Body Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Fingernail Impressed  6 46.3 
Body (2) 

Rim (4) 
Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised  24 305.9 
Body (7) 

Rim (17) 
Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised with node 2 23.6 Body Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised handle 2 27.2 Handle Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised with broken node 1 23.2 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised with incised node 1 21.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised with lug, node 3 79.2 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised with node 31 614.1 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised, ticked 28 407.6 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised, ticked with node 9 157.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Incised, fluted 1 6.9 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson Pinched  5 29.1 Body Grog/Grit 

Lamar-like Complicated Stamped  1 12.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Leon Check-Stamped  4 32.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Leon-Jefferson fluted  1 18.9 Rim Grog/Grit 

Leon-Jefferson Stamped? 1 15.1 Body Grog/Grit 

Point Washington Incised  1 15.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Total Decorated 164 2,296.50   

Plain     

Lake Jackson plain adorno 1 16.3 Adorno Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain handle 1 14.0 Handle Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain node 1 8.8 Node Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain with node 1 27.4 Body Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, fluted 16 211.9 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, notched  1 10.4 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain with handle 1 33.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain with incised node 3 77.5 Rim Grog/Grit 
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Lake Jackson plain with lug 1 47.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain with node 50 1159.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain with Punctated node 1 21.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, ticked 2 19.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, Incised  3 24.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, Pinched  50 526.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson plain, ticked with incision 1 18.1 Rim Grog/Grit 

Total Plain 133 2,218.1   

Unidentified     

Brushed, etched impressed 1 5.2 Body Grog/Grit 

Ceramic 4 8.2 Sherd Grog/Grit 

Ceramic decoration, possibly tail 1 27.7 Sherd Grog/Grit 

Ceramic discoidal, Plain 5 31.5 Discoidal Grog/Grit 

Check Stamped  1 11.0 Body Grog/Grit 

Check Stamped, possible Leon-Check Stamped? 2 13.3 Body Grog/Grit 

Complicated Stamped  5 65.9 Body Grog/Grit 

Eroded decorated  1 6.6 Rim Grog/Grit 

Finger Incised? 1 6.0 Rim Grog/Grit 

Fluted  19 82.7 
Body (2) 

Rim (17) 
Grog/Grit 

Fluted (Shoulder?) 1 7.5 Shoulder Grog/Grit 

Impressed (fluted rim) 2 20.8 
Body (1) 

Rim (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Incised  50 443.5 

Body (39) 

Rim (9) 

Shoulder (2) 

Grog/Grit 

Incised (with multiple lines) 3 16.3 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised (with singular line) 3 23.8 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised (with triple lines) 1 4.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised with adorno 1 21.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Incised with possible node? 1 12.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Incised with punctation  1 2.7 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised with ticked appliqué? 1 13.1 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised, possible Lake Jackson, it seems that a node 

was ripped off 
1 7.3 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised, possible point Washington? 3 9.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Incised, ticked 1 3.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson  3 29 Handle Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson  4 57.6 Lug Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson  4 33.6 Node Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson, fluted  6 52.1 Rim Grog/Grit 

Lake Jackson, possible broken node or handle 1 9.3 Rim Grog/Grit 

Pinched  1 5.3 Rim Grog/Grit 
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Pinched or dowel impressed? 1 8.8 Body Grog/Grit 

Plain  3,193 27,167.2 

Body (3,051) 

Rim (140) 

Shoulder (2) 

Grog/Grit 

Plain with appliqué 1 28.8 Rim Grog/Grit 

Plain with scalloped lip 1 4.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Plain, folded 2 6.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Possible broken fluted rim 1 4.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Possible fluted  1 2.1 Rim Grog/Grit 

Possible Lake Jackson 1 15.7 Rim Grog/Grit 

Possible plain appliqué adorno?  1 3.0 Adorno Grog/Grit 

Possible plain pipe or effigy 2 13.1 Effigy Grog/Grit 

Punctated  15 78.4 
Body (14) 

Rim (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Punctated (possibly Fort Walton) 1 1.9 Body Grog/Grit 

Punctated (rare patterns of incision) 1 2.5 Body Grog/Grit 

Punctated/incised  1 9.7 Body Grog/Grit 

Reutilized? 1 6.1 Rim Grog/Grit 

Shallow Incised? 1 4.5 Rim Grog/Grit 

Stamped  7 33.4 
Body (6) 

Rim (1) 
Grog/Grit 

Ticked 1 4.2 Rim Grog/Grit 

Unidentified 3 30.9 Rim Grog/Grit 

Total UID 3,363 28,458.50 
  

Total Prehistoric 3,660 32,937.1   

Historic     

Olive jar 2 5.7 Body  

Terracotta fragments 1 1.8   

Stoneware 1 2.8 Body  

Decaled whiteware 1 2.1 Body  

Whiteware, plain 3 21.6 
Body (2) 

Rim (1) 
 

Historic ceramic, unidentified 1 4.7 Body  

Total historic 9 38.7   

Grand Total 3,669 33,011.80   
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APPENDIX B: LITHIC SUMMARY 

 

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) 

Florida Archaic Stemmed  (Archaic) 1 16.5 

Kirk Serrated (Archaic) 1 19.5 

Tallahassee (Woodland) 1 5.3 

Santa Fe (possible) (Transitional archaic) 1 6.2 

Pinellas (Mississippian) 1 1.6 

Biface/Scraper? 5 164.9 

Florida Archaic stem (Archaic) 2 46.1 

UID PPK 1 7.8 

Core 1 195.0 

Debitage 86 254.7 

Depleted core 1 39.9 

Lithic possible Uniface 1 6.9 

Celt 1 105.1 

Chunky stone or discoidal? 1 82.9 

Expedient tool possible abrader? 1 3.3 

Fossilized coral drill 1 43.5 

Hematite 1 58.5 

Hone 2 60.3 

Limonite 1 17.3 

Lithic discoidal 1 5.0 

Modified limestone (stone) 6 131.1 

Possible ground stone 6 438.3 

Possible altered quartz stone 1 30.2 

Possible smoothed abrader, limestone 1 12.0 

River pebble 1 23.1 

Sand stone 4 41.2 

Shatter 1 8.6 

Non-cultural materials, rock 16 452.0 

Non-cultural natural material, iron concretion 4 34.1 

Unmodified stone 4 162.8 

Unutilized sandstone 2 118.7 

Grand Total 157 2,592.4 
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APPENDIX C: STRUCTURAL ARTIFACTS SUMMARY 
 

Descriptive Type Count Weight (g) 

Brick 9 149.5 

Burned clay 39 112.8 

Burned clay, structure-floor 10 2119.5 

Burned clay/Daub 6 150.7 

Daub from Burial pit #1, Structure #3 7 850.0 

Daub, floor (Flat surface, discolored) 2 53.3 

Terracotta fragment 1 7.3 

Grand Total 74 3,488.1 
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