


































































HARTLEY and RAYMER 

comparison, the distribution of ground stone vis­
a-vis other artifact classes is considered the 

evidence for possible surviving cultural 
patterning in the Antioch Bridge assemblage. 

Depositional Integrity 

Any detailed interpretation of artifact distribu­
tions within the excavation block at 34Gv-161 is 
valueless unless the deposit retains some location­
al integrity. Clearly, the archeological deposit 
has been disturbed to some extent by stream 
action. Much of the soil matrix containing the 
cultural material contains layered and sorted sand. 
This is suggestive of high energy stream flow 
through the site, probably on a repeated basis. 
Obviously the site has been affected by this action. 
It does not necessarily follow, however, that the 
cultural deposit itself has been transported into the 
project area. The excavated cultural deposit 
could be largely in its original location, albeit 
severely deflated and reworked by subsequent 
disturbance. It could also have been in a block of 
sediment which slumped into its present location, 
with some of the internal patterning within the 
block still in evidence. Although inconclusive, 
several attributes of the excavated artifact and 
debris scatter tend to support the latter interpreta­
tions. 

One factor to consider is the patterning of the 
sandstone concentration itself. The excavations 
uncovered neither a uniform scatter of material, 
nor a single large concentration, both of which 
might be more typical of a completely redeposited 
assemblage. Rather, as can be seen on Figures 3 
and 15, there are several discrete concentrations 
within the scatter. 

It is possible, of course, that the apparent rock 
concentrations are only the result of hydrological 
factors causing redeposited material to become 
clustered around obstructions or radical depth 
changes in the stream bed. If this were the case, 
it would be reasonable to expect the distribution 
of rock to be mirrored by the that of other artifact 
and debris classes. In some respects, this is the 
case. As can be seen on Figure 15, lithic artifacts, 
burned bone, and unburned bone generally do 
concentrate to some extent in the general area of 
the highest rock density. However, all three 
classes of material also exhibit a second area of 
concentration in the extreme southern edge of the 
excavation block which does not mirror the dis­
tribution of the rock feature. 

It is possible that this pattern reflects surviving 
evidence for differential cultural activities within 
the excavated area. This is by no means certain, 
however. Given the considerable difference be­
tween the stream velocity required to transport 
and redeposit large sandstone rocks and that 
which would be necessary to concentrate or scat­
ter smaller and lighter items such as flakes and 
bone fragments, it is perhaps equally likely that 
fluvial action alone could have produced the ap­
parently wider scatter and secondary concentra­
tions of the artifacts and bone. 

It would be less likely, however, for stream 
redeposition to result in any significant differen- · 
ces among essentially similar types of small ar­
tifacts and debris. If the deposit had been entirely 
reworked and redeposited by fluvial action, these 
items should be randomly intermixed. Converse­
ly, any differential distributions in these items 
may indicate that the cultural deposit retains some 
locational integrity. There is some inconclusive 
evidence that such patterning does exist. 

As mentioned in the previous section, the dif­
ferential artifact distributions shown in Figure 16 
offer some data to address this question. As 
would be expected if the deposit were completely 
reworked, projectile points and bifaces exhibit 
broadly similar distributions. The pattern for 
unifaces/utilized flakes is less easy to interpret. 
Although these items tend to cluster with the 
bifaces and points, they are also scattered more 
widely into excavation units lacking the other two 
classes. This distribution, however, is based on 
a very small sample of recovered specimens, and 
could easily be fortuitous. As opposed to the three 
chipped stone artifact classes, recovered hand 
stone and grinding slab fragments exhibit a radi­
cally different distribution. They are virtually 
unrepresented from many of the units containing 
the highest density of the other three groups, and 
exhibit a noticeable tendency to be concentrated 
elsewhere in the excavation block. Neither does 
their distribution appear to correspond to that of 
the rock concentrations. Again, however, this 
comparison is based on a very small sample of 
items, and could be spurious. 

