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ABSTRACT

Archaeological interest in the Mammoth

Cave area of Kentucky has been ongoing since the early 19th

century, primarily because of the unique preservation offered at the underground cave sites. In this paper

I examine almost 200 years ol archaeological research conducted in the area. The paper loosely adheres to

historical divisions first pl‘t'ﬁvlltt'd h} Schwartz and later l:}' \\'i”t'_\' and Sablof.

INTRODUCTION

Examination of the lll\t()l'\’ of archaeological
study in the Mammoth Cave region of s(mt]l-
central Kentucky reflects par allel dev (‘l()l)lllt nt

with the mm\th of archaeology in North
America h(h\\(ut/. 1967: Willey and Sabloff
1993). but it also demonstrates why additional

intensive and systematic mclmu)l()tnc.il study
should to be conducted in this very 'sl(’lllﬁ(dl!t
archaeological region. In this paper [ provide
an historical overview of archaeological re-
search that has taken place in and around
Mammoth Cave National Park. The paper
loosely adheres to historical divisions first pre-

sented by Schwartz (1967) and expanded by
Willey and Sabloff (l.(),L}J).

The Speculative Period: Pre-1915

One of the earliest archaeological records
pertaining to the central Kentnck\ karst area
was written in 1824 by Constantine Samuel

dﬁnesque «504) Rdﬁnesque was deeply in-
terested in prehistoric remains of the Ohio

Valley (Stout and Lewis 1995:83-90). Accord-
ing to Col. Bennett Young (1910:18), Rafin-
esque claimed to have ]Oc'dte(l 148 ancient
sites (settlements) and 505 monuments in a
41-county area of Kentucky, speculating as
with other early 19th century naturalists about
the origin of these “natural” curiosities. Raf-
mvsquv s entry for the central Kentucky karst
lists “shell m(mnds along Green River and
]]111]”]“](‘"\ ”l cave H

Following Rafinesque’s initial inquiry into
Kentucky’s pu history, there appears to be an
absence of related [it(*mtme about the antig-
uities of the area. This is not to say that inter-
est in antiquities had died; it had not. Accord-
ing to Col. Bennett Young (1910), increased
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farming activity and, in general, disruption of
the land due to population growth, caused an
escalation in destruction and looting of pre-
historic sites. By 1870, the u)l]vctmg selling,
and smuggling of antiquities in Kentucky was
a major pl()[esss(m Although the Mammoth
Cave area is known mostly for its large cave
system, the archaeological contents of the area
offered a variety of artifacts and desiccated
human remains for collecting and selling.
Finds, such as Fawn Hoof in 1813, Scudder’s
Mummy in 1814, Little Al in 1875, and Lost
John in 1935, helped make the Mammoth
Cave area famous (Meloy 1968). During the
mid-19th and early 20th centuries, many in-
dividuals explored nearby cave systems looking
for mummies and Indian relics to sell (see
Young 1910). Unfortunately, this dilettantish
pastime stopped only in those caves that came
under the protec tion of the National Park Ser-
vice (NPS) after 1940 (e.g., Salts, Mammoth,
Longs, Bedquilt, and Lee caves); even then,
infrequent looting of caves within the National
Park still occurred.

The earliest historic date known from inside
Salts Cave is 1809 (Watson et al. 1969:7).
Dates and names upon various signature rocks
in Mammoth and Salts caves indicate that the
majority of historic caving dates “from the last
quarter or so of the 19th century to the first
quarter of the 20th century” (Watson et al.
1969:7; see also Watson 1974:21-23). The veg-
etal antiquities (e.g., textile bags, cordage, san-
dals) that could be found within the dry caves
were not preserved normally in surface or
“opon" sites. Hence, those items were espe-
cially sought for collecting, smuggling, and
lo()tmg As an example of smugg_,lmg in 1874
or 1875 Louis Vial and some friends explored
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extensively in Salts Cave using a “new side en-
trance known only to themselves™ (Watson et
al. 1969:7). During one of those cave trips
they found the “Salts Cave Mummy nick-
named incorrectly “Little Alice” (Robbins
1971, 1974; K. Tankersley et al. 1994; Watson
et al. 1969:7). More recent examinations by
the late Louise Robbins (1971:200-206) iden-
tified the sex and age of this individual to be
those of a 9-year-old male.

