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Apsrradr, - Although one atlempt
hag been made to date a midwestern
archucnlogical gite by dendrochronology
tke dutes oblained have been digtrusted
and the technigue neglected by midwest-
ern archaeologists. However, evidence
derived from independent experimenta-
tivn with deudrochronolgy and from a
reevalllation of the archaeological ma-
terials from the site witll the disputed
dendrochronological dates suggest that
the technique and the dates may we'l
be valid, '

Dendroehropology, or dating by
trec-ring analysis, was first under-
taken in the midwest by Florence
Hawley (1%41) who developed gen-
eralized master-charts for pine and
cak-ash extending hack to A.D. 1675
and AD. 1536 respoctively. Of
greater  archaeologieal significanece
however were the investigations
made by Robert I. Bell (1951, 1952)
whe utilized red cedar {Juniperus
virginigne), a rather slow-growing
trec which was heavily ntilized at
the aboriginal Kineaid site in south-
ern lilinoiz, A master-chart extend-
ing from AD, 1943 to A.D. 1120
wes developed for this species from
speeimens  colleeted {rom southern
Iltinois, northwestern Kentueky and
southeastern Missonri, and using this
masgter-chart dendrochronological
dates from abont A.D. 1500 to 1600
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wern f;@obta.ined’ from archaeological
trec-ing specimens lfrom Kineaid.
Becayise radiocarbon: dates, which
wera [obtained from suppasediy ra-
lated| sites, were much carlier than
these| tree-ring dates, midwostern
dendrochronclogy was rolegated to
a position of disrepute. No attempt

has been made to apply dendrochron-
ology|to a midwestern archacological

gite since the publication of Bell’s
work " .
There are data to suggest how-
ever that the midwestorn archaeclo-
gist’sfdisillusion with dendrochron-
ology|was (and is) ill-founded. Tn
suppqre of midwestern dendrochion-
ology|two arguments, based on ( 1)
the infdependent colleetion and anal-
yais of & number of tree-ring speci-
{rom central Ilinois and (2)
spr serutiny of the archacologi-
cal dita (other than dendrochron-
ologicpl data} from the Kineaid site
(as presented in Cole et al, 1951)
to ddtermine the site’s probable
chronglogieal position, are presented
hare,

TrREE-RiNg ANALVsIS 18 CENTRAL
Tirrxors
A total of fifty-two tree-ring specimens
were oi_)ta,ined from tho counties of Fyi-
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ton, Mason, Cass and Schuyler in central
Hlinois, forty-throg of these being red
cedur and the temainder bsing other
coniferous species. Twenty-four pamples
were collected by the use of an incrénment-
bors on living trées and twenty-eight
more or less corplete cross-sections
were obiained from fenceposis, logs,
gtumps and.living trees. o

The difficalties involved in working
with the junipers, becauge of (e numsar-
ous double or false rings, missing rings
and distortion due to lobing, are well
knowrn, and this diffienlty was multiplied
by the necessity of deallng in large part:
wilh cores rather than complete cross
sections, Other difficulfies arose in build-
ing the master-chart’ and. cross-dating
gpecimens with it hecause of {he neces-
sity (dnc to the lack of adeguate meas-
yring equipment) of using skeleton or
short plots Wheye only the narrow ar
“gengitive” rings (as compared to those
immeédiately adjacent) are -considered
yather fthan histograms where aetual
meussurements are'made of all rings (cf.
Bell, 1952, pp. 348-350), Uowever, some
satisfactory resnils were obtained. '

A larze percentage of the specimens
collected  werd- sehsitive, particularly
those from trees growing on the tops
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and sides of well drained logss blulfs.
and elay - hills, and many gpecimens
agréed well with one another (Fie. 1.
By utilizing a number of red cedar gpeci-
mens whichi were iMost In agreement a

" short masgter-chart was built up. In re-

gard to this master-chart it must he re-
membered that o master<hart is & com-
posite or average of many specimens and.
he inditvidual specimen, nor even all
radii of a. single specimen, will neces-
garily agres perfectly; althongh the. ma-
jority of the rings, particularly those
that are consistently narrow, must be
in agreement for the. specimen to be
cross-datable, o )
The ultimdte test, and utility, of any
dendrochronological series is whether or
ol gpecimens with unknowan cuiting. or
dving dates will cross-date with it. Spe-
cimens of this type were cellected from
stumps, lops and fonce-posts, plotted,
and compared with the master-chari.
Satistuctory cross-datings werc obtained
in & number of cages (e.g. Fie. 1, gpeci-
mens L-36 and F-42)., ) ' :
Despite the fact that the ddta col-
lected from central Illinpis have only
resulted in a very shori magtercharl’
(slightly over one hundred years) the
imporiant implication iz that with in-
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dependently derived data a master.chart
hag bheen constructed and it is possible
te cross-dale specimens with it
Parenthetically, when the mustor-
charts for central IMinois (FIe. 1) and
southern Ilinois (Bell, 1951, fig, 7) are
compared it is ohvious, that although a
number of rings agree there are far too
many differenceés to make it posiiple to
use the “Kincaid series” for central Illi-
neig speeimens. ft ig not at all surpris-
iuz that this" difference axists because
Ure soutliern part of the state lies at the
northern edge of the gub tropical climatic
zone - whereas genifal Hlinois is well
within the temperate wone; Lhe two areas

thal having rather substantial climatic.

differences.

