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There was a tour on Sunday morning of both the Crenshaw site and Battle Mound (Figure 29), allowing many of 
the Caddo to visit these large multiple mound sites for the fi rst time. Several were able to obtain small branches 
from cedar trees to take home.

Figure 29. The Battle Mound at the time of the 2007 Caddo Conference.

2008, Fiftieth Caddo Conference, Natchitoches, Louisiana, March 6-8

Perhaps because it is still strong in my mind, this Golden Anniversary of the Caddo Conference was by far the 
most memorable! It was probably one of the largest in attendance as well, there being a count of 160 people 
(Figure 30), 45 of whom were Caddo.

There was an opening reception with fi nger food and drinks Thursday evening, at the Williamson Museum on 
the Northwestern State University campus, with a good crowd of old friends in attendance. Available for distri-
bution on this occasion was a 32 page “retrospective in pictures” of most of the conferences, which Dayna Lee 
had worked on for almost a year. Its publication was made possible by a grant from the Cane River National 
Heritage Area. 

Earlier on Thursday, the Caddo had had a private ceremony at the site of the Fish Hatchery cemetery, reburying 
the remains of their ancestors.

After the welcoming ceremonies Friday morning, there was an offi cial signing of a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between the Caddo Nation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, concerning the care, preservation, and 
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management of a Caddo cemetery which had been uncovered in the 1930 when the Natchitoches Fish Hatchery 
was being built. Winslow Walker, an archeologist with the Smithsonian Institution, had come to Natchitoches 
and excavated in the cemetery, taking a number of human remains and funerary objects back to Washington 
D.C. for study (Walker 1935). The Caddo Historic Preservation Department staff had worked for almost eight 
years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife staff from both the Washington D.C. offi ce and those at the Natchitoches 
offi ce, as well as the Repatriation Offi ce at the Smithsonian Institution, to reach this moment of agreement. 

After that ceremony, Bobby Gonzalez, the NAGPRA coordinator for the Caddo Nation, presented a special 
award to two people, John Miller, an archeologist with the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department, 
and his colleague, Randal Looney, who works for the Arkansas Division of the Federal Highway Commission. 
The plaque that each received reads:

In recognition of his efforts to foster consultation, preserve the history of 
the Caddo, and work directly with the Caddo Nation.

Presented on March 7, 2008, at the 50th Caddo Conference 
Natchitoches, Louisiana 

After the signing of the MOA and the presentation of the two awards, there were two papers dealing with the history of 
the conference and with what has been learned of Caddo archeology. There were three more papers after a break.

Figure 30. Left to right: Pete Gregory, Marvin Jeter, and Jeff Girard at the Fiftieth Caddo Conference. Photograph courtesy 
of Charlotte M. Copeland.
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From 11:30 to 2:00 on Friday, there was a “dedication of the Fish Hatchery Site Caddo Memorial Plaza at the 
National Fish Hatchery building. Lunch for all attendees will be provided at the site by F.I.S.H. (Friends in Sup-
port of the Hatchery).”  What was NOT planned was a change in the weather. We had heard that it was snowing 
in Shreveport as well as in all of southwest Arkansas. Storms around the Dallas airport meant that several people 
who were on their way to the conference did not make it at all. There was no snow in Natchitoches, but as we 
drove from the University to the Fish Hatchery it began to rain and there was a strong, very cold wind. The 
Hatchery staff and FISH had known that the weather might not be wonderful, and there was a large white tent 
with tables and chairs for us, but the side of the tent which had to be left open for the dedication, was the side 
from which the wind was blowing. There were seven speakers at the dedication, as well as the lunch to be eaten, 
and although many were not prepared for the cold and rain, everyone huddled under the tent and experienced 
an exceptionally memorable dedication. The plaque at the Memorial Plaza reads:

Sacred Ground Caddo Memorial Plaza

The ground upon which you are standing right now is sacred ground. In the early 1930s, when the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service began construction of this hatchery, over 100 Caddo Indian graves were un-
earthed. At that time, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) was not 
in effect and many human remains, as well as funerary items, were crushed, stolen, looted, or destroyed. 
Some remains were transported to the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C. where they were kept 
in “The Nation’s Attic” at the National Museum of Natural History until 2007. Under the authority of the 
Museum of the American Indian Act, and supported by the Caddo Nation’s Tribal Council and Repatria-
tion Committee, the Caddo Nation’s Cultural Preservation Department began a long journey in 2000 to 
return these remains to their home—the home of their ancestors—the Caddo Nation.

