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Figure 7. Louisiana chronology (source: Rees 2010:12). 
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 The Marksville Culture: Initial Interpretations of the Type Site  

 The Marksville culture existed during the Marksville sub-period, which ranges from 1 to 

400 CE (McGimsey 2010:120). As often happens in archaeology, the term “Marksville” can 

refer to more than the city of Marksville, Louisiana. Indeed, Marksville is simultaneously a city, 

an archaeological site, a culture, and a time period (McGimsey 2010:120). Named for the type 

site located in Marksville, Louisiana, the Marksville site, 16AV1, has been the object of 

archaeological fascination for decades, resulting in numerous investigations at the site.  

 Gerard Fowkes initiated excavations at Marksville in 1926, and he recognized that 

artifacts from the mounds included vessels with characteristics much like those encountered at 

Ohio Hopewell sites (McGimsey 2010:120). Toth (1974:3) begins Archaeology and Ceramics at 

the Marksville Site by stating the Marksville site “is well known to American archaeologists as 

the classic example of a Hopewellian expression in the southeastern United States.” The clear 

connection between Hopewell and Marksville pottery encouraged researchers to view the 

Marksville culture as a local manifestation of the wider Hopewell culture. However, Hopewell is 

no longer considered a monolithic culture that spread its influence over a passive Southeast. 

Most recent literature confirms that cultures from across the Southeast contributed to what 

archaeologists conceive of as ‘Hopewell’ (see Wright and Gokee 2013). 

 The Marksville Way of Life and Death  

 During the time of Marksville fluorescence, groups occupied a range of environments 

(McGimsey 2010:131). Most Marksville people lived in small hamlets near streams or bayous 

and along the coast. Such occupational sites typically lack substantial refuse deposits suggesting 

folks “did not stay in a given village for more than a few years before moving to another 

location” (McGimsey 2010:131). This low archaeological visibility hinders research into the 

daily life of most Marksville groups. 



14 

 

More extensive investigations have been carried out at Markville mound sites. Some 

examples of these sites include the Veazey site (16VM7/8), the Crooks site (16LA3), and the 

aforementioned Marksville site (16AV1). These sites are believed to be ceremonial centers 

visited by people living in surrounding hamlets; it appears that only a small number of people (if 

any) inhabited the centers throughout the year. Likely, those staying at these ceremonial sites 

were caretakers and/or elites. 

 Subsistence patterns generally reflect a continuation of the hunting and gathering of local 

foods like that of the preceding Archaic and Early Woodland periods in Louisiana (McGimsey 

2010:130). McGimsey (2010:130) notes that dietary information is lacking for most Marksville 

village sites but “faunal data [at Marksville period sites] exhibit considerable variability between 

sites, indicating that food collection was dependent on the local environment around each site.” 

He (McGimsey 2010:130) additionally points out that current (as of 2010) data suggest less 

reliance on fish at Marksville period sites when compared to prior and subsequent period sites. 

However, poor preservation could be responsible for the relatively less frequent identification of 

fish encountered during archaeological excavations. 

 As previously stated, few village sites have been excavated, resulting in limited data on 

the daily lives of Marksville people (Saunders 2020). Moreover, excavations have thus far failed 

to identify evidence of status hierarchies at village sites. Some Marksville mound sites, on the 

other hand, do exhibit evidence of social ranking based on ceremonial items recovered in 

mortuary contexts. 

 Marksville Materials 

 The Marksville culture is identified based on ceramics and other materials used in both 

ritual and everyday contexts; the former includes elegant and well-crafted ritualistic items 

sometimes created from exotic raw materials. 
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 Diagnostic Marksville ceramics in the LMV include well-mixed pastes and grog-

tempering not seen in pottery assemblages of the preceding Tchefuncte culture. Temper is a 

material, such as shell or sand that is added to a clay paste for more efficient firing (Saunders 

2020). Grog-tempering (begun by Marksville potters) consists of crushed pieces of pottery mixed 

in with the clay. The grog-tempering technique continued in Louisiana until European contact 

(Saunders 2020). Surface decoration style and techniques used by Marksville culture potters 

include zoned rocker-stamped and incised geometric designs on both utilitarian and mortuary 

vessels. Complex, curvilinear designs incorporated incised lines created by a “distinctive broad 

U-shaped tool” (Saunders 2020). Incised zoomorphic designs “often exhibit one or two bird 

zoomorphic designs: a raptor or vulture, or a roseate spoonbill (more likely) or shoveler duck 

(less likely)” (McGimsey 2010:127). McGimsey (2010) suggests that such bird motifs were 

reserved for mortuary vessels. Along with birds, other styles of widely shared decorative motifs 

include cross-hatched rims.  

