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Abstract
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION IN A SMALL-SCALE MISSISSIPPIAN
SOCIETY: IMPLICATIONS FOR CHIEFDOM FORMATION
by
John Howard Blitz

Advisor: Professor Warren R. DeBoer

There is general agreement that late prehistoric Mississippian
populations in the Southeastern United States were organized as ranked
societies or chiefdoms. Yet little is known about how chiefdoms form or
the basis of social ranking. Both large and small polities existed but
there has been little comparative study to determine how sociopolitical
and economic organization varies with the size of Mississippian
polities. Understanding the relationskip between polity size, degree of
social ranking, and resource control is necessary for an interpretation
of the developmental cycle of chiefdom formation and fragmentation.

These questions are sddressed with excavation dats from s small
Miesiseippian polity ipn the central Tombigbee River valley of Alabama
and Mississippi: Lubbub Creek, a local center, and four farmstead sites.
The emergence of formal leadership institutions in Missiesippisn
societiel may be related to conditions promoting farmstead/local center
integration. Protection of dispersed farmsteads and harvests created a

situvation for which storage and consumption of pooled food st a

fortified center was a solution. BSite seasonality, scale of
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fortifications, and faunal evidence reveal farmsteads and lccal center
to be interdependent. Architectural, artifact, and faunal evidence
demonstrates that the Lubbub Creek mound was the focus of ritual and
feasting, a context for the emergence of sanctified authority.

Tombigbee farmstead/local center artifact classes are compared to
determine if differential distribution reflects institutionalized
restricted access., Contrary to some models of chiefdom political
economy, prestige goods production and consumption evidence is found
throughour the settlement system. The effect of regional
exchange/alliance networks on the development of small Mississippian
polities is explored through comparison of non-local artifact
frequencies in Tombigbee and Moundville burials. Would-be elites at
Lubbub Creek were apparently unsuccessful in expanding economic control,
perhaps due to the inability to compete on an equal basis with larger
polities for access to non-local goods.

It is concluded that the sanctified, security maintainance roles of
communal food storage/disbursement and war leadership were a sufficient
basis for formal chiefly authority in small polities such as Lubbub
Creek but insufficient to sustain economically-based social

stratification,
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This study presents an interpretation of the material remains of
prehistoric farmers who once inhabited the central Tombigbee River
valley in what is now Alabama and Mississippi. For much of the 1970s, a
dedicated team of archaeologists and students, eupported by universities
and Federal agencies, labored to retrieve information about these
ancient societies before their dwelling places were destroyed by a lock
and dam syetem. The product of these efforts was an enormous data base
with which to generate a rich, elaborate cultural history of ten
thousand years of Native American life.

In the following pages, I focus on one part of this time span, from
around A.D. 900 until the early sixteenth century, an interval during
which the Tombigbee societies reached their zenith of cultural
complexity. In doing so I hope to reveal something of what life for
members of these societies was like, their material conditions, their
gocial circumstances and some of the problems they confronted and
solved. From this perspective, the Tombigbee societies can be related
to a broad cultural deveiopment that accompanied the advent of intensive

maize cultivation in the Eastern Woodlands, a development collectively

referred to by archaeclogists ae the "Mississippian." 1 have attempted



to isolate some of those factors that operated within Tombigbee
societies that promoted the enfolding of the Mississippian way of life
and to illustrate how similar or different these factors were in
relation to other Mississippian societies in the Mid-South.

At another analytical level, Mississippian societies can be placed
within general categories of sociocultural complexity in the evolution
of human societies, With this orientation, understanding the rise and
decline of Mississippian societies along the Tombigbee River may provide
insights into processes of cultural change and specifically, the
development and maintainance of chiefdoms and social hierarchies, My
objective here is not to fit the prehistoric Tombigbee communities into
an evolutionary pigeonhole or to propound law-like principles. Because
evolutisnary categories such as chiefdom encompass a wide range of human
societies, I have tried to identify a number of variables that would
reveal, however incompletely, the basis for leadership, degree uf social
ranking and resource contrnl that characterized the Tombigbee
communities. Archaeologists must above all document the actual course
of human prehistory, and it ie from case studies firmly rooted within
specific cultural-historical contexts, such as I hope to present here,
that the broader mechanisms and regulsrities of cultural evolution may
be placed in proper perspective.

Southeastern historical and archaeological research reveals that
Mississippian societies varied considerably in size and social
complexity. However, current archaeological interpretations of
Mississippian social and economic systems are most developed for

settlement systems with large, multiple mound centers such as

Moundville, Alabama. These systems are considered complex chiefdoms,



and archaeological correlates of ranked social organization, craft
specialization, and differential access to rescurces have been proposed.
In contrast, less attention has been devoted to the more common
settlement systems that consist of & single mound local center and
surrounding farmsteads, One such system is found at Lubbub Creek, forty
miles west of Moundville, Lubbub Creek does not represent a microcosm
of the social order claimed for Moundville, and its location on
Moundville”s periphery raisee interesting questions about the
developmental relationships between small-scale and large-scale
Mississippian polities.

Thie study is organized in the following manner. Chapter 1I
discusses organizational variability in Kative Southeastern societies as
revealed by historical and archaeological research, A positive
correlation between polity size, degree of social ranking and resource
control can be tied to cycles of chiefdom development and fragmentation,
Models of Mississippian social organization and pelitical economy,
developed from research at Moundville, are examined.

In Chapter III, the late prehistory of the study area is discussed.
Chronological, economic, spcisl and developmental factors are
interpreted. Excavations at Lubbub Creek and four farmstead sites are
summarized.

In Chapter IV, social and economic conditions that led to the
establishment of the local center/farmstead settlement system, and how
these conditions shaped the emergence of formal positions of leadership
at Lubbub Creek, are examined. The logistice of maize production,

defense and storage created two potential sources of political

influence: {1) management of pooled food surpluses through appeals to



sanctified authority; and (2) leadership in war.

Chapter V summarizes the excavation of the earthen platform mound
at Lubbub Creek, and evidence for a developmental relationship between
feasting, group ritual end the emergence of sanctified authority is
evaluated.

In Chapter VI, site seaecnality, permanence and subsistence
activities are examined with data from the Tombigbee farmsteads and
evidence of farmstead/local center interdependence is evaluated.

Chapter VII addresses the question of preferential access to valued
craft items through the examination of fine ware ceramic distributions
in the Lubbub Creek community.

In Chapter VIII, expectations about access and control of
resources derived from studies of Moundville and other large-scale
Mississippan societies are explored through a comparison of
farmstead/local center distributione of prestige goods, evidence of
craft production and other artifact categories, The effect of regional
exchange/alliance networks on the development of small-scale
Missiesippian societies is explored through the comparison of non-local
artifact frequencies in Tombigbee and Mouudville burials,

Chapter IX concludes with a summary of social, economic and
political characteristics of the farmstead/local center unit and places
this interpretation within a specific regional as well as general
theoretical context.

There i5 general agreement that late Miesissippian populations in
the Southeastern United States were organized as ranked societies or

chiefdoms. Chiefdoms are of great anthropological importance because it

is in these kinds of societies that social hierarchies were first



institutionalized. Yet much remains to be learned about how chiefdoms
form or about the basis of social ranking. Only archaeclogical studies
have the necessary chronological perspective to fully illuminate these
questions.

Archaeologista are increasingly aware that Mississippian societies
vere characterized by considerable organizational variability. Both
large and small population clusters existed but there has been little
comparative study to determine how sociopolitical and economic
organization varies with polity size. Understanding the relationship
between polity size, degree of social ranking, and resource control is
necessary for the interpretion of the developmental cycle of chiefdom
formation and fragmentation. The organizational variability of

Missiseippian societies 18 examined at length in the following chapter.



CHAPTER 11

ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABILITY IN MISSISSIPPIAN SOCIETIES

The early European encounters with prehistoric earthworks in the
Southeastern United States often inspired the question: "Who were these
pecople? 1In the latter nineteenth century, with the growth of the
infant science of archaeology, the initial steps were taken to answer a
second question: "What manner of society did they possess?" Perhaps
those first explorers of the past did not anticipate that sc reasonable
8 question would generate a multitude of hard=-won answers in our present
century.

Within the last 50 years, archaeologists have discovered that
around the tenth century A. D., native Southeastern people began =z
process of cultural development far more complex than anything that had
occurred previously. These late prehistoric societies and the era in
which they lived are known as Mississippian, after the great river
valliey where their remaine are 80 numerous. Mississippian societies are
characterized by intensive maize cultivation, sedentary communities with
earthen platform mound and plaza arrangements, extensive exchange
networks of raw materials, shared symbolism, and hierarchical social

organization (Griffin 1985; Steponaitis 1986).



Over the last twenty years, Mississippian societies have come to be
regarded as chiefdoms or ranked societies., The former label refers to a
type of sociopolitical organization characterized by "an autonomous
political unit comprising 8 number of villages or communities under the
Permanent control of a paramcunt chief" (Carmeiro 1981:45), while the
latter term pertains more to the structure of social relations. As
Fried (1967:109-110) puts it, a ranked society has "fewer positions of
valued status than individuals capable of handling them.”

Typically, Mississippian societies are described as chiefdoms or
ranked societies recognized by a number of organizational
characteristice: ranked social structure with ascribed status
categories, hierarchical settlement systems, some degree of craft
specialization, centralized control of resources and labor, and
construction of public works (Peebles and Kus 1977). O0Of course, these
categories are attempts to come to grips with the continuum of scale and
complexity in nonstate societies (Feinman and Neitzel 1984). It is this
organizational variability that establishes the chiefdom as the fulcrum

of cultural evolution.

Chiefdoms and Ranked Society in the Southeast

The early historic observations of Southeastern societies are a
productive source for the reconstruction of Mississippian social order
(Hudson et al. 1985). They may provide & means to move beyond broad
categorizations to encompass the specific form, content, and variability
revealed by archaeologists. Nevertheless, it is often difficult to
interpret these observations or apply them to the archaeclogical record.

In addition, the early historic documents do not form a continuous



written record. Instesd, two sets of observations are available,
eeparated by an intervsl of about 150 years in the late sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries for which there are few or no known written
descriptions of native life in the interior Southeast.