During the 1890s, men such as F. W. Put-
nam of the Peabody Museum, as well as local
Kentuckians such as Colonel Bennett Young,
T. F. Hazen, and W. D. Cutliff, made extensive
collections and/or purchased prehistoric ma-
terial from Salts and Mammoth caves. Young
(1910:300, 305) stated:

In 1893 Mr. Theodore F. Hazen . .. opened a new
entrance into Salts Cave . . . [and] obtained many in-
teresting relics . . . about the present entrance [Salts
Sink], numerous spalls, flakes of flint, pestles, axes,
awls, and other implements have been found . ..

Young went on to describe many artifacts
taken from within Salts and Mammoth caves,
such as cords of bark, hemp, cattail leaves, and
grass; basketwork; half-burned cane torches
corn cobs (plobably modern); an aboriginal
ladder; wooden digging implements; cups,
dishes, bowls, and water bottles made from
gourds and squash rinds; tobacco leaves and
seed pods (also probably modern); and many
chert implements. The large collection of an-
tiquities Young acquired was sold to the Mu-
seum of the American Indian, Heye Founda-
tion, New York (Schwartz 1958e: Watson
1974:167). Later, John M. Nelson, who was a
cave guide from 1894 to 1907, extemlvel\f col-
lected antiquities both from the caves and
from surrounding surface sites (Carey 1942;
Schwartz 1958f:3: Watson et al. 1969; Watson
1974). With the exception of the John M. Nel-
son collection, the other large private collec-
tions were either given or sold to the Ameri-
can Museum of Natural History, the Smith-
sonian Institution, or the Peabody Museum of
Archaeology and Ethnology. It was the Mam-
moth Cave Estates collection, donated to the
American Museum of Natural History in 1913,
that prompted Nels C. Nelson (no relation to
John M. Nelson) to engage in the “only sci-
entific archaeological investigations” * (Schwartz
1958d) of the Mammoth Cave area up to that

Cave Area—Carstens 61

time and usher in the Classificatory Period of
archaeological work (Schwartz 1967; W
and Sabloff 1993).

The Speculative Period focused initiall
upon discovery, with only meager dttempts to
offer v\plmmtmns of deriv c1’(101‘1 of the discov-
ered sites. Once they were discovered and
made known, the sites were vandalized and
exploited for private purposes. Whether pots,
“arrowheads,” or “mummies,” the market for
trafficking in North American antiquities had
begun. But it was from the seeds of site de-
struction that the first museum acquisitions
were made, ushering in professional archaeo-
logical work of the Classificatory Period.

The Classificatory Period: 1916-1960

Nels C. Nelson worked in Mammoth Cave
National Park during May and November
1916 as an archaeological representative of the
American Museum of Natural History. His
1917 report described the materials found
during his surface and cave reconnaissances
and excavations in the Mammoth Cave area.
Specifically, Nelson described and compared
his surface finds from the Mammoth Cave and
Eaton Valley fields to similar bifacial chipped
stone materials then being found in the
French Paleolithic (Nelson 1917:16-19, 1923).
In total, Nelson examined, through excavation
and/or other study, six of nine cave sites, six
of seven open-surface sites, and one of four
rockshelters (Nelson 1917:11).The latter num-
ber refers to the category of site types he re-
ported for the Mammoth Cave area. Douglas
W. Schwartz (1958d:1-2) stated that Nelson’s
main contribution was to “scientifically docu-
ment the presence in the caves of some classes
of n]dt("l’ldl previously only reported by ama-
teurs.” Nelson also drew substantial conclu-
sions from his materials, despite the lack of
published reports concerning antiquities of
the area and the role of plant domestication
(he found large quantities of charred sunflow-
er seeds in his Mammoth Cave vestibule ex-