 Vessel forms are varied and include “small, squat tubby pots…probably the most 

diagnostic Marksville form,” small beakers, and straight jars (Toth 1974:50-51). The podal 

features on pots commonly made by Tchefuncte culture potters became less frequent and smaller 

in size, and eventually disappeared in the subsequent Marksville period (Bense 1994:137).  

 Unchanged from the characteristic crudely made lithics of the preceding Tchefuncte 

culture, “the Marksville period does not have a distinct lithic assemblage” (McGimsey 

2010:127). Stone tools include stemmed projectile points, boat-shaped atlatl weights, plummets, 

knives, and scrapers (Greengo 1964:110). Blade tools have been recovered at a few sites, but 

cores are rare. Ford and Willey (1940:105) suggest this is because blades were imported as 

finished tools. Some blades are made of non-local chert; most flakes are from locally sourced 
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chert gravel (Kidder 2002). Common projectile points include the Kent or Gary types, but they 

are not diagnostic. Kent and Gary types were manufactured and used before the Marksville 

period and continued to be used in succeeding periods. Notably, bone and shell tools are rare at 

Marksville period sites, likely due to poor preservation in the acidic soils of Louisiana. 

 A wider variety of artifacts have been recovered from Marksville mound sites. Such 

items include vessels, platform pipes, earspools, gorgets, plummets, and more. Within Mound 4 

at the Marksville site, twelve burials have been recorded. Along with the interred were “20 

ceramic vessels, 2 platform pipes, 15 projectile points, 3 stone knives, a quartz crystal, a copper 

fragment, a piece of worked shell, and a number of potsherds” (Toth 1974:25). At the nearby 

Crooks site, “36 ceramic vessels, 38 projectile points, 21 ground stone items, 6 copper earspools, 

a copper bracelet, beads of copper, shell, stone, and pearl, gorgets, pendants, and 6 platform 

pipes” were recorded within Mound A (Kidder 2002:77). Such diversity of materials and artifact 

types at mound sites suggests extensive trade networks were occurring between local groups. 

Marksville pottery featuring raptorial bird designs and characteristic U-shaped incising on 

Tchefuncte culture pastes were recovered during excavations at the Big Oak Island site (Kidder 

2002:77). Shenkel (1980:146-147) notes that separately the design elements known to 

Marksville, such as cross-hatching, broad, incised lines, and rocker stamping, were used by the 

earlier Tchefuncte.  

 In summary, documented accounts by European colonists reflect the significance of 

Bayou Manchac to colonial history. Such a resource-rich landscape conducive to facilitating 

communications along the bayou would have been equally significant to the pre-contact people 

living in the area. While there has been no shortage of investigations at Marksville mound sites, 

less is known of village sites. The Hillman site, therefore, has the potential to provide important 
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data to this area of research. Previous investigations of the Hillman site are discussed in the 

following chapter. 
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Chapter 3. Previous Investigations 

 The Hillman site has been investigated three times, two of which were documented in 

official Louisiana State site forms. The first investigation was by Dr. William Haag in 1960. 

Haag did not document the site in a State site form, however. Then, in 1985, Allen Saltus 

investigated the site and documented it with the LDOA. The most recent investigations took 

place in 2021 by SURA. A review of each investigation follows. The chapter concludes with a 

brief overview of previously recorded sites along Bayou Manchac in the area of the Hillman site. 

Menefee/Haag 

 The Hillman site, situated at the southern portion of the Menefee family tract, was first 

identified by George Menefee. While plowing his land, George Menefee encountered lithic 

projectile points and subsequently contacted Louisiana State University archaeologist, Dr. 

William Haag. In 1960, Sam Menefee, the nine-year-old son of George Menefee, documented 

the findings in his “Backyard Archaeologist” article in Junior National History Magazine. 