The eixteenth century expeditions of De Soto, Luna, Pardo and
others produced descriptions of Late Mississippian societies with
populous fortified towns, powerful chiefse, and complex
interrelationships of tribute, alliance and warfare. These descriptions
depict Southeastern chiefdoms prior to later disruptions. The
Conquistadores traveled through a social landscape composed of native
populations that varied greatly in polity size and social complexity.
They not only encountered chiefs who exercised military or political
dominance over large territories but also smaller, independent
horticultural communities,

The most powerful chiefs exacted tribute from subordinate chiefs of
other towns located within their domain and were able to marshall
hundrede of warriors to oppose the Spaniards. Chiefs wore special dress
and insignia of office (Bourne 1973:1:81,88), wmaintalned residences atop
earthen mounds {Bourne 1973:1:87,11:28,101), and some chiefs were
conveyed in a litter carried by a retinue of prominent individuals
(Bourne 1973:1:8l1). Taken ss hostages, chiefs were Instrumental in
providing the Spaniards with food and other booty as the expeditions
moved from town to town within their territory.

While these descriptions indicate considerable chiefly power, the
presence of the Spanish army potentially distorts interpretations of

native political authority and organization. The Spanish tendency to

portray chiefs as autocrats is probably more the prcduct of



ethnocentrism than actual circumstance (Swanton 1979:6). 1In the
narratives are hints that, when not prevented by the Spanish, chiefs
conferred with a council to make decisions {Bourne 1973:1:75,113). The
physical strength and demeanor of Tascalusa and other chiefs suggests
charismatic personality and prowess in warfare as an important source of
authcrity (Swanton 1979:652).

The more perceptive eighteenth century French and English
observers, who often lived with their native hosts, penned detailed
interpretations of Southeastern social organization and political
leadership [e.g. Du Pratz, Charlevoix, Milfort, Penicaut, Adair,
Bartram, Hawkins, and Romans are frequent references for this period.
They are most accessible to the non-specialist in Swanton 1979, and in
reprints such as Adeir 1968 and Bartram 1958]. As in the earlier
Spanish accounts, the eighteenth century native peclities exhibited a
considerable range in size and political complexity. Most groups, such
as the Choctaws, Chickasaws, and Muskogees are described as relatively
"democratic" societies with a strong egalitarian ethos, composed of
autonomous demographic units organized into informal, politically
decentralized confederacies or "nations.” But there were a few groups,
such as the Natchez and their neighbors in the lower Mississippi valley,
that impressed the Europeans with sumtuary ritual, retainer sacrifice,
and a eocial order split into a hierarchy of "nobles" and "commoners."

Natchez society consisted of ranked kin groups, of which the most
prominent were the Suns, a "noble" rank with ascribed privileges. The
top rank Natchez authority figures, the Great Sun and the Great War

Chief, were drawn from the Sun kin group. There was a gradient »f



social positions based on geneological nearness to the Great Sun but
social mobility through merit had considerable latitude (Swanton
1911:100~108). Furthermore, the French noted that the Suns did not
confoerm to European conceptions of an aristocracy due to a rule of
exogamy that forbade Suns to marry other Suns.

The Great Sun and his retinue resided at a central community, where
they were supported with food and labor from subordinate chiefs in
outlying towns (Swanton 191}1:118-121). Like some of the chiefs
encountered by the Spaniards 150 years before, the Great Sun was treated
with deference, carried in a litter, resided atop an earthen mound and
wore special dress or insignia of rank. The Great Sun”s authority was
expressed through appeals to the sacred and he directed a ritual cycle
of subsistence activities. His political power was limited by the other
Suns, by a council, by the town chiefs, and by tightly prescribed custom
(Swanton 1974%:650; Lorenz 1988).

In the 150 years that separate these two sets of Luropean
commentaries, native Southeastern peoples experienced severe
depopulation and social disruption due to the ravages of introduced
disease epidemice (Dobyns 1983; Smith 1987). Thus, in addition to the
ethnocentric bias and other limitations inherent in ethnohistoric
sources, an interpretive dilemma arises because the two sets of
obgervations describe societies that lie on opposite sides of a
watershed of important cultural transformations. The apparent
discrepancy between sixteenth century Spanish descriptions of complex,
ranked societies and simpler, more egalitarian eighteenth century

“"tribes" points to & dramatic decline in Southeastern sociopolitical

complexity. For this reason, scholars have been by turns cautious,
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ambivalent, or pessimistic about whether eighteenth century social and
political organization provides useful analogies for Mississippian
societies, In the most extreme view, population decline and social
collapse were Bo catastrophic that continuity of cultural tradition,
custom or organization is not merely altered but impossible (Dobyne
1990).

One response among Southeastern archaeclogists to the social
variation in the ethnohistoric sources and the archaeological record has
been to refine their evolutionary categories. The most widely used
typology subdivides the chiefdom continuum into "simple" and "complex"
(Steponaitis 1978). Simple chiefdoms are small, auvtonomous political
units with a single level of politicel decision-making above the
individual household. Complex chiefdoms consist of a paramount
chieftain wh: exacts tribute from subordinate chiefs located in
scattered ccrmunities. Thus complex chiefdoms represent a larger, more
centralized organization with at least two levels of decision-making
hierarchy above the household level.

Since the simple/complex chiefdom scheme implies a potential
developmental continuum, it has encouraged some archaeologists to
interpret the differences in the sixteenth century and eighteenth
century native societies as a stage-like evolutionary change (Smith
1987}, with an apparent devolution from highly ranked to more
egalitarian societies or from complex to simple chiefdoms or tribes.
This c¢reates a problem, however, because societies such as the Natchez
become something of an anomaly.

There is no doubt that Southeastern societies undervent significant

11



cultural change from the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries.
Depopulation, decline in the scale of mound construction, and major
demographic movements all point to the fragmentation of powerful
Mississippian polities. There was both change and continuity in the
new order but little is gsined by calling these transformations
"devolution." These historical changes take on add.d meaning when the
simple to complex to simple cycle is viewed as an inherent condition of

kin-based political formations,

Historic Southeastern Socigl Styucture and Political Organjzatjon

Strong cultural continuities persisted despite the dramatic
changes and transformations of the post-contact Southeast (Hudson 1976).
There is reason, therefore, to examine eighteenth century native social
structure for insighte into Mississippian societies. Two basic social
forms are widely recognized in the eighteenth century sources: (})
ranked exogamous kin groups (lineages, clans and moieties) and (2)
ranked exogamous kin groups with the additional creation of a 'noble”
rank with ascribed privileges and responsibilities (Swanton
1911, 1979:641-657; Hudson 1976:184-196; Knight 1990). Xnight (1990),
expanding the thesis of Josselin de Jong (1928), has stressed that the
exogamous clan and moiety system, long considered an evolutionary dead-
end due to supposed egalitarian leveling mechanisms (e.g. Kirchoff
1959), hae a potential hierarchical structure. Knight argues that the
hereditary chiefs and nobility/commoner dietinctions found in groups
such as the Natchez are anticipated in the implicit ranking system of
clan and moiety. He proposes that the exogamous ranked clan systems of

the historic era have the evolutionary potential to expand into social
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hierarchies with hereditary nobility and chiefs and that Mississippian
social organization took this form (Knight 1990).

In the kin-based societies of the historic Southeast, each person
was a member of a localized matrilineage as well as a member of a
nonlocalized, matrilineal exogamous clan. Ranking at the individual
clan level can be recognized in the ethnohistoric sources in several
ways. Sometimes specific clans consistently promoted strong leaders,
which implies & nascent ascriptive principle at work (Gatschet 1969:156-
157; Swanton 1928:192-197). 1In many groups, a graded order of clan rank
or prestige, sometimes with associated privileges or ceremonial roles,
is explicitly recognized (Swanton 1928:114, 1979:662).

Ranked Iin groups found symbolic expression in the dualism of
Southeastern societies. Dual organization expreswcd itself in white/red
institutions, ideas and symbols. At the most fundamental level, white
was associated with peace or order and red was associated with war or
disorder (Hudson 1976). Furthermore, this dualism had an asymmetry in
that white was more esteemed than red. Clans were grouped into moiety
divisons that assumed this duality (Swanton 1931:78; Hudson 1976:234~
239). White/Red dualism was an ideological construct to express
political competition within the kinship idiom,

It has been suggested that moiety divisons distinquished between
older, more dominant kin groups or clans (white) and clans of more
recent origin (red), considered more external (Hudson 1976:236). This
prestige or dominance distinction, coupled with the old-original/new-
external opposition, is revealed in moiety names. In even the most
"egalitarian" Southeastern groups, the white/red division is expressed

in such terms as "Whites'"/"People of & Different Speech" (Muskogee) and
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"Esteemed"” or "Chiefs"/"Friends" or "Slaves" (Choctaw) (Swanton
1928:192-197, 1931:76~79, 1979:663; Gatschet 1969:104). If concepts of
kin unit rank are fundamental to Southeastern society, then the
hierarchical Natchez system of "nobles" and "commoners" is best
considered an amplification of the basic, widespread social structure

(Josselin de Jong 1928; Hudson 1976; Lorenz 1988; Knight 1990). The

structure of Natchez society differs from other Southeastern groups only
to the degree to which the Great Sun and the Sun kin group enjoyed
greater veneration, respect and authority (Hudson 1976:208-209).

In kin-based societies like those of the Southeast, political
organization is not entirely independent of social structure but it is
useful to isolate those aspects of rank and authority that form a basis
for political organization, to identify organizational units, and to
connect these to material conditions that the archaeologist may hope to
recognize. Eighteenth century Southeastern society was composed of
several formal status categories that defined an individual’s social
poeition in relation to others. These categories formed a hierarchy
based on the age, sex and personal qualities of the individual.
Furthermore, the kinship institutions of lineage, clan, and moiety
predetermined to some degree a person’s social relationships. Thus
while individuals could acquire & formal leaderahip position by virtue
of talent and achievements, political institutiona were shaped by kin
group interests and degrees of ascriptive potential. Kinship
relationships, such as clen rights and obligations, were regulated to a
large extent by prescribed social custom but to some degree these

relationships entered into a competive political sephere.
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The minimal political unit or polity of the historic Southeast was
the okla (Choctaw) or talwa (Muskogee) (Gatschet 1969:156-158; Swanton
1928:242; Lankford 1981:53). The okla consisted of a population that
participated in political, economic, and ceremonial activities at a
common center. The leidersh.p structure consisted of a civil chief, a
war chief, a retinue of minor functionaries with largely ceremonial or
religious duties, and a council of elders and warriors. As with social
structure, the white/red dualism mediated okla organization and defined
spheres of influence, One side of the oklg organization, the civil
chief and council of elders, was "white" and associated with peace and
domestic affairs. The other side was "red" and concerned with war and
affairs external to the okla. Red leadership roles were the war chief
and body of warriors. Assertion of dominant leadership vacillated
between the two principal offices, the civil or gklas chief and the war
chief (Hudson 1976:234-238) but consensus was the rule and the actual
decision—making body was the council of elders and warriors. The civil
chief presided over the council, shaped policy by persuasion or
promotion of prevailing opinion (Adair 1968:459; Swanton 1979:652-654).
Responsibilities of the civil chief varied somewhat but usually included
mediation of certain disputes, ritual roles, and coordination of public
activities and ceremonies. Perhaps most importantly, he supervised
surplus food storage through maintenance of a public granary.