cavations) in the central Kentucky region. He
concluded that the Flint-Mammoth Cave Sys-
tem had an economic importance to the Na-
tive Americans, e.g., the quarrying of flint
(e.g., from Flint ‘dle\ in Mammoth Cave,
which has since been questmm >d [Munson et
al. 1989: Prentice 1993]); Nelson was not
aware that the Native Americans also exploit-
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ed the
SUI. in spar, and selenite;
al. 19~9; K. Tankersley 1996).
s;on’s archaeological excavations inside
t vestibule of Mammoth Cave is his major
vk in the Mammoth Cave area. Although
this excavation was exploratory, it was ex-
tremely extensive and t]lmmufll Nelson sank
a series of 10 test trenches th.lt revealed mid-
den in two places. One was near the west wall
of the entrance: the other, some 40 feet from
the first, extended 50 feet back over the entire
entrance area. Although Nelson’s notes are at
times ambiguous, he demonstrated a strong
concern for the temporal and spatial location
of artifacts excavated (personal observation in
April 1975 of Nelson’s catalog record on file
with the American Museum of Natural His-
tory, New York).

Nelson excavated almost all of the vestibule
entrance, but the number of artifacts found
was few. Douglas W. Schwartz (1958d) ex-
plained that this was probably the result of ex-
tensive looting that had occurred earlier
throughout the 19th century. It also may be
the result of Nelson’s recovery methods (no
screens were used) and/or extensive subsur-
face alterations resulting from cave commer-
cialization or previous saltpeter mining oper-
ations during the War of 1812 (Meloy 1968).
Any of these reasons may explain the paucity
of “artifacts recovered from the Mammoth
Cave vestibule. Nelson did find and recognize
evidence of prehistoric diet in the form of an-
imal bone, sunflower seeds, and freshwater
molluscs (Nelson 1917: Watson 1974:212). He
also found prehistoric tools such as bone awls,
bone flakers, antler points, tubes, stone pro-
j('ctilv points, scrapers, gr()lmd stone imple-
ments, and items for personal adornment.
Most important, Nelson (1917:69) concluded
that two different cultures could be distin-
guished within his vestibule excavations. The
lower or more “primitive” group was identified
by Nelson as what archeologists would define
2 decades later (e.g., Ritchie 1933) as the Ar-
chaic culture (Schwartz 1960a:133).

Only one other reference to Mammoth
Cave area prehistory dppt’d]( d in print during
the first 2 decades of the 20th century. This
was a fleeting mention of a series of rockshel-
ter sites near what is now the western bound-
ary of Mammoth Cave National Park. The ref-

wes for minerals (e.g., mirabilite, ayp-

see Munson et

erence was made by C. B. Moore who visited
the Indian Hill rockshelter complex in 1915
(Moore 1916). Fortunately, shallow water con-
ditions on Green River forced Moore to ter-
minate his plunderous Green River expedition
near Indian Hill as his boat, The Gopher, was
too large to continue the journey upstream. In
1935, a newly discovered desiccated burial
within Mammoth Cave, known to the cave
auides as “Lost John,” brought additional ar-
(Ihl(’(ll(]”l(lll publicity to the area (Pond 1935,
1937). Alonzo Pond and George Neumann's
analysis of Lost _]n]m (Neumann 1938) consti-
tuted the only professional archaeological in-
quiry in the Mammoth Cave area between N.
C. Nelsons 1916 work and the formation of
Mammoth Cave National Park (MCNP) in
1940 although several additional references to
caves and rockshelter sites in and around the
present boundary of the park appeared in
print mtumlttcnt[\ (e.g., Fowke 1922; Funk-
houser and Webb 1932). With the final acqui-
sition of lands by the federal government on
25 Apr 1940, it ‘became a federal offense to
remove materials from cave interiors within
MCNP.