The journey is now complete. This Memorial Plaza is dedicated to honor the culture of the Caddo Nation 
and to remind all that spend time here of the proud history they left behind.

✧   ✧   ✧

When all were returned from the dedication and we had warmed up, there were six more papers. Dinner that 
evening was “on your own.” 

Six papers were scheduled Saturday morning, and four in the afternoon, all on current research. Around 3:00 
PM, Pete Gregory asked for any regional reports, and announced the “business” of choosing next year’s host. 
This resulted in an invitation given by Bob Brooks, in the name of the University of Oklahoma, the Oklahoma 
Archeological Survey, and the Sam Noble Oklahoma Museum of Natural History. There was a rousing ac-
ceptance. 

The traditional Turkey Dance was held in the Ballroom at 4:00 PM, where the conference had been held. We 
then went to St. Anthony’s Catholic Church for a Creole dinner, then back to the Ballroom for more dancing, 
singing, and drumming.

Here endeth the history of 50 meetings of the Caddo Conference.
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WHAT IS TO BE LEARNED FROM THIS LONG STORY?

Everyone might have a different answer to this question, and certainly archeologists attend enough other meet-
ings to make some comparisons. 

The Caddo Conference has kept its informality intact, at the cost of some of its history. However, it stresses the 
importance of keeping up with what is going on in the fi eld by being sure that there is at least a half day, and 
often the equivalent of a full day, devoted to papers on current research. Opportunities for “networking” are 
assured in the evenings. And perhaps most important, there are now always opportunities for getting to know 
some of the Caddo, hearing their side of the “story” of the Caddo’s past—we need to maintain the opportunity 
to learn from each other. 

In terms of the accumulating information from archeological research which deals exclusively with this one 
tribe and its past, we have reached our present stage of knowledge in much the same way that most archeologists 
in North America have experienced growth and change in the way archeology is practiced. Interdisciplinary 
research, specializations such as faunal and fl oral analysis, bioarcheology, pollen identifi cation, remote sens-
ing, these and other, all together mean we are able to suggest more about the daily life of those who have gone 
before us, and about how Caddo culture has changed over several millennia. 

Certainly how we manipulate archeological data to come to the “conclusions” we make has changed, and 
equally certain is that the questions we ask of the data are different. The questions of chronology and the nature 
of material culture are very different now. Ed Jelks, in an April 28, 2008 letter to me, described briefl y the two 
areas of interest for the founders of the conference, which are barely touched on in the papers given in the last 
20-30 meetings:

There were two main issues [of the founders of the conference]: (1) correlating the Caddoan phases with the 
Mississippi Valley phases, and (2) explaining the similarities between the Southeast US and Mesoamerica. 
Southeast temple mounds, ceramic traits, and especially religious art motifs in Southern Cult materials (e.g. 
fi gures on carved conch shells at Spiro and other major Mississippian mound sites) made it evident that 
there was some kind of historical connection between Mesoamerica and the Southeast US. Krieger argued 
that because the Caddoan area was closest of the Mississippian expressions to Mesoamerica, it was likely 
that Mesoamerican traits entered the Southeast US there. But how were the traits actually transmitted? 
Overland through the so-called Gilmore Corridor? If so why had no archeological evidence been found 
within the Corridor? Along the coastal beaches where evidence could have been removed by erosion? 
Or were they brought by boat across the Gulf to the lower Mississippi Valley, by-passing the Caddo area 
completely. Did Mesoamericans colonize the Southeast? Did missionaries bring a Mesoamerican religion 
to the Southeast, including religious art forms? Did some Southeastern Marco Polo-type visit Mesoamerica 
and bring back home all these new ideas that were adopted by his people? 