Menefee describes the event, saying “Last winter my father was able to plow and turned up some 

arrowheads in doing it…He told us that he had the Louisiana State University archaeologist, Dr. 

W.G. Haag, out and he has told Dad that it wasn’t a camp. It was a village! He knew this because 

there were too many arrowheads for a camp” (1960:16) (Figure 8). Haag examined several 

artifacts and, according to Dr. Sam Menefee (personal communication via Malcolm Shuman, 

2021), pronounced the pre-contact portion of the site to be of the Marksville culture (1-400 CE). 

In this, he was not wrong, although the site has later components as well. Haag did not collect 

any artifacts; rather, they were retained by the Menefee family, and there are no records at the 

Louisiana State University Museum of Natural Science relating to Haag’s visit (personal 

communication via Malcolm Shuman, 2021). 
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Figure 8. Excerpt from Sam Menefee’s (1960) “Backyard Archaeologist” (source: Junior Natural 

History Magazine). 

Saltus 

 The next site visit, and the first official recording of the Hillman site, was by Allen Saltus 

in 1985 while he was conducting a submerged inventory survey along Bayou Manchac. The 

entire area was set to be investigated by Saltus and his team; however, raw sewage in the 

waterway prevented extensive explorations. According to Saltus (1985:4), “The Louisiana 
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Department of Environmental quality recommended that no diving should be done in this area 

due to the high bacteria counts caused by this discharge, and that there was an habitual leak from 

the East Baton Rouge treatment plant on Wards Creek” (LDOA 2021). Instead, Saltus’ work was 

limited to a survey of the upper reach of Bayou Manchac. 

 Saltus named the Hillman site after the nearby Hillman Cemetery, which is depicted on 

the Prairieville, LA 1953 and 1963 7.5-minute topographic maps (USGS 1953, 1963). In Saltus’ 

(1986) site form, he describes Cultural Features as “2 cemeteries? Historic cemetery and ?” 

(Figure 9). Saltus’ description suggests he thought a pre-contact cemetery was associated with 

the Hillman site; however, no documents have been found that depict a pre-contact cemetery 

within the area. 

 
Figure 9. Saltus (1986) site form (source: LDOA). 
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  On the site form, Saltus recorded the site size as undetermined, with artifact distribution 

spanning several hectares. His survey methodology consisted of surface inspection, and a metal 

detector was used to locate subsurface assemblages (Saltus 1986). Saltus’ collection contained a 

mix of pre- and post-contact items including one spent lead projectile, a pistol flint, enamelware, 

pearlware, black glass, ironstone sherds, and lithic flakes. Though he does not specifically 

mention pre-contact ceramics in the site form, in the project’s unpublished report on file with the 

LDOA, Saltus mentions encountering “late eighteenth and early nineteenth century artifacts, 

prehistoric ceramics, and lithics” (Saltus 1985:75). Attempts to contact Saltus to get more 

information on his survey were unsuccessful (personal communication via Malcolm Shuman, 

2021).  

SURA 

 As previously stated, in 2021, SURA conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of 60 

acres for a proposed residential neighborhood at the request of the USACE to fulfill the 

requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966. The methodology for the survey included 

archival research, interviews with the landowner, and field survey. Initially, historic maps and 

aerial photographs at the USGS were consulted to determine any structures or roads that might 

have existed on the property in the early and mid-twentieth century. In addition, the site files and 

report library of the LDOA were examined to determine archaeological resources reported for 

this area by previous investigators. 

 

  Archival research undertaken before field survey inception identified the previously 

recorded Hillman Cemetery site within this 60-acre tract. Saltus’ 1986 site form gave little 

information on the exact location of the pre-contact component of the Hillman Cemetery site. In 

an attempt to better isolate the site’s location, Dr. Malcolm Shuman, President of SURA, reached 
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out to Dr. Menefee on April 22, 2021. The transcript of their conversation can be seen in Figure 

10. Menefee informed Shuman that he had marked the approximate location of the surface 

materials he found with a concrete block in 1960. During transect shovel testing, the concrete 

block was encountered. To determine the site boundaries, subsurface testing was carried out at 5 

m (16.4 ft) intervals in each cardinal direction from the concrete block. Datum was established 

next to the concrete block. Subsurface materials were encountered, and delineations continued per 

LDOA protocol. The following chapter provides more detail on the SURA excavation.  