The war chief was the military leader of the gkla. The political
power of the war chief was equal to or surpassed the civil chief in
times of war or external difficulties (Hudson 1976), Becauee prowess in
warfare was a major path to status enhancement for young men, the war

chief could draw upon this support to eway decisions. He advocated,
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organized and initiated raide against enemies, He was appointed by the
council in recognition of his military abilities and achievements
(Gatschet 1969:159; Hudson 1976:225).

Given the separate spheres of influence and the white/red
conceptual framework, '"white" leadership had theoccratic qualities, while
the "red" male military body was graded by age and accomplishments. Yet
the smplification of kin group ranking and the aecriptive principle
clearly influenced thie basic organization. So among those groups such
as the Natchez, the two chiefly offices were hereditary positions filled
by the highest-rank kin group, the Suns. For even the most
"egalitarian" Muskogees, Chickasaws and Choctaws, hereditary
chieftainship was not unknown (Gatschet 1969:96,104), Yet it is also
clear that even hereditary Southeastern chiefs ruled by consent of their
peers and kinsmen, among whom rivals were ready to aasume the role
should they prove incompetent (Swanton 1979:650).

There is general corespondence between the okla polity and the
simple chiefdom. Both constitute a recognizable settlement hierarchy of
domestic and public organizational units--households and a local center.
Households may be dispersed around the local center to take advantage of
very local resources or houses may cluster at the local center for
mutual defense when threat of attack is severe and continucus. In the
late prehistoric and early historic Southeast the dispersed pattern is
by far the most common (Smith 1978). The miniwmal Mississippian
poiitical unit-—simple chiefdom or gkla--should consist of & two-tiered
settlement system composed of: (1) farmsteads/hamlets, affilisted with

(2) a local center with one or two mounds. Complex chiefdoms are
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reflected in a three-tiered settlement hierarchy of (1)
farmstead/hamlets, associated with (2) a number of local centers which,
in turn, are affiliated with (3) a large, multiple mound regional center
(Steponaitir 1986).

The dual symboliem that ehaped gokla political organization was
extended to embrace whole sets of gklgs and this is very informative
about the historical fission/fusion process that lies behind the
simple/complex chiefdom dichotomy or the formation of gkla units into a
confederacy. For instance, eighteenth century okla or tglwa units were
either "red" or "white" (Gatschet 1969:120-124; Swanton [1931:78,
1979:664; Haas 1940). Hudson (1976:237) has suggested that this duality
wase the result of a process whereby older chiefdoms established within a
territory--old, pure, and thus "white"—formed alliances with chiefdoms
fragmented and dislocated in the early historic period by European
contact. The more recent chiefdoms were external, alien and therefore
"“red." So dual organization could be expanded from clan and moiety to
act as a conceptual framework to combine okla units into larger

political organizations.

Orgenjzational Varjabjlity, Socja] Rapkjng and Resource Control
In historic Southeastern societies, two forms of social ranking
have been discussed: ranked kin groups, and ranked kin groups with an
additional top-rank kin group with ascribed privileges and
responsibilities. The ethnohistoric documents suggert ways in which
Southeastern societies used the kinship idiom to create political

formations and how kinship placed limitations on political power, but

how did the two forms develop? As in all ranked societies, Southeastern
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political orgsanization was kinship writ large. However, the form of
kinship relations is not as important (and perhaps impoesible for
archaeclogists to reconstruct) as the question of how kinship permits or
denies access to resources and political influence.

Was the development of an elite dependent upon the ability to
control access to resources or wealth? This question has been at the
center of investigations into the rise of chiefdoms and socisal ranking
(Service 1971, 1975; Peebles and Kus 1977; Wenke 1981; Wright 1984;
Earle 1987)., Tribal "big men'" and chiefe attempt to gain access to
wealth and make it available to reward a body of followers. Such
activities may initiate a complex interplay between ideological and
material processess that may stimulate increased social ranking in
cultural evolution (Sahlina 1972; Friedman 1975).

Highest rank kin groups, such as the Natchez Suns, claimed their
privileges by virtue of descent from mythical founding ancestors, Their
authority was legitimized by appeals to the sacred, expressed through
geneological claimse, and exercised by prescribed social custom. Dead
ancestors may take an interest in the affairs of the living and
communicate important advice. Therefore, one avenue Lo wBocial and
political influence is to claim access to Bupernatural sources.

Many anthropologists believe that these "mythological charters" can
become a means to rationalize access to wealth or resources by a
specific kin group (Wolf 1982:88-100). Success in extending control
over wealth requires that chiefly authority be legitimated through
ideological mechanisma because the kinship idiom curtails coercive force

(Peebles and Kus 1977; Earle 1987). On the one hand the reciprocal

ethos of a kin-based society has a leveling effect, a strong mandate to
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redistribute wealth to "win friends and influence people." On the other
hand, kin may be able to make demande that are harder to ignore than
others, consequently certain resources may (potentially) concentrate
within kin groups to further political influence. It follows that the
control of resources--ideological or material-—must be a central focus
of iuvestigations into organizational variability and degree of social
ranking in the prehistoric and historic native societies.

The principal material resources of surplue wealth in the
Southeast, aside from human labor considered alone, were (1) subsistence
products and (2) craft products, especially prestige goods, [By
prestige goods I mean artifacts that served as symbols to express rank,
status or wealth]j. Food is a basic source of disposable wealth. The
rise of the Mississippian chiefdoms coincides with intensive maize
production. While often linked to population pressure, the increased
maize production in the Eastern Woodlands around A.D. 1000 may have
begun as a way to create a surplus for disbursement to enhance prestige,
expand influence, and accelerate social rapking (Bender 1985;
Steponaitis 1986). The role that historic Southeastern civil chiefs had
in the management of public granaries and the allocation of stored maize
is & strong clue that the origin of this formal office is tied to the
ancient move toward intensive maize cultivation.

Southeastern Indians did not live by sofkee and venison alone.
Individuale, kin groups, and polities competed over access to prestige
goods and the raw materials to make them. Prestige goods became symbols

with which to validate the ideology of chiefly authority. Copper, shell

and stone artifacte served in the historic Southeast as prestige goods.
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Much of the Mississippian Southesstern Ceremonial Complex paraphernalia
appears to have functioned in such a manner (Howard 1968).

"Tribute" is often used as & catch-all term for the mobilization of
material goods or labor. Southeastern chiefs impressed Europeans with
their ability to command "tribute". In particular, the Spanish
misinterpreted the political relationships of the sixteenth century
chiefdoms as akin to their own feudal system of lords and vaseals but
exactly how native "tribute" functioned is difficult to determine,
Involving the circulation of both subsistence products and prestige
goods, tribute can be considered at two levels: local surplus
mobilization emphasizing foodstuffs and external surplus mobilization,
emphasizing prestige goods. A historical example of local surplus
mobilization was the movement of maize from dispersed households or
communities to a civic and ceremonial center for storage and
consumption. In these cases, movement from household to center was
governed by a ritual cycle of ceremonies, met communal economic needs,
and may have served as a political strategy to reinforce chiefly
authority.

Late prehistoric and historic subistence econcmies were a mix of
hunting, gathering, and cultivation. The heavy dependence on wild
resources meant a asignificant part of the economy was beyond the control
of a would-be elite and access was open to all. Similarly, people and
80ils were dispersed across the landscape. Horticultural production at
the household and matrilineage level conferred a degree of subsistence
sutonomy. Only when food was amaesed at a center was manipulation of
surplus possible. Much more research is required to understand local

resource mobilization between farmstead and center, and that is one
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focus of this study.

Local surplus mobilization can be contrasted with extermal resource
mobilization. The ritual cycle of local surplus mobilization may induce
kin group ranking, create demand, and intensify surplus production
(Friedman 1975) but the limitations mentioned abcve may direct the
search for wealth elsewhere. If yet more sofkee and venison cannot be
obtained from kin and friends, at least in the wider world treasure
awaits, This is, perhaps, why warfare plays an impressive and, some
argue, pivotal role in the rise of chiefdoms (Carniero 1981).

Warfare and its corollary, exchange, were important activities of
Missiseippian and hisetoric Southeastern chiefdoms, Prestige goods of
non-local materials and new ideologies, such as repreaented by the
Southeastern Ceremonial Complex, became a medium through which to
express political and competitive relationships (Peebles and Kus 1977;
Helme 1979; Steponaitis 1986; Earle 1987; Anderson 1989). To judge from
the Spanieh accounts, access to distant resources was determined by a
complex wix of warfare, alliance and exchange and, therefore, the flow
of wealth was difficult to control. A polity’s position in the regional
tussle for prestige goods determined how much surplus was available to
parcel out within the polity (Steponaitis 1989; Earle 1989). Success in
regional competition over access to prestige goods is directly related
to the size end degree of social rapking within Mississippian polities
and connected to the boom and bust oscillation of Miesissippian chiefdoms
(Peebleas and Kus 1977; Welch 1986; Steponaitis 1989; Anderson 1989).

Much of the tribute mentioned in the siXxteenth century accounts

apparently served as ritualized gift exchanges to seal alliances between
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antagonistic populations (Anderson 1989). Some interpret this kind of
tribute as a form of taxation within the complex Mississippian chiefdoms
and evidence of political centralization (Rudson et al. 1985), The size
of a number of sixteenth century chiefdoms has been mapped based on the
estimated spatial distribution of communities identified by the Spanish
as payers of tribute to a powerful chief (Hudson et al. 1985). Some
reconstructed boundaries, such as those of Coosa, encompass AL enormous
area.