Ed goes on to say that the “new archeology” was adopted by Caddo archeologists starting in the 1960s. There 
were new theoretical approaches and new questions to be asked: “rigorous hypothesis testing, general systems 
modeling, recognition of settlement patterns, how effi ciently a society utilized available energy resources, 
research designs involving applications of statistical formulas, and all that jazz.” We seem now to have gone 
even beyond those lessons that Lewis Binford taught us. Cultural resource management requirements since the 
1970s have given us new challenges, in applying new theories and new methods, but much less in the way of 
new questions. You will fi nd these changes sprinkled amongst the papers in the last few decades of the Caddo 
Conference.
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WHAT ABOUT THE FUTURE OF THE CADDO CONFERENCE?

You will have noticed, I trust, that three or four times scattered through the summaries of the conferences since 
1989 that the program chair had scheduled a discussion on the future of the Caddo Conference. In one case, 
four people were asked to consider various alternatives and report at the next meeting (at least that is what I 
assume happened—there is nothing in the fi les about what was discussed or what was in the report).

We like to go to meetings and network with our friends and colleagues, but we maintain the informality of the 
past, shunning bureaucratic organization that requires membership dues which would pay for the printed word. 
Or perhaps we just forget to resubscribe to the CAJ unless we are nagged mercilessly. It might be interesting to 
compare the mailing list for the CAJ, and the mailing list for the conference. I’ll bet many more people come 
to the conference than subscribe to the CAJ.

I would make a fi nal observation that if, at the coming of the 75th Caddo conference, someone wants to know 
what we have been doing the last 25 years, we better fi nd a volunteer to be our Conference Archivist. We prob-
ably also need to fi nd a volunteer to be “secretary” of each meeting (a position held by Mott Davis for about 
30 years), someone who gets copies of the papers read, who takes notes during discussions, and who records 
other “happenings.”
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Appendix I 

MEETINGS BY STATE

Arkansas: 12

Fayetteville: 1963, 1982, 1994

Arkadelphia: 1968, 1974, 1979, 1998, 2003

Magnolia: 1970, 2007

Texarkana: 1980

Little Rock: 1986

Louisiana: 13

Shreveport: 1950, 1957

Bossier City: 1987, 1992

Natchitoches: 1966, 1973, 1977, 1983, 1990, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008

Oklahoma: 13

Norman, 1946, 1952, 1958, 1965, 1976, 1981, 1985, 1989, 1993, 1997, 2001, 2005

Tulsa: 1972

Texas: 12

Austin: 1962, 1971, 1995

Dallas: 1967, 1988

College Station: 1975

Nacogdoches: 1978, 1984, 1991, 2002, 2006

Jefferson: 1999
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Appendix II

Museum of
The University

THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA
NORMAN, OKLAHOMA

October 16, 1946

Mr. Lynn E. Howard
Route #2
Lexington, Oklahoma

Dear Lynn:

I am writing you at the suggestion of Dr. J. Willis Stovall regarding plans for the development of the Cad-
doan* Archaeological Ceramics Depository here at the University. But let me fi rst say again how pleased and 
encouraged we were with the interest and productivity of the conference itself. The event certainly presages an 
active and profi table program of cooperation in working out the archaeological problems of the area of which 
Oklahoma is a part.

In presenting to you, by means of this letter, ideas as to how a ceramics depository might best serve workers 
in this area, it is realized that the practical functions which such a depository might be expected to serve have 
probably not been exhausted and also that some of the proposals infra may well be modifi ed to the general 
advantage of all those interested in the project. In that light we solicit from you, as the fi rst sign that you regard 
the general idea of the depository as of practical value and one which will work, any suggestions whatever as 
to how the proposed services may be made of greater value to participating workers in our fi eld, or any other 
kinds of services not foreseen below.

It appears best to present these ideas fi rst topically and without elaboration. The ideas have been adopted by 
the Museum and approved by the University of Oklahoma, subject to modifi cation by suggestions from you as 
an interested worker in this fi eld.

1. The Caddoan Archaeological Ceramics Depository should obtain and have on hand type collections of 
every possible component and/or focus in our area.