During the formation of MCNP, the Mam-
moth Cave National Park Association pur-
chased, from John M. Nelson, a collection of
prehistoric, historic, and geological specimens
that were subsequently donated to MCNP on
15 Jan 1942 (Carey 1942 1). Henry A. Carey,
then of the Alchde()lmf\ Department at the
University of Kcntuclﬂ was placed in charge
of (.‘cltdl()UlllL‘ the pdll\s new acquisitions. He
was assisted by a new NPS employee, Jesse D.
Jennings ((Alle 1942). Unfortunately, the ma-
jority of the 25,000 specimens in the John M.
Nelson collection was without provenience.
Items in the collection had been bought from
the local area with no note made as to the
exact collecting location. Furthermore, Nelson
kept only * m(‘ntdl notes” for his more unusual
specimens. From the John M. Nelson collec-
tion, Henry Carey concluded (1) that the
MCNP area was utilized for an extensive pe-
riod of time by aboriginal peoples; (2) that a
typological sequence umld be worked out for
the area by using the collection but extreme
caution should be used in drawing definitive
conclusions due to the lack of controlled lo-
cational data; and (3) that scientific archaeo-
logical excavations inside the caves and at se-
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lected surface sites should be started imme-
diately. Unfortunately, due to the start of
World War 11, the Mammoth Cave collections
heralded for study by Carey were not exam-
ined again until 1957 when Douglas W.
Schwartz, from the University of Kentucky, ex-
amined the John M. Nelson materials and at-
tempted to relocate some of the surface sites
from which John Nelson had made his collec-
tions (Schwartz 1958f). Schwartz also brought
systematization to the study of Native Ameri-
can sites in MCNP and visited several major
museums in the East to study collections ac-
quired from the Mammoth Cave area at the
turn of the century (Schwartz 1958a-h). These
activities culminated in a series of valuable de-
scriptive reports (Schwartz 1958a-h) and oth-
er interpretive and popular accounts about the
archaeology of the area (Schwartz 1960a;
1965).

The Classificatory Period brought a logical,
scientific inquiry to the archaeology of the
Mammoth Cave area. With the first work of
Nelson in 1916, to the discovery of a desic-
cated individual (Lost John) in 1935, to the
systematic reporting of archaeological sites
above ground and below by Douglas Schwartz
during the late 1950s/early 1960s, the archae-
Ology of the Mammoth Cave area yielded,
ever so slowly, evidence of very significant in-
formation about prehistoric cultural adapta-
tions and cultural processes. These later stud-
ies served as the foundation for investigations
by Patty Jo Watson, the Cave Research Foun-
dation, the National Park Service, and the II-
linois State Museum (Watson et dl 1969) dur-
ing the next period of archaeological devel-
opment.

The Explanatory/Interdisciplinary Period:
1960 to the Present

In 1942, Henry Carey emphasized the need
for further surface investigations and excava-
tions in MCNP, but little was accomplished
until the recent research efforts by Patty Jo
Watson and her associates (Brown 1977; Car-
stens 1974, 1975, 1976 1980; Carstens and
Watson 1996; Marquardt 1972a, 1972b, 1974;
Marquardt and Watson 1976, 1983; Robbins
1971; Wagner 1976; Watson et al. 1969; Wat-
son 1974) Whether you call it explanatory ar-
chaeology, processual archaeology, or even
post-processual archaeology, the post-1960 era
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of interdisciplinary archaeological researc!

the central Kentucky karst beqan to ans
many questl()ns about the area’s plehlstorv and
the avenues of cultural change and adaptation
through time and space. &

Watson's archaeological work in MCNP be-
gan in 1962 when, in conjunction with the
Cave Research Foundation, the Illinois State
Museum, and MCNP, she initiated an archae-
ological reconnaissance of the large caves
within the Flint Mammoth Cave system (Car-
stens and Watson 1996: Watson et al. 1969:v).
Watson’s initial work was carried out pnmanl\
in Salts Cave, but later research e\pcmded into
other caves (e.g., Mammoth, Lee, and Bluff),
and to archaeological surface reconnaissance
(Carstens 1974, 1980). Watsons reason for
studying the cultural materials from within the
caves was that data derived from those mate-
rials were highly relevant to the discovery of
dietary practices during the early agricultural
Late Archaic- Early \r\!()(}(udlld pcu()d Wat-
son’s research was expanded in April 1969 to
include, “excavation in Salts Cave Vestibule, a
search for and testing of possible surface sites
near Salts Sink, and recording of prehistoric
remains in other caves within the Park™ (Wat-
son et al. 1969:v). Between 1973 and 1980,
Watson and her colleagues initiated compara-
tive studies at caves outside the park (e.g., Wy-
andotte Cave, Indiana, and Wolf River or Jag-
uar Cave, Tennessee) (Lrothers 1986; Munson
and Munson 1990: Robbins et al. 1981; K.
Tankersley et al. 1994; S. Tankersley 1993).
She also obtained a more complete radiocar-
bon sequence from Salts and Mammoth caves,
excavated and floated a stratigraphic column
from Salts Cave vestibule; obtained pollen and
pardsltologmdl analyses from human paleofecal
specimens found within the cave, and took
pollen core samples from nearby sinkhole
ponds.