 
Figure 10. Conversation between Dr. Malcolm Shuman and Dr. Sam Menefee, as transcribed by 

Dr. Malcolm Shuman. 
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Surrounding Sites 

 Along the 18-mile course of Bayou Manchac, multiple archaeological sites spanning pre-

contact and historic occupations have been recorded with the LDOA (Figure 11). For this study, 

only pre-contact sites east of Spanish Lake and west of the confluence of the Amite River and 

Bayou Manchac were examined. Sites were additionally confined to those within 150 m (492.1 

ft) of Bayou Manchac, and include 16EBR36, 16AN23, 16EBR5, 16AN9, 16AN11, and 

16AN12 (Table 1). The remaining sites depicted on the LDOA database are 16EBR61, 

16EBR218, 16EBR234, 16EBR238, 16EBR240, 16EBR241, 16EBR243, 16AN5, 16AN38, 

16AN37, 16AN72, 16AN83, 16AN85, 16AN117, and 16AN128. As no confirmed pre-contact 

occupation has been associated with the aforementioned sites, they will not be included in the 

following discussion. 

 Site 16EBR36 (Green Snake) was first recorded in 1977 by Phillip Rivet and Richard 

Weinstein as a moderate surface scatter of ceramics along the northern bank of Bayou Manchac 

(see Appendix B). The ceramic assemblage was assigned to the late Marksville “Gun Boat 

Landing Phase.” In 1985, before ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction of 

a new pipeline were slated to begin, Michael Madden attempted to relocate the portion of site 

16EBR36 (Green Snake) within the project right-of-way. The State site form does not provide 

the methodology employed by Madden but notes it was concluded that the site could not be 

relocated within the proposed right-of-way. The site has not been revisited in an official capacity 

since 1985. 

 Site 16AN23 was first recorded on an LSU site card in 1982 as a pre-contact hamlet with 

materials including pre-contact ceramics (n=13), a Poverty Point Object (PPO), sandstone, and 

creosote. In 1987, Coastal Environments, Inc. conducted a cultural resources investigation of a 

proposed gas pipeline replacement within the location of site 16AN23 (see Appendix B). 
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Subsurface testing yielded pre-contact ceramics with diagnostic sherds of Addis Plain (n=2) and 

Plaquemine Brushed (n=1) within a plowed agricultural field, but no evidence of undisturbed 

cultural remains was encountered. 

 Situated along Bayou Manchac, approximately 3.5 miles west of the Hillman site is the 

National Register of Historic Places-eligible Kleinpeter Mound (16EBR5) site. The Kleinpeter 

site is the location of six earthen mounds – a flat-topped temple mound, an oblong mound, and 

four rounded mounds in a plaza (Jones et al. 1994). No associated villages have been identified 

with Kleinpeter. Covering 40 acres in size, excavations at the Kleinpeter site have identified 

copious diagnostic artifacts, including 18,000+ pre-contact ceramic sherds, trash pits, post-mold 

features, and in situ midden deposits. With components spanning the Tchula period (800 BCE-1 

CE) to the Plaquemine culture (1200-1700 CE) and subsequent historic periods, the large number 

of diagnostic materials and midden deposits confirms the area was one of an extensive pre-

contact population, lasting for an extended time.  

 Baytown Plain types comprise the vast majority of the ceramic sherd assemblage at the 

Kleinpeter site (n=17,589, or 93.6%). Marksville period ceramics include Marksville Incised 

sherds (n=92) and Marksville Stamped sherds (n=76). Although no earthen features definitively 

dating to the Marksville culture were identified by Jones et al., excavations of Mounds D and E 

produced materials associated with the Marksville culture. Mound D yielded Marksville 

ceramics within the mound fill. Additionally, Marksville Stamped, var. Troyville sherds were 

recorded in the mound’s final platform (Jones et al. 1994:118). Marksville Stamped and Incised 

sherds “dominated the sherd collection and were recovered in the upper portions of Mound E” 

(Jones et al. 1994:135). The Marksville material was recorded as mound fill. Jones et al. 