2. The CACD should make its information available to qualifi ed workers by:

 a) Verbal and written reports

 b) Drawings and photographs of materials

 c) Casts and molds of materials

3. The CACD should be a clearing house for the identifi cation of materials which occur in our area or related 
areas.

4. The CACD should provide publication services.

In connection with the foregoing points, the following comments are offered:
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*(The term Caddoan is used tentatively and is subject to modifi cation of the conference committee on that point.)

1. With a comprehensive and representative ceramic collection cross-catalogued according to typology and 
spatial and temporal location of fi nds, the depository should be in an excellent position to facilitate the work 
of identifi cation and comparison of new materials and assignment of them to their proper connections. This 
would inestimably speed up the elementary job of relating any new site material to that already known. It 
would be necessary, in order to be able to do this, to have type materials from all workers in the area, either 
on a loan basis, or, when plentiful and the individual archaeologist willing, as a permanent deposit.

2. The work of relating new material to known material could be done by archaeologists’ coming to Norman 
for personal examination of the references, but this would not by any means be necessary. Doubtful sherds 
could be sent in by mail, or workers could solicit information by writing inquiring of the occurrence of 
such-and-such materials in time and space. When need be, drawings and photographs, or even casts or 
molds, of materials could be furnished by the CACD.

3. With the CACD as a center or clearing house in the identifi cation of materials of the area, there would be 
the maximum chance for proper identifi cation of ceramic evidence. The opposite would be true without 
such a central clearing house.

4. The possibility of publication services of the CACD has already been considered favorably, Dr. Stovall 
informs me, by President Cross of the University. Funds should be available, it is understood, for publish-
ing in substantial format something in the nature of “memoirs” of papers and conferences on our area. A 
less imposing type of publication, possibly an occasional mimeographed news letter, is suggested for notes 
and queries of lesser extent.

These are just the ideas which have so far been bought out in discussion here. More than likely, valuable addi-
tions and modifi cations could be made. For this, we are counting on your contribution and are anxious to hear 
from you, in any case, as to your reactions to the proposal. In the hope that we may have your comments as 
soon as possible, I am

       Cordially Yours
       (signed) Jim Watson
       James B. Watson
       Curator of Anthropology
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Appendix III

From the Bulletin of the Texas Archeological Society, Vol. 31, published in 1961

Proceedings of the Fifth Conference on Caddoan Archeology 
(pages 77-143), Edited by E. Mott Davis

INTRODUCTION
Nature of These Proceedings
Participants
Note on Symbols and Maps
DISTINGUISHING THE CADDOAN AREA
Introduction
The Geographical Area
The Formal Taxonomic Division
The Culture-historical Development
Merits of the Name “Caddoan”
ARCHAIC AND EARLY CERAMIC COMPLEXES ANCESTRAL, OR RELATED, TO THE GIBSON AS-
PECT
East Texas Archaic
Grove Focus
Fourche Maline
Sandy Pottery
Yarbrough, Sanders-like, and Related Sites
Early Crenshaw
Snipes Site, and Further Discussion of Plain Ware
CORRELATION OF LOWER RED RIVER AND CADDOAN SEQUENCES
Alba Points
THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT FROM ARCHAIC TO GIBSON ASPECT
HISTORIC SITES IN THE CADDOAN AREA
GIBSON ASPECT CHRONOLOGY
REFERENCES CITED

SAA Symposium (pages 3-76)

Relationship Between the Caddoan Area and Neighboring Areas

The Caddoan Area: An Introduction to the Symposium, E. Mott Davis

Relationships Between the Caddoan and Central Louisiana Sequences, Clarence H. Webb
 Discussion by Alex D. Krieger and James A. Ford

Relationships Between the Caddoan Area and the Mississippi Valley, by James B. Griffi n
 Discussion by Phillip Phillips, Stephen Williams, and Alex D. Krieger
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Relationships between the Caddoan Area and the Plains, Robert E. Bell
 Discussion by David A. Baerreis, Marvin F. Kivett, and Robert L. Stephenson

Relationships Between the Caddoan Area and Texas, by Edward B. Jelks
 Discussion by T. N. Campbell