Aided in her research by scientists from
many different fields of study, Watson was able
to approach the archaeological problems of
the MCNP in a chntlﬁcd”\ integrated man-
ner, a methodological approac 1] she had
lear 11(‘d as a Um\msm of Chicago graduate
participating in Robert Bldld\\u()ds lllt(‘l(ll\—
ciplinary studies of agricultural origins in the
Near East. This appnmdl led to some answers
and to many new questions, particularly with
respect to environmental changes and their
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possible effects on the prt-]listm'ic inhabitants
of thi <tudy area. Watson and her colleagues
(e.o Munson et al. 1989; K. Tankersley 1996:

K. 1 ual\'(_-:'slt"\' et al. 1985) documented that
historic people using the cave were mining
¢ cave for minerals (e.g., mirabilite, gypsum,
selenite, and satin spar) and were simply ex-
ploring the cave system. She noted similar pat-
terns of cultural .utl\:lt( S in pnltmm of other
caves located inside (Lee and Bluff) and out-
side the park boundaries (e.g..Wyandotte Cave
in Indiana, and Big Bone and Jaguar caves in
Tennessee: Crothers 1986: Munson and Mun-
1990; Watson 1986:109-116).Although
Lee, Bluff, Wyandotte, and Jaguar caves are
not comp: arable in size to either Salts or Mam-
moth Cave, the data collected by Watson and
her colleagues clearly indicate that cave min-
ing and (‘\l)l(lldtl()]l were widespread activities
in this karstic region that probably began dur-

s0n

ing the Late Archaic (Crothers et dl. n.d.:
Munson et al. 1989: Watson 1986; Watson
1974:221-232: Watson and Kennedy 1991).

The 50+ radiocarbon dates now available for
the Mammoth Cave archaeological project
clearly demonstrate the widespread prellict()r
ic use of caves over a very nnpmtdnt and sim-
ilar time horizon ( l\unned} 1990, 1996): that
of early agriculture in the Late Archaic-Early
Woodland period (ca. 4000 to 2000 B.P.).
Watson's research between 1962 and 1980
in the Mammoth Cave region is unique for
two reasons: (1) it is the first time such sci-
entifically integrated archaeological deep-cave
research” has been attempted in the eastern
U.S.; and (2) it l)]()\l(l(‘b an aspect of pwlus-
toric culture process that was e,\;treme]y 11-
portant (i.e., the domestication of native
plants, evidence for which was not then being

found in “open” surface sites in the eastern
U.S.). Watson’s research continues in the
Mammoth Cave region.

As a p;u‘t of the Watson research team be-
tween 1973 and 1975, my job was to docu-
ment the culture history evident in a sample
of 83 surface sites in and around MCNP, ex

amining the techno-economies of several ()l'

those sites diachronically and presenting a cul-
tln al historical context within which the sur-
face dwellers of the central Kentucky karst ex-
plored and exploited the large caves (Carstens
1980).

Between 1977 and 1987. MCNP witnessed

only intermittent archaeological research on
the park’s surface archacology. Most of the
work accomplished included small, unrelated
cultural resource manz: wement surveys (vg
Beditz 1979, 1981: Carstens 1977, 1978). Be-

tween 1981 and 1989, few archaeological pro-

jects were conducted on the surface of MCNP.

Exceptions are the work of Philip |. DiBlasi,
who investigated the 1920s homestead of
Floyd Collins (DiBlasi 1987a), a famous local
cave explorer, and George Crothers, who doc-
umented material left in Sand Cave where
Collins died in 1925 (Crothers 1981, 1983).
DiBlasi (1987b, 1996), working with the Cave
Research Foundation, also found in Salts Cave
a series of prehistoric pictographs and glyphs
previously undocumented. Other studies con-
cerning r the human use of the cave system, and
of the people who were using the cave, fo-
cused on deter mining the exact nature of pre-
historic mineral pmcurement (K. Tankersley
1996). forensic examinations of the historic
findspots of mummies (K. Tankersley et al.
1994; S. Tankersley 1993), and a new and ex-
citing search for palth()genic microorganisms in
prehistoric and historic human feces and bodi-
ly fluids (Ruppert 1994; S. Tdn]{exsle\f 1993).