I suggest an alternative interpretation. These reconstructed
boundaries may only delineate the effective "threat zone' of a powerful
chief, not political centralization. If Mississippian polities were a&
hostile and insular as the Spanish accounts indicate, then it is likely
that politic-l relationships within many of these reconstructed
boundaries were largely military, Complaints to the Spanish about
nonpayment of tribute was so frequent as to suggest a8 chronic situation
(Bourne 1973:1:70,101,154; Hudson 1988). At the regional scale,
Mississippian political relationships appear to have been highly
decentralized.

It seems likely that tribute was & primary way to move valued
products from point A to point B, across polity boundaries. Instead of
political centralizatiom, the historic accounts of tribute relations may
indicate just the opposite, that the ability to extend political
administration in Mississippian societies was exceedingly limited. They
could only resort to a cycle of warfare until the weaker polity sued for
peace and a one-sided, ritualized prestation created an alliance.

Beyond the local level of competion defined by the kinship idiom, ritual

cycles, and appeals to sacred authority, external relationships involved
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non-kin and sc '"megative reciprocity" held sway (Sahlins 1972). The
farther away from the strong polity the weaker polity was located, the
more likely that tribute demands could be ignored until the next round
of harassment and extortion. If this interpretation of limitations on
the ability of elites to control distant resources is correct,
competition within and between polities would produce continucus
regional oacillations in polity size and degree of social ranking
(Sahlins 1958:114; Carneiro 1967; Wolf 1982:94; Earle 1987:297).

If through the changing fortunes of war and alliance the flow of
prestige goods (or the distant materials to make them) to a polity was
slowed or disrupted, the influence of established leaders and kin groups
could weaken, Political influence might shift to new leaders and new
kin groups who could "deliver the goods." Geneologies are easy to
remake to legitimate an ascendant kin group’s clsasim to special
privileges on behalf of sacred authority. If the dearth of prestige
goods was prolonged, then the chiefdom might decline and perhaps
fragment into smaller units.

It ie the inability to exercise independent control over the
production of resources that is the weakness of chiefdoms and
contributes to their well-known instability. A critical threshold in
cultural evolution occurs when a chiefdom can break out of the
reciprocal leveling mechaniems of kinship. Would=-be elites have to say
"no" to others, limit resource control to a minority, concentrate wealth
and, in effect, transform rank into true economic classes (Wolf 1982:72-
100). How this was actually done is & subject of great debate but

control over the means of production must be central. In ancient
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states, this involved, minimally: (1) control of land and thus
agricultural production; and (2) the replacement of appeals to sacred
authority with coercive force as the means of last resort to enforce
political decisions within a polity (Wolf 1982:79-83; Whitehouse and
Wilkins 1986:94-97). Almost certainly neither were sustained in the
native Southeast. The fragility of the external "prestige goods
economy” and the limitations of the local "subsistence economy" are »n
unlikely foundation for state organization.

Far more crucial to qualitative cultural change than the presence
of ascriptive rank is the establishment of economically-based social
stratification, a society in which "members of the same sex and
equivalent age status do not have equal access to the basic resources
that sustain life" (Fried 1967:186). Certainly food is the most basic
of resources. Perhaps the most compelling evidence that Mississippian
society was not based upon economic stratification comes from
osteological analysis. An extensive comparison of elite and nonelite
buriale at the huge Moundville site failed to reveal significant

dif ferences in diet or health (Powell 1988).

Moundyille: A Prehistoric Chiefdom
It is necessary to connect the broad issues raised in the previous
section--cycles of polity seize, degree of socisl ranking, and the
production, distribution and control of resources —~ to archaeological
investigations of Mississippian societies. Fortunately, the region
examined in this study has received considerable research aimed at these
issuves, much of it focused on the regional center of Moundville, in the

Black Warrior River valley in western Alabama.
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Shortly after A.D. 1000, native populations in the Black Warrior
valley intensified maize production and established seversl single mound
local centers and associsted farmsteads. Toward the end of the twelfth
century, the Moundville regional center formed and eventually grew to a
100 ha site that included 20 major mcunds arranged around an extensive
plaza, From A.D. 1250 to 1400, Moundville was a center for the
production and dissemination of prestige goods and Southeastern
Ceremonial Complex paraphernalia. Moundville was at the apex of a
three-tiered settlement hierarchy with a number of single mound centers
and their farmsteads distributed along the river. By the beginning of
the sixteenth century, Moundville’s regional political domination ended,
the complex chiefdom structure apparently collapsed, Moundville itself
was largely abandoned, and populations reformed into dispersed villages
(Peebles 1983b, 1986; Steponaitis 1989; Koight 1989).

The work of Christopher Peebles (1971, 1978, 1983b, 1986) at
Moundville has produced one of the most influential studies of
Miseissippian social and political organization. Peebles proposed that
if Moundville was a ranked society or chiefdom, it should have two
fundamental eocial segmente: & high-rank or superordinate segment based
on ascriptive status and a subordinate segment based on achieved status.
To identify this structure, he grouped more than 2000 burials into
clusters defined by associsted burisl items and arranged the clusters
into a hierarchy based on mound burials, cemeteries near mounds, and
village burial locatione. His superordinate segment consists of:
{(Cluster Ia) adults (sex unknown but assumed male) buried in mounds with
copper axes, copper—covered beads and pearl beads (N=7), together with

adult skulle or children /infant akeletal parts that functioned as
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ritual items; (Cluster Ib) adult males and children in mounds or
cemeteries near mounds with copper earspools, stone disks, bear teeth
and mineral pigments (N=43); and (Clueter II) adults, children and
infante in mounds or cemeteries near mounds with shell beads, galena
cubes or oblong copper gorgets (N=67),

Peebles” subordinate segment, composed of all age groups and both
sexes, represents 952 of the burial sample. This segment was buried in
cemeteries near mounds {and overlaps spatially with a portion of the
superordinate group) or in village areas. The largest burial cluster
(N=1256) contains no grave goods at all. Eight other clusters were
created on the baeis of various artifact combinations such as ceramic
vessels, projectile points, bone awls, stone celte and shell gorgets.
Several categories (such ss effigy vessels) were found with adults of
both sexes. Some artifacts (water bottles) were found with all age
groups and both sexes. Only adult males had stone celts, and some
artifacts (shell gorgets) occurred with adults and children but not
infants (Peebles and Kus 1977:438-439).

One of Peebles” superordinate clusters (Cluster II) contained all
age groups and both sexes. He concluded that membership in this group
was determined by ascription because no evidence was found that artifact
associations within this group formed patterns based on age and sex
(Peebles and Kus 1977). In his subordinate group, artifact associations
do form patterns based primarily on age and eex, and so Peebles
concluded that membership in this group would be determined by

achievement as shaped by the age and sex of the individual. Peebles”

reconstruction of Moundville social organization formse a status
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hierarchy: & majority whose status was determined by age, sex and
achievement; a high-rank minority of ascribed status; and individual
male paramount leaders that are assumed to be recruited from the
ascribed status group.

Peebles” identification of social ranking at Moundville is based
upon the assumption that differential distribution of artifact
categories reflect some sort of institutionalized restricted or
preferential access, It is not unreasonable to expect that Moundville,
like historic Southeastern societies, had a complex blend of ascribed
and achieved status positions. However, it cannot be assumed that all
artifact sssociations map onto social status positioms, Prentice (1987)
has called attention to the need to distinguish status items from wealth
items:

Status items are defined as those items which are restricted in use

to a specific spcizl segment. Ideally, they are symbols which are

equated or identified with that social segment alone, Access to
status items, by this definition, is determined solely by social

poeition, regardless of economjc wes]lth. Wealth items, on the
other hand, are distinguishable from status items in that wealth

items are valued by everyone because they give the owner prestige.

Unlike status items, wealth items are attainable by many people

because they are not limited to a particular social status. . . .

Thuse, a person may be very wealthy and thereby gain access to many

wealth items but still be prohibited from obtaining or exhibiting

certain status items that some poorer man might possess [Prentice

1987:1981}.

Peebles” identification of adult male formal leadership positions
appear to isolate status items unambigously. The presence of epecial
copper artifacts-~"supra-local" symbols with a widespread distribution
during the Mississippian era-=-clearly mark individuals of rank or
epecific status snd burial of these individuals in or near mounds

underscores their importance (Peebles 197); Larson 1971). The most

straightforward interpretation is that these items are insignia of
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formal office and, as insignia, are restricted to individuals who occupy
those offices, but to what degree the basis for these positions is
ascribed or achieved remains cbscure.

Agside from the markers of male formal office, the specific status
implications of the artifact associations and burial locations of the
Moundville superordinate segment are open to other interpretations.
Although burial location is an important organizational criterion for
identification of superordinate status, with the exception of the male
authority figures, the superordinate segment (Cluster II) at Moundville
shares burial location in cemeteries near mounds with a portion of the
subordinate segment, and so epatial segregation is not complete.
Furthermore, some burials in both mounds and cemeteries near mounds have
no grave goods at all (Peebles and Kus 1977:439) and therefore complete
apatial segregation does not exist for the most numerous subordinate
cluster,

Drawing upon a large body of historical evidence, Prentice (1987)
presents a convincing case that marine shell beads functioned as wealth
items in Mississippian society, poseibly a form of primitive money. A
substantial portion of the Moundville superordinate segment (Cluster II)
is grouped on the basis of marine shell beads but if these are wealth
items, as Prentice suggests, then they are not restricted to high status
individuals (Prentice 1987:206). 1In the Midwest, others have reached
similar conclusions (Goldstein 1980).

In the Moundville case, the identification ofi an ascriptive rank
that cross-cuts age and sex is dependent on the assumption, widespread

in mortuary analysis, that infants and children who are too young to
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achieve a status which merite the inclusion of elaborate artifacts in
their graves are individuals that belong to an ascribed rank. Many
archaeologiste do not accept this assumption. In one discussion of this
issue in the prehistoric Southeast, a critical observation is offered:
Throughout much of native North America, status wae achieved, or
enhanced, by the distribution or destruction of wealth rather than

by its accumulation. This distribution or destruction often took

place at group ceremonials, burial among them. Hence, the wealth
included with an infant might mark the status-striving efforts of a
living relative, rather than the rank of the deceased [Jenkins and
Krause 1986:125].

Infants and children are often subject to special mortuary
treatment through prescribed customs or religious beliefs that may
function independent of social position (Hertz 1960), In west Alabama
and adjacent Mississippi there is evidence that such traditions have
great antiquity and continuity., Infant/child burials that contain more
grave goods (shell beads and ornaments) than most adult graves are not
infrequent in the "egalitarian” Late Woodland phases that preceded the
Moundville culture {(Jenkins 1982).