Another way to approach this problem is to look 
at the distribution of lithic raw materials that 
comprise the chipped stone assemblage. Since 
almost all flakes exhibit a similar range of shapes 
and sizes, regardless of the lithic materials of 
which they are manufactured, high energy fluvial 
transport would presumably redeposit flakes 
made of different lithic materials in essentially the 
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Figure 17. Schematic plans of excavation block showing distribution of selected lithic 
material types - raw counts. 

same way. The end result of such transport 
should be a nearly homogenous deposit with 
similar relative proportions of different lithic 
material types throughout the artifact scatter. 
This would likely occur even if the original 
deposit exhibited strong patterning in the distribu­
tion of different lithic material types. Alternative­
ly, if the deposit retained a high degree of 

locational and depositional integrity, it might be 
expected that the distribution of lithic materials in 
the assemblage would show some patterning, 
possibly reflecting discrete locations of knapping 
or dumping activities of these materials. 

Figure 17 schematically illustrates the distribu­
tion of the three most common lithic materials in 
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Figure 18. Schematic plans of excavation block showing distributions of selected lithic 

material types - percentage of unit totals. 

the excavated artifact assemblage (Ogallala and 
other quartzites, Lawrence/Windthorst cherts, 
and Frisco chert). This plan, which is based upon 
raw counts, indicates that all three types do tend 
to be concentrated in the same general areas, with 
only minor variations. This clearly reflects the 
overall tendency of the assemblage to be 
clustered within two general areas of the excava-

tion block, but does not appear to reflect any 
major differences among the three lithic 
materials. However, small differences in the 
relative proportions of these materials throughout 
the excavation area might not be reflected by 
simple raw count data. 
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TEST EXCAVATIONS AT THE ANTIOCH BRIDGE SITE 

To address this problem, Figure 18 was prepared, 
which illustrates the relative horizontal distributions 
of these three material types, expressed as percent­
ages of the total lithic assemblage in each excavated 
unit. This way of looking at the data appears to 
show increased patterning in the assemblage. 

Not unexpectedly, Ogallala quartzite comprises 
over 50% of the sample from all but two pits. The 
highest proportion of Ogallala occurs in unit 
NOW3 (over 65%), while the lowest (37%) is in 
S1W2. The only other unit with less .than 50% 
Ogallala (S2W3) is contiguous with S1W2. The 
proportional distribution of the 
Lowrance/Windthorst materials does not mirror 
that of Ogallala. Although never outnumbering 
the quartzites, Lowrance/Windthorst materials 

. occur in their highest relative proportion in several 

units with proportionally low Ogallala repre­
sentation, including both S1W2 and S2W3. The 
percentage consisting of Lowrance/Windthorst 
ranges from a low in S2W2 (5 % ) to 31 % in 
N1W2, 32% in S3W5, and 33% in S1W2. 

To a large extent the interpretation of these 
distributions is hampered by the fact that they are 
based upon relatively small numbers of individual 
artifacts. They are certainly not conclusive 
evidence for surviving in situ cultural patterning 
in the assemblage. Nevertheless, they do appear 
to suggest the possibility that factors other than 
secondary fluvial redeposition may be responsible 
for the horizontal distributions currently apparent 
in the excavated assemblage. 

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The excavations at the Antioch Bridge Site have 
revealed a Woodland-period occupation, charac­
terized by a variety of large and medium point 
styles. No ceramics were recovered from the 
excavation block, but several sherds of a coarse 
cordmarked ware were subsequently recovered 
from a bank exposure some distance upstream 
from the investigated area. 

The cultural deposit in the investigated area is 
believed to be the washed and deflated remnants 
of a burned rock midden or scattered kitchen 
debris. The possibility exists that the entire 
deposit is in a secondary depositional context. 
Interspersed within the rock feature were 
moderate amounts of burned and unburned bone, 
chipped stone debitage, and lithic tools. Based 
upon the excavated assemblage, it would appear 
that the site's prehistoric occupants exploited a 
variety of riparian and woodland animals, with 

· white-tail deer and turtle/terrapin being the most 
common. No evidence for cultigens was un-

covered, but post-depositional disturbance to the 
cultural deposit has likely removed most floral 
debris. It is therefore impossible to speculate on 
the use of plant resources at the Antioch Bridge 
site. 