Toe Daring op T KINvAD
Srre

The difficulties that have surrounded
the uscceptance of the dendrochronolog-
ieal dates for ibe Kincaid site may be
atiributed in large part to several as-
sninbtions made in the archaeological
interprofation ol the site Kenltieth .
Orr (1951), working with ceramic ma-
terials from mounds Mwx°4, Mx¥14-85,
Mx*1A-41 and Mx¥IB, divided the Mis-
eigsipplan oceupation of the site into
three periods. Using trade materials
these periods were them aligned with
other Mississipplan complexes in the
sagtern. United States: the Early period
#upposedly being temporally equivalent
tg Cahokia Old Village and the Tiwas.
see Island focus, the Middle perivd equal-
ing the Drallas focws, and the Tuic pe-
Tiod equating with Cahokiy Trappist
ang, the Mouse Creek focus (cf. Cule
et al, 1951, fig, 48).

The dendrochronological dailes, wilh
one: exception, were obtained from only
one Of these mounds, Mx®4, and the
dates of the individuma! samples agreed
with their relative positions in the
mound; that is, the earifest dates are
at the Iowost levels, The lowest sample
from the mound dated A.D. 1522 and the
highest A.D, 1598, A date of A.D. 1613
was obtained from an additional sam-

ple . from Mx¥ViQ. Taboring under a

telesconed, pre-carbon 14 concept of time-
depth, the assumption was then made
that this ninety yecar span, A.D. 1522 to
1618, eneompassed more or -less the en-
tire Misglagippian occlipation of the wsite,

Wilh the “insistence” thai Early Kin-

caid, dated A D. 1623 hy dendrochrono-
logical methods, was temporally equiv-

alent to OId Village, the first radiccar-
bon dates Por. Cahokia (12th- captary
AD -gpemingly collapsed virtually all
falth i midwestern dendrochronology.
How, then, can these two apparently
contradietory bodies - of data he recon-
ciled? .

Fivat, one very significant tactor seems.

to have been overlooked in the sruttling
of the Kincaid dates; there iz a consid-
eralle amount of material from the site
which alimost undonisbly dates to the
pratohistoric ot even historic period: for
example, Madisonville focus and Natches
shigrds, With this point in mind, and in
an attempt to reconcile a date of AT
1823 with a component which has boen
eated with Cahokia OLd Village, two
hypothescs will be éxplored. 1) The site
is indeed vontemporary, in part, with at
leagt a portlon of what hag Yeen called
Old Village, but the occupation persisted
until the mid-17th century and the den-
drochronglogical dates (and, necessarily,
Mx°4 Iremn which théy were ohtained)
pertain only to the latier oveupation. 2}
There is no “HWarly” Miggissippian’ occu-
pation at the sito; the materials attrib-

- uted to this period have been Inis-identi

fled and dctually are representative of
late Middle and Late Missizssippian pe-
riods. ) ’ )

The erux of both considerations . is
mound KMx°4, from which the hnlk of the
dates were obtained, and its ¢hronalog-
ical position in the site. Ory (1951, p.
287) referi to it ag a “Domiciliary ..,
(mound) , .. built up hy the superposi-
tion of one holso floor upon the ofher
+ .7 (el an gecretion monnd) and
thig Is further implied hy the statement
(p. 305) that “Differences in, depth of
deposits suzgested that the four mounds

of the combined sample represented time.

periods of ditferiuig duration.” Fay-
Cooper Cole, et al (1961, p. 58), how-
ever, are explicit In stating that it is
Y. . . a low truncated pyramid with
steeply sloping sides.” Assuming that
It is-a truncared pyramid mopnd (and
Cole’s figure 10 iliustrates rather con-
clusively that it is)} might it be the ease
that ils building stages do not CorTe-

spond Lo all periods of the Migsizsippfan

oceupation . but rather that the mound
was built in a relatively short period of
tinie during the latfer portion of the
accupatipn and the “early” materials in
the fill had been scraped up from the
adjacent village avea? nfortunately the
buik ol the materials from AMx*4 are not
discussed us a unit but rather have heen
lumped (in presentation) with the three
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other mounds involved, and it is there-
fore impossible {without re-examining

the materlal) to determine the quantity

of “late” materials from ibhe lower lev-
els, which, if they exist, should sub-
stantjally strengthen this argument.

However, one good argument {ov a.

lute date for mound Mx°4 is the cecur-
rence in its middle levels of sherds with
widedine guilloche designs, In regarvd fo
these shevds James B. Grifin (quoted
in Cole et al., 1951, p. 149) states,
“Broad line curvilinear and reciilinear
inefging featuring the guilloche degigns
ig certainly econnected with the similar
style in the Madisonville focus)” At the
Vadisonville focus type-site in Ghin typi-
cal sherds and wvessels of Madisonville
types were found in definite association
with historic trade materials (brass and
iron objects, glass beads). Grifiin (1943,
p. 8083 sugmested a terminal date of AD.
16870 to 1690 for this complex and this
date was subgtantiated by James AL
Brown (1861) when he demonstrated
that at the Zimmerman site in north-
ern Ilinois the historic Danner complex,
identifled as Shawneo and well-dated at

A.D, 1684 to 1688, had Madigonville

pottery types. In addition a radiocarhon
date of A.D. 1480 =+ 150 (M-831) for
Barly Madisovville nicely brackets the
Kineaid dendrochronological dates.