Peebles suggested that the status hierarchy at Moundville would
also have corresponding positions in the regional settlement system,
Leaders at the single mound centers, drawn from the superordinate
segment of society, would be under the political control of the
paramount at Moundville. "Supra-local" symbols, such as copper symbol
badges, would indicate the rank of individuals in the overall regional
system. Therefore, leaders and high status individusls at local centers
would have a subset of supra-local symbols that would fit those at
Moundville at a point below the top leadership positions. Lacking an

adequate sample, Peebles concluded that further archaeclogical

iovestigation of Moundville’s outlying eites was necessary to test this

29



proposition.

Peebles” innovative analysis has stimulated research in this
direction. Welch (1986) has sttempted a recomnstruction of the
Moundville political economy. Based on theoretical models of chiefdom
economy (Service 1975; Peebles and Kus 1977; Wright 1977; Frankenstein
and Rolands 1978), Welch proposed that evidence for craft production and
distribution, together with mobilization of subsistence resources,
should conform to a distinct pattern at each level of the Moundville
three~tiered settlement system: domestic unit, local center and the
regional center of Moundville., He then examined the distribution of
artifacts and faunsgl remains at a local center and compared this with
data from Moundville. From the observed pattern, he presents a model of
the Moundville political economy.

In Welch®s interpretation, deer meat and maize produced by
"commoner" domestic units (dispersed farmsteads) are supplied to
'nobles"” at a local center. In turn, elites at the local center send a
portion of these subsistence products on up the settlement hierarchy to
support a chiefly elite at Moundville. He interprets the pattern of
craft production and distribution as a system under the centralized
control of the chiefly elite at Moundville, While utilitarian items
composed of local raw materials were produced in households, only at
Moundville was there evidence that non-local materials, such as marine
shell and greenstone, were converted to finished products. At
Moundville there are locations of concentrated raw material debris that
may mark areas of specialized craft production of shell beads, fineware

pottery, and greenstone tools (Peebles 1983; Welch 1986). Prestige

30



goods of non-local raw wmaterial were either imported whole or made only
at Moundville and their distribution is largely restricted to
Moundville,

A few prestige goods, greenstone ceremonial celts and stone
palettes (large disks), vere passed from Moundville to local centers
where possession was "restricted to the nobility"” (Welch 1986:174).
Utilitarian greensetone axes are found at all levels of the settlement
hierarchy but evidence of manufacture was found only at Moundville.

Welch concluded that outlying communities did not specialize in the
production of utilitarian items as expected for a claasic redistributive
economy (e.g. Service 1975) or specialize in production of non-
utilitarian items as expected in some models of "tribute" economy (e.g
Peebles and Kuse 1977; Wright 1977). He summarizes the Moundville
political economy as “a form of prestige goods economy, in which most
utilitarian items were produced domestically, most utilitarian items not
produced domestically were produced at the paramount center, and most
non-utilitarian items were produced at and/or restricted to the
paramount center” (Welch 1986:172).

Welch“s Moundville study is an extremely valuable contribution to
Mississippian studies because it links political organization to
expectations about artifact distributions and settlement hierarchies.
However, this picture of the Moundville economy must be considered
tentetive. Lack of adequate datas and small sample size prevented
verification of several aspects of the model. Except for controlled
surface collections and emall test pits in mounds, data from local

centers are limited to very small-scale excavations. Excavation data

from one of the three levels of settlement, farmsteads, were
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unavailable. For this reason, mobilization of subsistence resources to
elites could not be directly measured (Welch 1986:11). Provisioning of
elites with meat was suggested from the composition of deer skeletal
elements at & local center but could not be demonstrated due to
inadequate or unavailable bone ssmples from farmsteads or Moundville
(Welch 1986:92-93, 132). Much more work will be required to verify the

model.

Lubbub Creek: Mississippian Organjzational Variability in a
Two-tiered Sett]lement System

A number of issues has been raised about Mississippian
organizational variability, social ranking and resource control. What
is the basis of leadership and social ranking in Mississippian
societies? Does dual organization into civil/military leadership
indicate parallel sources of political power with different
developmental paths in the evolution of the chiefdom? If so, how can
these roles be identified archaeologically? How does sociopolitical
and economic organization vary with the size of the polity? Does
management or control of surplus production support an economic basis
for social ranking in Mississippian societies? What form will this take
in 8 two-tiered pettlement system-—a local center and farmsteads--when
compared to a three-tiered system such as Moundville?

As current interpretation of Mississippian social, economic, and
political organization in the Mid-South is based almost entirely on
large mound centers, we need a greater understanding of the more common
two-tiered settlement system. One such system is represented by the

Lubbub Creek site, thirty-five miles (approximately 56 km) west of
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Moundville, Lubbub Creek is one of several Mississippian single mound
local centers in the central Tombigbee River valley. These sites
represent & local variant of the Moundville culture, and their location
on the Moundville periphery raises intriguing questions about inter-
pelity relations.

Excavations at Lubbub Creek and four farmstead sites furnish a data
base with which to assess site variability, site economic inter-
relationships and sociopoliticel crganization., If the Tombigbee sites
were organized as & part of the Moundville polity, or in a similar
manner, then artifacts that mark Peebles” superordinate rank would be
expected to occur only at local centers. Supra-local artifacts that
identify a rank or formal office at Lubbub Creek should not be
equivalent to those that mark the highest status positions at
Moundville. Artifacts associsted with the Moundvillie superordinate
group would not be expected to occur at farmstead sites, Similarly, if
the Tombighee sites conform to the proposed Moundville model of chiefdom
economy, farmseteads would be expected to provision an elite at the local
center with food. Production of craft items from non-local materials
would be expected to be restricted to the local center. Prestige goods
of non-local raw materials would not occur at farmsteads.

Of course, it is because the Moundville models were developed
explicitly with a three-tiered complex chiefdom in mind that we would
not expect the Tombigbee social and economic patterns to be the same,
but the similarities and differences promise to be informative about
organizational variability in Mississippian polities. To anticipate the

following chapters, the Lubbub Creek polity appears to be organized
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quite differently than the Moundville system and diverges from several
entrenched concepts about Mississippian societies in gemneral.

The initial step in this study is to present evidence that reveals
the social and economic conditions that led to the establishment of a
local center, Lubbub Creek, and connect these conditions to the
emergence of formal leadership institutions——a simple chiefdom. But
before this can be done, it is first necessary to introduce the cultural

and historical context from which these conditions arose.
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CHAPTER III1

THE CULTURAL-HISTORICAL CONTEXT FOR THE MISSISSIPPIAN

OCCUPATION ALONG THE CENTRAL TCMBIGBEE RIVER

Although a set of common characteristics identifies a Mississippian
cultural pattern that is recognizable over a wide area of the Eastern
Woodlands, it is equally clear that this way of life unfolded in various
ways in different localities, Only by examining the Mississippian
phenomenon in specific cultural-historical settinge dn we gain both the
necessary comparative perspective and the realization that each
cultural-historical context ie laden with unique possibilities and
constrainta.

An outline of prehistoric cultural dynamics from A.D, 600 to 1600
in the central Tombigbee River area is presented in this chapter and
chronological, economic, social and developmental factors are
interpreted. In this region, Mississippian horticultural populations
were distributed in a series of single mound/village centers and
associated small, dispersed habitation sites or farmeteads. Each local
center/farmstead aggregution appears to represent a minimal
sociopolitical unit, akin to the okla defined in the preceding chapter.

Excavations at a single mound center, Lubbub Creek, and four farmstead
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sites are summarized below. Together, the five sites furnish the data
base, and & window through which to view site variability, site inter-

relationships, and sociopolitical organization in the region.

Physiographic and Environmenta] Characteristics

The archaeological sites examined in this study are located along
the central Tombigbee River in western Alabama and eastern Mississippl
(Figure 1). The sites extend from Tibbee Creek in Lowndes County,
Mississippl south to the vicinity of Gainesville in Greene County,
Alabama. This portion of the Tombigbee lies entirely within the Gulf
Coastal Plain, a region of Mesozcic and Cenozoic sedimentary deposits.
In the study area, the river flows along the interface of two
physiographic zones (Lineback 1973; Cross 1974). East of the Tombigbee
River valley are the Fall Line Hills, & dissected upland of low
elevation but steep topography. To the west, the Black Prairie ("Black
Belt") forms a flat to rolling region composed of dark fertile soils of
the Selma Chalk deposit. The Black Prairie extends in a narrow arc from
western Tennessee to central Alabama. From the vicinity of Aliceville,
Alabama, the Tombigbee River cuts through the eroded chalk formations
and flows southeast through the Black Prairie to meet the Black Warrior
River.

In addition to the major transition zones of upland and prairie,
the meander-belt zone of the river floodplain creates extensive alluvial
solls subject to annual or regular flooding. Horizontal movement of the
river channel shapes a landscape of terraces, backswamps and "horseshoe"
bends. Through time, the river may cut off the narrow neck of a bend

and move away to form an i1solated body of water or "oxbow" lake.
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A detailed discussion of biotic communities in the study area may
be found in Caddell (1981), Cole (1983), and Scott (1983), and will not
be repeated here. While the concentration of Mississippian sites in
major ecotones has been frequently noted, these Tombigbee studies
indicate that more immediate local conditione shaped prehistoric
subsistence variability. Prairie, slope forest, upland forest, and
floodplain forest present a mossic of diverse biotic communities within

a few kilometeres of each site.

Cultural] and Chromological Out}line
Late Woodland Period (A.D. 600-1000)

The Miller III phase is the Late Woodland period cultural entity in
the central Tombigbee River valley (Table 1). Traditionally, Late
Woodland in the Eastern Woodlands has been considered a cultural
"decline” from the vigorous exchange networks and ceremonialism of the
Middle Woodland period, It is now increasingly clear that social and
technological processes occurred between A.D, 600-1000 that were of
fundamental importance to Mississippian development.

For example, during Miller III swall triangular projectile points
appear that signal the adoption of the bow (Ensor 1981; Blitz 1988).
While no changes in faunal remains can be directly attributed to the new
technology, single and group burials with embedded arrowpoints (Hill
i1981) represent the earliest evidence of intergroup conflict in the
region. As in other areas of the Southeast, maize becomes increasingly
visible archaeologically at this time but it was clearly a minor dietary
supplement (Caddell 1981). Another important change is an apparent

growth in population and sedentism. In the study area, the number of
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Miller III phase sites increases significantly over earlier components.
Sites are larger and middens are more substantial (Jenkins 1982:110),

Ceramic and lithic artifacts are the basis for phase definition,
The ceramic complex is dominated by two types, Mulberry Creek Cord
Marked and Baytown Plain., There is a trend throughout the phase for
grog (crushed sherd) temper to replace sand temper and for the
proportion of Mulberry Creek Cord Marked to increase relative to Baytown
Plain (Jenkins 1981). The lithic technology ie characterized by the
appearance of the small triangular arrowpoint, thermal treatment of
locally available chert pebbles, and use of microlithic tools to work
shell. A few simple flake and groundstone tools complete the inventory.