Although the site has produced a relatively large 
sample of diagnostic points, the actual density of 
lithic artifacts (particularly debitage) was relative­
ly low. In addition, the sediments containing the 
relatively thin cultural deposit have been deposited 
and reworked by repeated fluvial action. Al­
though some evidence suggests that the cultural 
deposit may be at least partially in situ, the extent 
of disturbance is such that almost all useful botani­
cal remains have disappeared, and that the overall 
integrity and context of the deposit is questionable. 
It is unlikely that further excavations within the 
immediate project area would recover contextual 
data suitable to address any detailed substantive 
questions relating to culture-history or human 
adaptations in south central Oklahoma. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE JIM MAYBERRY COLLECTION 

This Appendix offers a brief summary of cul­
tural material recovered from a bank exposure 
south of the project excavation area. This collec­
tion was made by Mr. Jim Mayberry, an avoca­
tional archeologist, after conclusion of the 
excavation work; with some assistance from Dr. 
Don Wyckoff, Director of the Oklahoma Ar­
cheological Survey. The collections were made 
during two separate visits to the site area in August 
and September of 1987. Due to the uncertain 
context of this material in relation to the excava­
tion block, it is considered a separate find and is 
not included within the main report. 

The collection occurred from an exposure of 
cultural material along the east bank of Sawmill 
Creek, approximately 30 meters (100 feet) 
upstream, and around a small bend, from the 
excavation area. Considerable quantities of cul­
tural debris and bone were recovered from the 
exposure. Only the artifacts are described in this 
Appendix. 

The exact stratigraphic and cultural relationship 
of the Mayberry collection to the excavated as­
semblage is unclear. During his visit to the area, 
Wyckoff (1987 personal communication) noted 
that the soil profile between the excavation area 
and the Mayberry collection exposure had been 
truncated by at least one episode of subsequent 
cutting and filling. As a result, it could not be 
directly related to the excavated stratigraphy. In 
addition, no detailed depth measurements of the 
Mayberry exposure were made, so its general 
vertical position relative to the excavated area is 
also not established. Nevertheless, as discussed 
in the main report, it is suspected that both areas 
reflect Woodland-era occupations. 

The principal difference between the assemblage 
collected by Mayberry and the excavated material 
is the presence of ceramics in the Mayberry 
collection. In most other respects the artifact 
assemblage between the two areas is roughly 
equivalent. 

Six projectile points were recovered by Mayber­
ry, including two Gary-like contracting-stemmed 
points (Figure 19, Nos. 1,2), a much smaller and 

thinner contracting-stemmed specimen (Figure 
19, No. 3), two large Ensor-like expanding­
stemmed points (Figure 19, Nos. 4,5), and a small 
corner-notched arrowpoint (Figure 19, No. 6). 

A total of 21 other bifaces and biface-fragments 
were collected, ranging from finely worked 
preforms, perforating and cutting tools (Figure 
19, Nos. 7-10) to crude bifacial cores. Other 
lithic artifacts and debris collected by Mayberry 
include 301 pieces of debitage, one large grinding 
basin (metate), three handstone (mano) frag­
ments, one unmodified piece of limonite, and 
three sandstone ball-shaped concretions similar to 
those from the excavation block. 

The most noteworthy material in the Mayberry 
collection consists of ten pottery sherds. All of 
them appear to reflect a single ceramic ware, and 
they may well be from the same vessel. The 
pottery is a thick (max. 15 mm) ware containing 
coarse grit temper. Exterior surfaces are charac­
terized by deeply impressed cordmarking, ap­
parently over most of the vessel. On one sherd, 
the cord-roughening is separated into parallel 
zones by narrow (10 mm) smoothed areas. 
Smoothed-over cordmarking is also noted on one 
sherd that appears to have originated near the 
base. Only one rim sherd is in this assemblage. 
It would suggest a direct rimmed and wide­
mouthed vessel. Interior paste color is uniformly 
dark grey, with many coarse fragments of whitish 
grit and sand. Outside surfaces vary from dark 
grey to medium tan. 

A large sample of bone debris was recovered by 
Mayberry and Wyckoff. In addition to small 
fragments of burned deer and turtle bone, large 
bison\cattle bones are also included in the collec­
tion. The bovine bones are unburned and general­
ly better preservated than the other collected 
faunal material. Based upon these factors, Bueh­
ler (1987 personal communication) believes that 
the possible bison/cattle material in the Mayberry 
collection probably does not relate to the Wood­
land-era archeological deposit. 

The Mayberry collection has been donated to the 
Oklahoma Museum of Natural History. 
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Figure A-1. Selected Mayberry Collection Artifacts. Large contracting-stemmed points. Nos. 1-2; 

Small/medium contracting-stemmed point. No. 3; Large expanding stemmed points. 

Nos. 4-5; Small corner-notched point. No. 6; Example bifaces. Nos. 7-10. 
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