Turning to the hypothesis fhat the en-
tire Missisaippian. cccupation of the site
ig late, we. find a number of relevant
factors. Cordmarked howls more or less
analogons to Cahokla Cordmarked wers
found in the Early levels (Orr, 1851, p.
3543 and Cahokia Cordmarked, although
undeniably beginning at an earlier date,
has been dated by radlocarbon tech:
niques ag late as AD, 1435 < 100 (M-
1332) and A.D. 1566 = 90 {M-1334) at
Tahokia. Algo in regard to Cahokia re-
lationghips, many of the Kincald “0ld
Village” types don't look particularly
like Cahokia Old Village types; the
gpoeimen In Orr's {1951) plate 27 b ap-
pears to be enmgraved and plate 27 B
are wimilar to what most Uahekia ar-
;’s}}x{aeologists would eall “Mound. Place-
ike”

Furthermorg, some Moundvilledike
ghetds are present at the gite and one

incised specimen from Harly Kincaid -

(Orr, 1961, p. 354, Plate 26B i} 1s gimilar
to the type Moundville Ineised. Con-
cerning thiz type Ponglas H. MeKenzie
states, “The similarity to proto-historic
and historie types may Iindicele that
Monndville Incised oceurred late in . ..
(the A.D. 1250 to 1500} . .. time gpan.”
(1966, p. 62). It is also noteworthy that

negative painted bottles with gwagtilin
designg (a Sonthern Cult motif) ap-
parently oceur in all levels (Orvr, 1552,
P, 334). Alsop, Plaquetnine gherds were
found in the Middle levels (ibid. p.
354}, Plagquemine having heen dated by
radiocarbon as late ag AD. 16800 o= 250
(M-30}, and one sherd of Fatherland In-
cised, a historic Natchez type dating
AD. 1850 (7) to 1730, was found in a
Late period comtext (Cole of al, 1951,
p. 152},

Further confirmation of the late allgn-
ment comes from the Misgissippian Tins-
ley Hill focus ceiitered about thirty miles
south of Kincaid in the Tennessee-Cum-
perland region of Kentucky. In regard
10 the relationgbip of this eultural com-
plex and Kineaid it is staied that o
the Kincuid Focus . .. {i8) ... & late.
manifestation culturally and temporally
comparable to ile Tingley Hill ceramiec
comploxes . . . 7 {Clay, 1963, p. 142),
and three radiocarbon dates obtuined for
Tinsley Hill focus sites are A D. 1640 =
80 (1.-479), A.D, 1600 = 85 (I-477) and
AD. 1650 4= 80 (T-478).

However, a single radiocarbon date
from Kineaid of AD. 1275 == 150 (M-
8%8) had bHeen obtained from a “. . . log
tomh associaled with the surtace of the
enrliest of the thiee mound stages ... "
in monnd Pp°2 (Crane and Griffin, 1960,
p. 35). Although this date is somewhat
difficult to evaluate because of the pau-

city of associated artifacts it does sug-.

gest that the Mississippian occcupatlon
of Kincaid pegan prior to AD. 16500

SUMMarY AND CONCLUBIONS

Since the use of radiocarbon dat-
ihg, which appeared to negate the
midwestern  dates previously ob-
tained by dendrochronology, dendro-
¢hromology has been scorned by the
majority of midwesfern archaeolo-
oists. However, recent independent
experimentation with dendrechron-
ology in central Jllinois has resulted
in a workable (although ghors)
master-chart, and there is consider-
able archaeological evidence from the
one. midwestern site dafed by den-
drochronology to sugeest that the
site was occupied during the peried
indicated by the dendrochronological
dates. For these reasons it is argued
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that dendrochronology should be ro-
instated to a position of regpoet-
ability as a valid aud applicable
method of dating in: the midwest,
Unfortinately it will be difficult
i many areas lo develop master-
charts of adequate length for archac-
ological dating. However, Dell’s
master-chart, which extends to A,
1120 and was constructed primarily
frow specimens obtained from ahont
thirty miles south of Si. Louis in
Jefferson county, Missouri, should be
usable for archacological red cedar

specimens from the Cahokia gile near-

Bast St. Louis, as well as for speci-
mens from. gites 1 sonthern Minods,
nerthwestern Kentucky, the Missouri
“3oot-Hepl”” and for an undeter-
nined distance wuyp the Teunocssee,
Cumberland and Ohio Rivers. Since
dendrochronology provides absolute
dating of a precision tmpossible to ai-
tan by radiocarbon dating, special

efforts should be made to colleet and _

preselve  dendrochronology  speei-
mwens from archaeclogieal sites in
these arcas,
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