The Miller 111 settlement system consisted of large riverine base
camps, occupied for much of the year, with Beasonal dispersal to small
transitory camps (Jenkins 1982). Riverine base camps have dense middens
composed of mussel shell, animal bone, dark soil, ceramics and lithic
debris. Excavated base camps often reveal postmolds, structure remains,
graves, and large storage pits. Features often cluster and overlap,
evidence of recurrent or longterm occupation, but no clear community
layout is evident. Miller II1 houses are small, oval or rectangular
structures of single-set poste. Significant reduction in house size
from earlier periods (Jenkins 1982) supgests the emergence of the
nuclear family as ar important economic unit at this time. Transitory
camps are found in both upland and prairie locations as well as
floodplein settings. These campe have little midden accumulation and
light artifact densities. No Miller IIIl mounds have been identified in
the study area.

Miller I1l1 has been subdivided into several subphases, defined by
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the relat ive percentages of ceramic varieties rather than the presence
of diagno stic types (Jenkins 1982). Frequency seriation of feature
contents has permitted the identification of spatially-distinct subphase
component- 8 at sites. The available radiocarbon dates often exhibit
consider mble overlap snd temporal range., Four subphases have been
defined: Viemna (A.D. 600-900), Catfish Bend (A.D. 900-1000), and two
contempor ary (but not geographically distinct) phases, Gainesville (A.D,
1000-1100 ) and Cofferdam (A.D. 900-1100).

The <cultural and chronological implications of these subphases are
controvex sial and open to various interpretations. For Jenkins, these
subphases are thought to reflect subtle stylistic variations that
corresporad to distinct social groups. Gainesville base camps have small
rectangul ar structures with sunken floors and hearths., 1In addition to
the Missi ssippian—-like structures, the Gainesville subphase has rare
occurrenc €s of grog tempered loop handles and ahell tempered pottery
that Jenk ins and Krause (1986:84) interpret as a "move toward
Mississip pian norms." The Cofferdam subphase showed no evidence of
Mississip pian influence.

Welch (1985:9-15) presents an alternative interpretation that
Gainesvil le and Cofferdam subphase components represent, respectively,
cold season and warm season camps of the same cultural group. He
observes that the evidence for primarily cold season use of Gainesville
subphase «<amps 18 the presence of well built houses with hearths, deer
mandible evidence of winter deer procurement, and scarce representsation
of fish amd turtles in the faunal samples. In contrast, the warm season

character i stics of Cofferdam components include insubstantial shelters,
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a higher proportion of turtles and fish, and less nut shell than found
in Gainesville components (Welch 1985:15). Welch suggests that the two
subphases be consolidated into a single Cofferdam/Gainesville phase that
developed from the preceding Catfish Bend phase.

Still other investigators doubt the validity of the Gainesvilie
subphase altogether (Rafferty and Starr 1986)., Futato (1987:228-232)
notes that Gainesville and Catfish Bend subphase samples fail to seriate
separately and suggests that the Gainesville subphase may possibly be
Catfish Bend features with intrusive Mississippian sherds. The absence
of radiocarbon dates for the Catfish Bend subphase merely adds to the
uncertainty.

Miller III phase societies practiced a generalized hunting,
collecting and gardening economy. Based on frequencies of Miller Il11
faunal remains, "“second lime" foods such as mussels, turtles and other
small animale appear to have increased in dietary importance relative to
deer when compared to earlier Woodland phases (Table 2)., From Early
Miller 111 to Middle Miller II1I, cthere is a small but perceptable
decline in deer remains, 88X to 70.9% of the total sample by weight,
together with a corresponding increase in turtles and fish (Woodrick
1981:Table 37). This perceived trend toward the incorporation of
smaller creatures apparently changes in Late Miller III, when
proportions of deer increaser and fish and turtles decrease. These
changes have been interpreted as & response to subsistence Btress
induced by population pressure (Cole et gl. 1982; Scott 1983; Futato
1987; Welch 1985).

Scott (1983:322) summarizes this argument with insights gained from

zooarchaeology. She maintains that, faced with resource shortages,
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Miller societies could either diversify by adding new resources or
intensify by increasing the yield of those resources they already
exploited. The limits of diversification of wild food sources were
reached in Middle Miller III with a maximum breadth of "second line"
foods. Late Miller III faunal remains, with a more focused emphasis on
deer, signal the ehift to the only alternative left--intensification
through expanded maize cultivation, Labor intemsive cultivation became
a8 less costly option than continued diversification with diminished
returns. Scott (1983:324) concludes

In fact, the intensification of corn agriculture probably occurred

in the subsequent Late Miller III period. The proportions from the

Gainesville Lake show a relative incregse in the quantity of deer

and decreased emphasis on both turtles and fish-—a trend that

continues into the Migsissippian period. This renewed emphasis on
deer and the decreased importance of aquatic resourcee was probably
made possible by a modification in trophic relationshipe in which,
per capita, the human population consumed greater quantities of
plant foods and correspondingly lesser quantities of animal
protein.

I doubt that the current evidence is adequate to demonstrate that
Miller III populations were "pushed" into becoming Misssippian farmers
due to resource setress, Nor is the subgistence stress argument so
compelling 88 to rule out other possible reasons for the modest
frequency changes in faunal remains, The Middle Miller III and Late
Miller 1II samples upon which these arguments are based {Woodrick
1981 :Table 37; Scott 1983:Table 14) represent, respectively, Cofferdam
components and Gaineaville components (Jenkins 1982:105-108; Welch
1985:Table 3). The modest variation in deer frequencies between these

two samples change largely in relation to the proportion of warm season

remaine (turtles and fish) in the sample.
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Table 1.

by Bose Neight {(grama).

Woodland Fausal Kemsioa: Relative Cootributious of Major Taxa
Adgpted Erom Woodrick 198]1:Table 37),

Phase/ Deer Other Mammal Turtle Bird Fish
Pexiod wi. b4 wi. 4 wi, b 4 wt. 1 wt. b4
Carmewville/ 4216.5 4.5 285.9 5.0 583.9 10.1 T 1.3 158 .0 1.8
Cofferdan®

Caineoville 2804.9 76.5 192.8 5. 263.2 7.2 32%.9 3.0 16,2 1.1
Cofferdam L1all .6 0.9 93,3 6.7 3207 16.1 84.5 &, 2 81.8 h.l
Early

Miller LI1 7082 .% 88 .0 206 .1 Z.0 526.9 6.6 140.5 1.8 70.4 0.9
Late

Miller 111 7075.) 89.0 9.1 1.1 496 .0 6.2 171.3 1.2 11.6 1.4

aistoville and Cofferdam semples combined.




If Welch”s interpretation that the Cofferdam and Gainesville
subphases represent warm season and cold season components of the same
cultural system is correct, then the faunal frequency changes may
reflect seasonal differences rather than absolute temporal trends. Thus
the perception that Late Miller IIl Gainesville represents a narrowing
of wild resource use is quite possibly an illusion. Even 1if the
difference is not seasonal, it cannot be viewed as a temporal trend
because the radiocarbon dates indicate Cofferdam and Gainesville are
contemporary. Given the present uncertainty, related previously, as to
whether Catfish Bend, Cofferdam and Gainesville subphases represent
sequential, overlapping or composite constructs, the arrangement of the
associated faunal sample into a sequence that purports teo illustrate
temporal trends in the Late Woodland subsistence economy is proublematic.
Rather than unequivocally demonstrating subsistence stress due to
overpopulation, the only clear trend evident in the faunal remains is
the effort to expand fecod resocurces through time,

Hickory nute and acorne are the most abundant floral remains during
Miller I1I. Seeds of herbaceous annuals increase in abundance in Miller
111 samples compared to earlier phases, probably an indication of
expanded land clearance (Caddell 1981:46). This may indicate small-
scale gardening, but commitment to a8 starchy seed horticultural complex
on the same scale as identified for the contemporary Midwest (Smith
1983) does not seem to be preseut in the Tombigbee region (Caddell
1981:47) nor throughout much of the Southeastern coastal plain (Scarry
1988). Maize is consistantly present in Miller III flotation samples

but in very small quantities,
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There is no evidence of hierarchicel social ranking in Miller III
mortuary remaine. Burials at'base camps often cluster into groups and
have been referred to as cemeteries. However, burial clustere correlate
with the densest area of contemporary midden, postmolds, and pit
features and exhibit no formal internal arrangement. Interments are
frequently placed in used storage pit features., Most burials lack grave
goods in Catfish Bend (71%) and Cofferdam/Gainesville (63%) (Welch 1985:
20-23). As summarized by Cole et al. (1982) and Welch (1985), thirty-
four Catfish Bend subphase burials were found in two clusters at site
1Pi6l. Age and sex composition of furnished and unfurnished burials was
similar. Shell beads and shell pendants were the only burial
furnishings. Four shell pendants were placed with women. Subadults
received more beads than adult females, and adult females received more
beads than adult wales. Eighty percent of the 3094 beads were placed
within two graves, each of which contained a single young woman interred
in a seated position.

During the subsequent Cofferdam/Gainesville occupation at 1Piél,
thirty-three burials were found distributed in two clusters. Subadults
continued to receive many shell beads but not as many as adult males. A
few adult males were aleo furnished with additional materials such as
bear canines; one male had a greenstone celt and one male had a shell
pendant. No seated young female burials were found and adult women had
few grave accompaniments. Marine shell increased in frequency over
freshwater shell as a source for ornaments. This increase in non-local
items, and greater quantity and diversity of goods placed with adult

males may signal expanded exchenge relationships in which these

individuals {or their social groups) participated (Welch 1985:23),
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Early Mississippi Period (A.D. 1000-1200)

Mississippian cultural development in the Tombigbee River valley
can not be fully understood without reference to the major regional site
of Moundvilie, located in the adjacent Black Warrior River valley of
western Alabama. Based on material culture traits shared with
Moundville, local Mississippian phases over a large area from the Middle
Tennessee River valley south to the Alabama River of central Alabama and
east to the Tombigbee River valley have been designated the Moundville
variant (Jenkins and Krause 1986:91). Two phase sequences of the
Moundville variant have been constructed for the central Tombigbee River
valley: the Tibbee Creek-Lyon"e Bluff-Sorrells phase sequence based on
the unpublished Lyon“s Bluff site excavations (Marshall 1977), and the
Summerville I-IV phase sequence at Lubbub Creek (Peebles 1983). The
material content of the two phase sequences, located less than 40 miles
apart, is similar (if not identical). Perhaps with future research
important distinctions will become apparent, particularly in the
protohistoric materials. For now, because the primary descriptive data
has not been published for the Tibbee Creek-Sorrells phase sequence, all
sites discussed are in reference to the more extensively documented
Summerville phase sequence.