(1994:200) assert there was no mound building by the Marksville culture at the site. Instead, the 
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Marksville occupation “probably consisted of several house sites on the summit and slopes of the 

terrace” with lifeways similar to the preceding Tchefuncte occupation at the site (Jones et al. 

1994:200). The heaviest occupation was during the Gun Boat Landing Phase, making it 

contemporaneous with 16AN36. 

 Excavated in 1987, the LDOA State site form associated with site 16AN9 (Kuttruff) 

provides little information (LDOA 2023). Recorded by Carl Kuttruff as a prehistoric scatter of 

unknown Neo-Indian cultural affiliation, the location of site 16AN9 “is a garden on the north 

side of Manchac Road at the point where it leaves the Pleistocene terrace and enters the 

Mississippi floodplain” (see Appendix B). Subsequent testing failed to identify a subsurface 

component of the surface scatter encountered. The description of the material reads: “Some 

pottery, a few flakes.” The site form lists 16AN9 as a possible hamlet.  

 The 2007 State site update form for site 16AN11 (Alligator-Manchac) includes four 

surface collections made by Charlie Bollich in 1952. In the update form, Dr. Chip McGimsey 

states “there are no notes or records concerning the site location, condition, etc.” (see Appendix 

B). First suggesting that some or all of the materials included in these collections were from the 

Kleinpeter site across Bayou Manchac, Bollich informed Dr. McGimsey that he additionally 

collected artifacts from Kleinpeter and separately marked that assemblage from the ones 

associated with 16AN11. Whatever the case may be, 1,000+ ceramic sherds and twenty-seven 

lithics were recorded. The overwhelming majority of ceramics were Baytown Plain body sherds 

(n=909). The Marksville culture is represented by two sherds of Marksville Incised among the 

assemblage. The remaining decorated sherds (n=24) include types indicative of a later Coles 

Creek occupation. 
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 The State site form for 16AN12 (Bluff Swamp) is limited, but the LSU site card 

documented by Haag identifies the site as an exposed midden on Alligator Bayou (see Appendix 

B). The site description reads, “artifacts collected from spoil bank along Alligator [sic] exposed 

by dredging that deepened bayou” (LSUMNS site cards). The accompanying photograph of the 

materials supplied by R. Saunders includes a red-zoned sherd that could be associated with the 

Marksville or Troyville cultures. Evidence of eroded or rubbed-off ‘fugitive’ red film is 

additionally noted on other sherds (personal communication Rebecca Saunders, 2023). Three 

decorated Marksville sherds were also in the photo. 

Table 1. Previously recorded archaeological sites along Bayou Manchac (source: LDOA). 
Site No. & 

Name 
Culture(s) Size 

Artifact 

Description 
Function NRHP Status 

Last 

Visited 

16EBR36 

Green 

Snake 

Late 

Marksville, 

Gun Boat 

Landing 

Phase 

Unknown 
Ceramics 

(n=unknown) 
Unknown  Undetermined 1977 

16AN23 

None given 
Plaquemine Unknown 

Ceramics 

(n=3) 

Hamlet or 

village 
Undetermined 1987 

16EBR5 

Kleinpeter 

Tchefuncte, 

Marksville, 

Coles Creek, 

Plaquemine; 

Unknown 

Historic 

Approx. 

40 acres 

Ceramics 

(n=18,000+), 

Marksville 

culture 

ceramics 

(n=168) 

Hamlet for 

Marksville 

occupation 

(Jones et al. 

1994:200) 

Eligible 2005 

16AN9 

Kuttruff 

Pre-contact 

(unknown) 
Unknown 

“Some 

pottery, a few 

flakes” 

(LDOA 2023) 

Possible 

hamlet or 

village 

Undetermined 1987 

16AN11 

Alligator- 

Manchac 

Troyville, 

Marksville, 

Coles Creek 

Unknown 

Ceramics 

(n=1,000+) 

and lithics 

(n=27) 

Unknown Undetermined 2007 

16AN12 

Bluff 

Swamp 

Unknown, 

Marksville, 

possible 

Troyville 

Unknown 

No materials 

collected (per 

site form), 

Marksville 

and red zone 

ceramics (per 

photo) 

Unknown, 

midden 
Undetermined 1982 
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Figure 11. Aerial image depicting previously recorded archaeological sites along Bayou 

Manchac (source: LDOA).  
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