The most Sy stematic undertdl(mg to inven-
tory a 1epresentdt1\ e sample of the park for
both historic and prehistoric cultural resources
was directed by NPS archeologist Guy Pren-
tice (1993). A]though much of Prentice’s pre-
history is a summary of Nelson (1917),
Schwartz (1958a—g), Carstens (1980), and
Watson and Carstens™ (1982) site inventories,
Prentice adds new prehistoric and historic
sites to the overall resource inventory of the
park. As a result, Prentice (1994, 1996) was
able to offer a settlement synopsis of MCNP
for his doctoral dissertation that includes a hy-
pothetical seasonal round between the Blg
Bend shell mound area and the Mammoth
Cave area.

In 1993, the Science and Resource Man-
agement Division at MCNP began a long-
term cultural resource inv entory of all artifacts
(historic and pwh].\.trmc) within the main cave
in Mammoth Cave. This project is co-spon-
sored by the NPS and Earthwatch; the field
work for this project has been directed by Ken
Tankersley, Mary Kennedy, George Crothers,
Christine Hensley, and Bob Ward (Kennedy
1993: Crothers and Ward 1995). Using an
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Table 1.
list).

Archaeological Research in the Area of Mammoth Cave National Park, 1824 to the Present (not an exha s tis

Speculative-pre-1915
Classificatory
1916-1970

Explanatory-Interdisciplinary
1971 to the present

Rafinesque (1824), Young (1910)

Carey (1942); Fowke (1922); Funkhouser and Webb (1932); Hanson
(1960); Meloy (1968); Moore (1916); Nelson (1917, 1923); Neumann
(1938); Pond (1935, 1938); Schwartz (1958a-h: 1960a. 1960b. 1965,
1967); Schwartz and Hanson (1961): Schwartz and Sloan (1958, 1960a.
1960b); Schwartz, Sloan, and Hanson (1960).

Beditz (1979, 1981): Carstens 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977. 1978, 1980): Car-
stens and Watson (1996); Crothers (1981, 1983): Crothers et al. n.d.:
Crothers and Ward (1995); DiBlasi (1987a. 1987b. 1996): Duffield
(1974); Hensley (1995, 1996): Kennedy (1990, 1993, 1996); Ke nnedy and
Watson (1997); Marquardt (1974); Molnar and Ward (1974): Munson et
al. (1989); Prentice (1993, 1994, 1996); Robbins (1971, 1974, 1980):
Robbins et al. (1981); Ruppert (1994); Schoenwetter (1974): K. Tank-

ersley et al. (1994); S. Tankt‘l'slt‘y (1993); Wagner (1976); Watson (1974,
1986, 1992): Watson et al. (1969); Watson and Carstens (1975, 1982)
Watson and Kennedy (1993).

Electronic Distance Measurement (EDM)
system, the Earthwatch team records the exact
location of every artifact noted within the sur-
veyed areas of the cave system. This makes it
possible to prepare density plots of aboriginal
activity within the cave system and to deter-
mine prehistoric use areas within the cave de-
spite 200 years of historic cave use and cave
disturbance to the aboriginal materials in
Mammoth Cave.

In 1992, Patty Jo Watson, Mary Kennedy,
Kristen Gremillion, and Kristin Sobolik began
a new study in Mammoth and Salts caves.This
new arena emphasized the collection of hu-
man paleofecal samples for radiocarbon dat-
ing, parasitological analysis, macro- and mi-
croethnobotanical studies, and biochemical
(hormonal) analysis. These studies would al-
low prehistoric fecal specimens to be sexed
and thereby enable a better understanding
about specific individuals who explored and
mined prehistoric Mammoth Cave (Watson
1992; Watson and Kennedy 1993).