The Summerville I phase represents the Early Mississippi period in
the study area (Peebles 1983). Ceramic technology, decoration, and
vessel forms are sharply discontinuous with the Miller III ceramic
tradition. Grog temper and cord marked surfaces are no longer in use.
All Summerville ceramics are shell tempered and part of the same ceramic

tradition as the Moundville phase. 7Two ceramic types, Mississippi Flain
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var, Warrjor and Moundville Incised yar, Moundyjlle comprise more than
90X of the ceramic complex. Globular jars, flaring rim bowls, and
subglobular bottles replace Miller III cylindrical beakers and conoidal
jers, Diagnostic Summerville I ceramic attributes are small loop
handles and strap handles decorated with two central nodes (Peebles and
Mann 1983). The lithic technology is rather simple, with stone
procurement from local gravels for manufacture of such items as
arrowpoints and microdrille for shell bead production (Ensor 1989).
Groundstone artifacte include greenstone celts, incised sandstone disks
or palettes, discoidals or "chunkey" stones, abraders, mancs and adzes.
Shell and bone were worked into a variety of tools and ornaments.
Lubbub Creek produced a copper plate embossed with a falcon image and
copper arrow-shaped cut—outs--symbol badges associated with the
Southeastern Ceremonial Complex (Jenkins 1982).

Ag in other areas of the Southeast, the sorcial dynamicse of
Mississippian emergence are open to various interpretations. Jenkins
and Krause (1986:120) offer three possible scenarios for the central
Tombigbee area: (1) Miesissippian immigration and Miller III population
displacement; (2) Miller 111 was "Mississippianized" through diffusion
of material culture and idess; or (3) limited Mississippian immigration
with acculturation of neighboring Miller III groups. Other
investigators consider the Mississippian emergence an indigenous
economic transformation, with social and material changes shaped by the
shift to maize agriculture (Peebles 1983), although this senarioc does

not exclude the secondary role of diffusionary imports.
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Even if the shift to intensive maize production is a response to
local conditions, the radically new ceramic tradition cannot be
explained solely as a simple functional or technological change, as has
been suggested (e.g. Peebles 1983:396; Welch 1985:28). The new shell
tempered vessel forms are external in origin, with temporal precedence
in the Central Mississippi Valley and Tennessee River Valley, part of
the Middle Mississippian cultural phenomenon that made an exceedingly
rapid appearance across an enormous area of the Mid-South. The presence
of rare Early Missiseippian attributes such as grog tempered loop
handles and shell tempered sherds in Late Miller III contexts indicate
changes that are ambiguous enough to interpret as either prototypes of
indigenous development or evidence of external interaction.

The radiocarbon dates do not clarify the situation. They bracket
the Summerville I phase between A.D. 1000-1200 (Peebles and Mann 1983)
and overlap with those of the Gainesville and Cofferdam subphases of
Miller II1 (Table 3). The dates are flexible enough to pemrmit
Summerville I to be begin at A.,D. 1100 and so support indigenous
development out of Miller III (Welch 1985:16) or provide time for
overlapping cultural traditions to interact (Jenkims 1982:117-122). 1In
short, the Tombigbee River area encapsulates all the controversies that
enliven investigations intc the Mississippian emergence.

Maize expanded to 93X of recovered floral remains at the expense of
wild nut species, almost the reverse of earlier Miller III proportions
(Jenkins and Krause 1986:Table 2). It would be interesting to link this
dramatic dietary shift with the seemingly simultaneous change-over in
ceramic forms, remembering that eo much of pottery is a culinary

artifact. Hickory nuts continued to be utilized while acorns, formerly
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Table 3.

Selected Radiocarbon Dates From Tombigbee Mississippian Sites,

Site

Lab.-Sample

Date A.D.®

Conmment 8

Lubbub

Lubbub

Lubbub

Kellogg

Kellogg

22L0507

Lubbub

Lubbub

Lubbub

Beta-8968

Beta-1095

Beta-1097

UGa-510

UGa-2764

UGa-680

Beta-1092

Dicarb-1233

Beta-1104

980 + 90

1190

1070

1195

1185

1265

1290

1410

1450

{4+

|+

|+

|+

|+

80

125

76

90

105

65

45

70

Pre-Mound Surface Pit 13
cut by Structure 5A. Dates
beginning of ceremonial
precinct (Blitz 1983b:240).

Sunmerville 1 gtructure,
Houeehold Cluster 2-1 (Blitz
1983¢:260).

Hearth in Summerville I
structure, Household Cluster
1-1 (Blitz 1983c:269).

Feature 6 postmold associated
with Moundville Incised

yar, Moundville (Blakeman
1975:Table 25)

Feature 65, Sumerville 1
(Atkinson et al. 1980:237).

hearth on next to final
stage, Coleman Mound, early
Summerville II1/II1 (Rucker
1974:34).,

Household Cluster 4-2,
Summerville IT/II1 (Blitz
and Peebles 1983:298),

Structure 1, Household
Cluster 1-2, Summerville
I1/I11 (Jenkine 1981:Table 1).

Structure 3, Household
Cluster 4-4, Summerville
IV (Peebles and Mann 1983:77).

8 211 dates are uncorrected,
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the resource of highest carbohydrate content, declined sharply as maize
was intensified (Caddell 1983:240-244). Both Miller III and Summerville
I populations used the same array of game species but in slightly
different proportions. As with earlier periods, deer contributed the
bulk of protein in the diet, There is a modest increase in the
proportion of large animal remains, especially deer (Table 4).

It is difficult to assess the importance of such modest

proportional changes. This shift has been interpreted as evidence of a
more focused strategy to maximize large high-energy species, a least-
cost decision made feasible by agricultural intensification (Scott
1983:361-365). Scott identifies this shift as taking place in Late
Miller III, but if the interpretation of the Miller III faunal data
discussed above is valid, then this proportional increase in deer
occurred in Summerville I concurrent with maize intensification,
Alternatively, it is possible that emphasis on deer is merely an
opportunistic response due to localized increases in the edge habitats
favored by deer, brought about by alteration of floodplain areas due to
cultivation. Increases in other open habitat floral and faunal remains
may also reflect land clearing activities (Caddell 1983; Scott 1983).
Human health patterns are important indicators of cultural change.
Osteological analyeis reveals that the relative frequency of porotic
hyperostosis-—anemia due to health stress——was much higher in Catfish
Bend and Cofferdam/Gainesville mortuary samples than those from
Summerville I (Cole et al. 1982:Table 14; Welch 1985:Table 5). Several
investigators propose that this health stress resulted when population
growth exceeded the carrying capacity that could be sustained through a

hunting/collecting and low-level gardening economy (Cole et al. 1982;
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[

Table 4. Missi1saippiav Fausal Remsins: Relstive Coutributions of Major
Taxs by Bomse Weight (grams)}. (Source: Scatt 1983:Appendix A},

Period Paase Deer Other Mammal Turtle Bird Fish

wt, 3 wt, 3 wr. 1 wt. I wt. 1
Protohistoric/
Late Mississ1ppiran 8- 1Iv 2294.5 82.0 170.0 6.1 59.9 2.1 2469 37 p: Y] 1.0
Maddle
MissLpesLppian 5 -~ II/11I 1968 .2 86.7 50.6 1.2 142.0 6.2 90.0 4.0 20.1 .9
Early
Massinsippian § -1 324.1 83,1 23.6 6.1 17 .4 4,5 2].0 3.4 1.5 .9




Scott 1983; Welch 1985; Futato 1987).

However, because of its genralized nature, porotic hyperostosis in
these Woodland populations can not be simplistically equated with
population pressure. It can result from disease vectors that arise due
to increased sedentism or aggregation (e.g. poor sanitation) or diets
deficient in iron {(Menseforth et a&l. 1978; Huas-Ashmore et al. 1982),
Moreover, until uncertainties about the temporal relstionships of the
Catfieh Bend and Cofferdam/Gainesville subphases are resolved, burial
samples from these subphases cannot be arranged into a sequence that
demonstrates a decline in health through time., Given the lack of
mortuary samples from earlier phases, it is by no means certain that
Miller III populatione were any less healthy than their Woodland
predecessors.

Clearly, Miller III groups were under considerable health stress
but it is unrealistic to claim that maize intensification and by
extension, the Mississippian emergence, is to be explained primarily by
a8 single, independent variable--population growth. Population and
technology are interdependent variables mediated by human
intentionality. Nor can an adequate understanding of long-term social
change be gained by focusing only on local environmental conditions,

Jenkins and Krause (1986:123) express a broader, multicausal
interpretation of the Late Woodland to Missmissippian transition that
attempts to integrate both local and externsl factors. They suggest
that the adoption of maize by Late Woodland Miller groups stimulated
population growth that in turn favored increased sedentism and increased
use of second-line resources. Thus & mutually-reinforcing feedback

relationship between maize intensification and population growth
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amplified through time, The resulting changes in resource territories
and established subeistence practices led to increased intergroup
competition in which local social groups were more receptive to
introduced "Mississippian” ideas and practices (Jenkins and Krause
1986:121).

Minimally, the Summerville I settlement system consists of: (1) a
local center composed of a platform mound and habitation area; and (2)
dispersed small settlements or farmeteads. Summerville I and Miller II1l
component s are frequently present on the same site. §ix local mound
centers occur on the main channel of the central Tombighee River. From
north to south, these sites are Butler (22Lo500), Chowder Springs
(22L0554 and 555), Coleman (22Lo507), Lubbub Creek (1Pi33 and 85),
Hilman, and Brasfield (1Grl5). An additional local center, Lyon”s Bluff
(220kl), is located on a secondary streeam immediately outside the study
area.

