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1. Name
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Expires 10-31-87

For NPS UM only

received MAR 28 i986

date entered

MAY I (986

historic Anderson Mound W ^ ±~t> I

and or common

2. Location

3. Classification
Category

district
__ building(s) 

structure
JL_site 

object

Ownership
public

X private 
both

Public Acquisition
, in process 

N ' A being considered .

Status
occupied

X unoccupied 
work in progress

Accessible
X yes: restricted 

yes: unrestricted
no

Present Use
agriculture

__ commercial 
educational
entertainment

__ government 
__ industrial 

military

museum
__ park 

private residence
__ religious 
__ scientific 

transportation
_X_ other: WOODED

4. Owner of Property

name Ms. Swanson Anderson

street & number Rt. 1, Box 175

city, town Woodville X vicinity of state Mississippi

5. Location of Legal Description
Office of the Chancery Clerk 

courthouse, registry of deeds, etc. Wilkinson County Courthouse

street & number Courthouse Square__________________

city, town Woodville state Mississippi

6. Representation in Existing Surveys__________
title Buffalo River Archaeological has this property been determined eligible? __yes JL.no

date 1984 __ federal X state county local

depository for survey records Mississippi Dept. of Archives & History________ 

city, town Jackson _____________________________ state Mississippi



7. Description

Condition
excellent

-3^ good
fair

deteriorated
ruins
unexposed

Check one
unaltered

-X- altered

Check one
X original site

moved date N/A

id by Rowland and
Describe the present and original (iff known) physical appearance

What is thought to be the Anderson moj
 s (1937) ________ _____
This one excepted, other sites in this list were rated as to their 

"relative scientific importance." No other information was given, and up 
until 1984 the above data was the complete record of this site in the 
state site files.

During February, 1984, the Miss.Dept. of Archives & History conducted 
_an archaeological reconnaissance survey

toderson mound was" ___
_ the site was visited on February 10, and the site" 

.e was updated with new information.
The site consists of a small, dome-shaped mound 9 feet (2.74m) high* 

and 78 feet (23.77m) in diameter. As shown, in the accompanying photograph, 
made during the 1984 visit, it is covered with small to medium sized trees, 
.along with some underbrush, vines, and grass. For size gonmarlann. a person 
is shown standing at the gmit-h pdgp nf t-hg mmmd slope

"gepotnole measuring 12 feet (3.66m) in diameter and a minimum of 
6 feet (1.83m) deep was found in the center of the top of the mound. Accord­ 
ing to Ms. Anderson, this hole was already in place when the Andersons 
bought the land in 1903. The volume of earth removed from this pit represents 
a minimum of about 370 of the total mound volume. This does not include any 
portion of the pit that was dug below its present 6 foot depth and then 
filled in. No attempt was made to clean out this pothole to determine its 
original extent since excavation was not part of the survey plan. There is 
no presently known record of what, if anything, was found in the pit or who 
dug it, but the mound has not been tampered with since 1903.

In order to determine if this mound was indeed a man-made structure, a 
borehole was placed about half way up the north side in an area not likely 
disturbed by the pothole. Soil removed showed the following results: 0-1% 
feet (0-45.7 cm) gray clay; l%-2% feet (45.7-68.6 cm) yellow clay; 2%-5 
feet (68.6-152.4 cm) gray clay; 5+ feet (152.4+ cm) grayish-white clay. The 
length of the auger prevented deeper boring. The various colors of clay in­ 
dicate loading, and the construction of the mound of clay soil on a sandy 
alluvium terrace indicates transport of the clay soil from elsewhere by 
human endeavor. Thus, there is no doubt that this is a small burial mound. 
Its physiographic situation, its structural context, its physical appear­ 
ance, and its known history all strongly suggest this.



8. Significance

Period
X prehistoric 

__1400-1499 
__1500-1599 
__1600-1699 
__1700-1799 
__1800-1899 
__1900-

Areas off Signifficance Check and justify below
_X archeology-prehistoric
__ archeology-historic
__ agriculture
_.. architecture
__art
..._ commerce
__ communications

. _ community planning 
__ conservation 
.._ economics 
_ education
_ . engineering 
._. exploration/settlement
_ industry 

._.._ invention

.._ landscape architecture
  law 
._ literature 
_ military 
 _ music
  philosophy
_._ politics/government

X religion 
science

_ sculpture 
_ social/

humanitarian 
_ theater 
_ transportation 
_ other (specify)

Specific dates Markaville p eriQd Builder/Archit*ct N/A

Statement off Signifficance (in one paragraph)

Except for the pothole on top, the Anderson Mound has apparently remained 
intact and undisturbed since its construction. It thus provides a potentially 
valuable site for future studies of burial customs within a particular cultur 
' al framework. It is reasonable to assume that the use of the mound was limite 
to a relatively short time span, adding the possible dimensions of a short- 
term cultural activity pattern by a certain group of people. Further study 
could yield important information not only on socio-religious activities, but 
on social organization and status stratification within the group as well. 
Areal study and inter-site comparisons with other such mounds could yield dat 
on social interaction among various groups within a limited area and tiitfe1 spa 
or aspects of culture change over a longer period of time. Such small burial 
mounds ares often restricted to^^short^erm^oneerou^. single component fram 
work. The Grand Gulf Mound, jjffltl^E^tHtEEfEEtF wh±ch was larger than 
Anderson, was found to have beenconstrueted in several stages, indicating 
extended use through time, and its artifact contents suggested participation 
in the Hopewell Interaction Sphere and mortuary practices (Brookes 1976:15). 
Parallels can be seen between Grand Gulf and other Marksville burial mounds i 
the Lower Mississippi Valley, but certain variances in ceramic styles are als 
apparent (Brookes 1976:15), suggesting
from Phillips 1 (1970) Point Lake phase ttl Future 
investigation of the Anderson Mound could shed new ligh^onthis prcfblem. 
Like many other burial mounds in Mississippi, there was no apparent associate 
village site in the Anderson Mound vicinity. A survey of the open areas aroun 
the mound showed no concentration of cultural remains, although nearby wooded 
areas and grass cover may have hidden small campsites. The village occupied 
by by the builders of the mound must have been some distance removed, a char­ 
acteristic of other similar mounds, such as Grand Gulf previously mentioned, 
and the Great White Mound and Baker's Creek Mound (Thorne 1968) further to tin 
north in Grenada County, to name a few. In none of the above cases has a 
coeval village been located. Anderson fits this pattern and thus becomes an­ 
other case in point whereby future studies are needed to determine the settle 
ment system of these people and how that system relates to patterns of mound 
construction and use both locally and elsewhere in the Lower Mississippi 
Valley.



9. Major Bibliographical References
See continuation sheet

10. Geographical Data
Acreage of nominated
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Verbal boundary description and justification

List all states and counties for properties overlapping state or county boundaries

state N/Acodecounty code

state N/A code county code

11. Form Prepared By
name/title John Connaway , Survey Archaeologist

organization .Dept. of Archives & History date August 8, 1985

street & number P.O. Box 571 telephone 601-354-7326

city or town Jackson state Mississippi

12. State Historic Preservation Officer Certification
The evaluated significance of this property within the state is: 

X national  _ state    local

As the designated State Historic Preservation Officer for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89- 
665), I hereby nominate this property for inclusion in the National Register and certify that it has been evaluated 
according to the criteria and procedures set forth by the National Park Service.

State Historic Preservation Officer signature

title Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer date March 25, 1986

For HP* use only
I hereby certify that this property is included in the National Register

date

of the National Register

Attatt: date
CWef of Registration

GPO 91 1-399
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