In 1994, Christine Hensley and Tom Sus-
senbach, while working for the NPS in MCNP,
conducted excavations at the stairway rock-
shelter (Hensley 1995, 1996). The three radio-
carbon samples from Hensley’s excavations of
Feature 1 consistently place the site’s occu-
pation in the Early Woodland period, ca. 2170
to 2570 B.P., a date range quite comparable
to the majority of aboriginal use of Mammoth
and Salts caves (Hensley 1995:24, Table I,
Kennedy 1990, 1996). Further, Paul Gardner
identified more than 5000 seeds of domestic,

semi-domestic, and wild chenopodium from
the rockshelter occupation floor (Hensley

1995, 1996). Similar contractual dl(,]]dt‘()l()“’l(,d]

Stlld169 continue today through the supervision
of Bob Ward, cultural resource specialist at
MCNP and the assistance of Darlene Appel-
gate, archaeologist at Western Kentucky Uni-
versity (Appelg_fite pers. comm. 1 July 2000).
Analytically, the Explanatory/Interdisciplin-
ary (post-1960) era of archaeological research
has answered many questions about the Na-
tive Americans who explored and exploited
the environment and resources above and be-
low ground in the central Kentucky karst. Ini-
tial studles by Watson and her L()lleatfues in
the early 1960s through 1980s focused upon
time-space and environmental reconstruction
sequences, then turned to more processual is-
sues while unraveling the prehistory of the
Mammoth Cave area. Tha’r work inspired oth-
er archeologists in Tennessee and Indiana to
test several of Watson’s observations and con-
clusions about the prehistory of Mammoth
Cave specifically, and prehistoric cultural pro-
cesses in general, finding that prehistoric ab-
original mining and exploration was a wide-
Qpl‘(‘dd cultmdl phenomenon; it was not lim-
ited solely to MCNP or only to the Late Ar-
chaic-Early Woodland transition (e.g..
Faulkner 1986). Furthermore, not only had
Watson and her associates confirmed and ex-
panded N. C. Nelsons initial observations
about the importance of plant cultivation in
the Mammoth Cave area, but they also went
far beyond, examining human paleofeces for
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and micro-organisms and determin-

ther pre historic caving activities were
| out by both sexes. thereby he Iping to
and more lwunatvl\ describe,
Cave prehistory.

parasit
ing v
canr
en der,
\Mammoth (

DISCUSSION

The history of archaeology in the Mammoth
Cave area closely parallels the growth and de-
velopment of archaeological trends in North
America. From the Speculative to the Classi-
ficatory to the Explanatory and Interdisciplin-
ary pe riods, arch: wologic J inquiry in the cen-
tral Kentuc kv karst has demonstrated that the
LNCOTNTNON pu‘svr\';llum characteristics of the
cave environment provides unique insight into
human behavior (prehistoric and historic) that
may be more accessible than from open “sur-
face” sites. Table 1 also reflects that, along
with an increase in the intensity of cave ar-
chaeological investigation, a greater sophisti-
cation began once illtl‘l(ll\(lpll]ld!‘\ research
was initiated at the park (post-1960). That
work was initiated by Patty Jo Watson and her
associates and L()”L’d”’ll( S,

Early turn-of-the-century interests in cave
dttlhunlnm primarily athe oretical, prompted
work at surface sites in the Mammoth Cave
area and led to speculation about the origins
of prehistoric cultural materials, sometimes
comparing them to the better-understood Eu-
ropean record (e.g., Nelson 1917; Young
1910).Assessing xltflllﬁcdncv of and attempting
to order cndlde()l()tnull sites from within the
park area, both dlm\e ground and below, and
assessing Mammoth Cave collections held out-
side the park, were the foci of the Classifica-
tory Period between 1916 and 1970, culmi-
nating in the summaries of Douglas W.
Schwartz (1958a-h. 1960a, 1960b, 1965).
More recent work by Watson and her col-
leagues brought a theoretical and interdisci-
l)luum framework to the archaeology of the
park often reflecting various themes promi-
nent in the “New Archaeology.” Within the
last decade cave art stu(llos (DiBlasi 1996)
have added a cognitive, or post- pmcesxuu]ist
research slant to the L’H()l‘t‘\- begun by Watson'’s
group. However, additional research is still
needed in the Mammoth Cave area, above
ground and below. Only the tip of the prover-
bial icebe 1o at Mammoth Cave has been stud-
ied, whereas artifacts from surface sites and

from within the caves continue to be damaged
or stolen in spite of the security efforts of the
NPS. New insights and new ene rgies are
needed today to carry on the fascinating study
of the aboriginal and Euro-American pu)plv
who explore d and exploited the Kentucky un-
derworld.
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