With the exception of Lubbub Creek (to be discussed later) and
Lyon“s Bluff, the occupation sequence at the other centers remains
unknown. Only a single radiocarbon date is available from one of the
other five centers. A date of A.D. 1265 #+ 105 obtained from a hearth
on the next to last building stage of the Coleman mound (Rucker 1974)
suggests most of the construction occurred in Summerville I. Five
centers have a single platform mound. At Chowder Springs there are two
small mounds placed 100 m spart but it is not known if they are
contemporary. The cultural association of Butler, Hilman and Brasfield
is uncertain. The Braesfield Mound is one of the larger mounds in

Alabama (Sheldon et al. 1982:4). Summary data for the central Tombigbee
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platform mounds are presented in Table 5.

Many small, dispersed Mississippian sites have been found (Figure
2-3). Unfortunately, available surface collections are scant and mostly
yield plain pottery that does not permit a phase designation., Survey in
the study area has been limited largely to the main channel. Little is
known about Mississippian use of secondary streams or areas away from
the river. Viewed at a regional scale, Mississippian settlement in
western Alabama represents clustered populations surrounded by extensive
buff er zones devoid of people. Extensive gurveys scouth of the study
area {(Sheldon et al. 1982; Brose, Jenkins, and Weisman 1982) have
discovered that much of the lower Tombigbee River system above the
Mobile delta area has few or no Mississippian sites, These broad
floodplains appear to contain the envirommental conditions preferred by
Missiseippian societies (cf. Smith 1978) but were nmot occupied, Similar
¢lustering of Mississippian settlements has been reccgnized elsewhere in
the Southeast (Anderson 1986).

This suggests a social landscape shaped by intergroup warfare that
had the end result (if not the specific intent) of creating buffer zones
that served as game reservoirs. While the physical environment has long
been the primary explanatory device for Miseissippian settlement
patterns {Ward 1965; Peebles 1978), the distribution of local centers
must also be understood as a response to social and political
conditiona. In other words, local Mississippian settlement locations,
abandorments and clusterings may be reaponses to relationships with
other population clusters (cf. DeBoer 1981).

Unfortunately, the lack of temporal control for the majority of

known Mississippian sites and other limitations in the extant survey
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Table 5, Central Tombigbee Platform Mounds.

Known Mound Relative
Assoclated Dimensions Size

Mound Site Components {L-W-H) (LXWXH) Ref.

Butler unknown 54.9-39.0-2.4 5139 Moore 190!

Chowder

Springs A unknown 25.0-25.0-2.2 1375 Moore 1901;
Rucker 1974

Chowder

Springs B 5-1 34.0-27.0-1.6 1469 Moore 1901;
Rucker 1974

Ccleman S-1,early 45,0-30.0-4.0 3400 Moore 1901,

S-II/1IX Rucker 1974

Lubbub S I-1V 49 .0-49.0-3.4 8163 Moore 1901,
Jenkine 1982;
Blitz 1983b

Hilman unknown insufficient data - Moore 190};
Welch 1985

Brasfield unknown 68 .6-45.8-5.8 20865 Moore 190];
Sheldon
et al. 1982
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Figure 2. Mississippian Sites Along the Central Tombigbee
River (North). Dots represent farmsteads or transitory
Triangles represent local mound centers.

camps.
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Figure 3. Miseippian Sites Along the Central Tombigbee
River (South). Dots represent farmsteads or transitory
camps. Triangles represent local mound centers.
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data currently restrict broader interpretations about settlement density
and patterning. It is probable that all of the locsl mound centers
slong the main channel have been located. These centers exhibit no
spatisl or artifactual evidence of political centralization and it is
therefore unlikely that the local mound centers were united together
into 8 larger political entity beyond temporary, expedient alliance. A
local mound center and associated farmsteads probably constitute the
effective political unit,

It is quite possible, however, that the developmental and
occupational histories of these sites will be more varied than the
current data indicate and that this variability will reflect political
processes beyond the central Tombigbee River, such as connections with
the powerful but localized chiefdom at Moundville, At first glance,
however, it is surprising how independent outliers such as Lubbub Creek
appear to be, and this raises critical questions about the extent of
territorial or administrative control exercized by such famed polities
as Moundville, often described as the second largest site in

precolumbian North America.

Middle Mississippi Period (A.D. 1200-1450)

The Summerville II/III phase is the local Middle Mississippi period
occupation in the central Tombigbee River valley (Peebles 1983), It
represents a cultural historical continuum with Summerville I but new
inter-regional social processes are perceptible, although as yet poorly
understood. Summerville II/1I1 is defined by the presence of all
varieties of Moundville Engraved, a well-made fineware. The appearance

of Moundville Engraved in the central Tombigbee and other areas of the
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Moundville variant corresponds to the formation of a three-tiered
gettlement hierarchy in the Black Warrior River valley. In the latter,
the apex was Moundville, the regional ceremonial center of a powerful
polity. At Moundville, Moundville Engraved is considered to be the
product of part-time specialists (Van der Leeuw 1981). Mold-assisted
production and firing and decorative methods are technically and
artistically more elaborate than earlier wares., Engraved motifs often
depict Southeastern Ceremonial Complex themes such as the winged serpent
and hand-and-eye.

Varieties of Moundville Engraved provide sensitive chronological
markers with which to subdivide the Middle Mississippian period in the
Black Warrior valley (Steponaitis 1983). Such temporal resolution has
not yet been possible in the Tombigbee area and, for now, the
Summerville I1/ITI phase is an aggregate of these ceramic varieties,
Other Summerville II/III ceramic attributes include rare terraced
rectangular vessels (perhaps acquired from Moundville), restricted bowls
and notched lip treatment (Peebles and Mann 1983).

Floral and faunal analyses reveal a subsistence economy generally
similar to the Summerville I phase. There is little change in lithic
technology. Burials occur in small clusters or in association with
domestic dwellings,

With the exception of Lubbub Creek and Lyon“s Bluff, investigation
at the other Tombigbee local centers has been minimal, and therefore it
is not known which of these were occupied during the Summerville II/III
phase. As mentioned before, Coleman (22L0507) seems to have been
abandoned at the beginning of the phase. While Lyon"s Bluff was

apparently palisaded at this time (Marshall 1977), the Summerville
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II/I1I community at Lubbub Creek was unfortified for part or all of this
phase. Site abandomnment, cycles of palisade building, and the adoption
of Moundville Engraved all suggest an intense period of social
interaction between the local Tombigbee centers, engendered by the rise
of Moundville 35 miles (56 km) to the easst. Perhaps embedded in these
changing relationships, but in a manner not yet understood, is the
question of why a three-tiered settlement hierarchy formed in one river
valley and not the other,

Late Mississippi/Protohistoric Period

(A.D. 1450/1500-ca. 1600)

Traditionally, the "protohistoric" period in the interior Southeast
is defined ae the hiatus in the historical record between the first
recorded European contact (in the study area, the De Soto expedition in
A.D. 1540) and the initial explorations and settlements of the French
and English in the late 1600s. Discussions of this time period in the
Southeastern United States are dominated by two themes: (1) changes in
the Mississippian cultural pattern that are characterized as a "decline"
and (2) the nature and effect of initial European contact. The dominant
view that has emerged in recent years is that these processes are
directly related; the decline of chiefdom organization is the result of
massive depopulation from epidemice unleashed through European contact
(Curren 1984; Smith 1987). Others observe that chiefdoms are unstable
political comstructs that fluctuate in size and duration, producing a
cycle of rise and decline that has considerable prehistoric depth (e.g.

Peebles 1986; Anderson 1989)}. A prerequisite to evaluating such

propositions is an adequate chronological framework, which still
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requires & great deal of refinement.

In the central Tombighbee area, Late Mississippian/Protohistoric
sites are designated the Summerville IV phase (A.D. 1450/1500-ca. 1600)
(Peebles 1983). Summerville IV mortuary practices include burial of
subadults in large globular jars or "burial urns”. Subsistence remains
continue to indicate maize as a staple. At least one of the Tombigbee
centers, Lubbub Creek, is fortified at this time.

Continuity from earlier ceramic forms is evident in Summerville 1V
but there are changes. Alsbama River Applique is the characteristic
ceramic type. There ie a trend, beginning in Summerville II/III for
jars to have multiple strap handles, which increase in number to 10 or
more in Summerville IV. Punctation, vertical incision from the lip, and
rare painted decorative treatments appear {(as they do in the late
Moundville III phase) as part of a brosd horizon style with origins in
the central Mississippi Valley (Sheldon and Jenkins 1986). Moundville
Engraved is no longer produced. As with the earlier Summerville phases,
the vast majority of the ceramic assemblage is plain. The lithic
technology changes little from earlier phases.

Summerville IV is poorly dated and particularly uncertain is when
it ended. The protohistoric ceramic chronology in the central Tombigbee
region is still quite crude and requires a great deal of basic sequence
definition coupled with more absolute dates. At the Lyon“s Bluff site,
the Sorrells phase component produced a radiocarbon date of A.D. 1557 +
65 (Marshall 1977). <Changes in the ceramic complex throughout the
region corresponds closely in time to the collapse of Moundville s
sociopolitical and settlement hierarchy, Early in the 16th century,

Moundville is largely sbandoned (Peebles 1987). Absolute datee for the
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terminal Moundville II1 phase average in the first third of the 1500s
(Welch 1986:Tables 3.3 and 3.4). The subsequent Alabsma River phase of
the Black Warrior River valley shares many ceramic characteristics with
Summerville 1V,

The Alabama River phase has long been considered a post-contact
phenomenon (Sheldon 1974), The few available radiocarbon dates for the
Alabame River phase (also designated Moundville IV) in the Black Warrior
valley suggest a span from the early sixteenth century to ca. 1700
(Curren 1984)., Peebles (1986, 1987) argues that the terminal Moundville
I1I phase dates fall too early to support the traditional contention
that Moundville disintegrated due to epidemics spawned by Spanish
explorations such as the De Soto expedition (1539-1543). Based on
chronological and cther evidence, Peebles (1986, 1987) contends that
internal political and economic weakneeses inherent to chiefdom
organization resulted in the decline of Moundville and observes:

Like their neighbors to the north such as Cahokia, Kincaid, and

Angel, many Mississippian centers in the Southeast devolved on

their own, without help from Europeana. Likewise, many

Mississippian polities, such as the Natchez and Appalachee,

survived sustained contact with the Euopeans without cellapsing.

In brief, one cannot blame Soto for all the bad things that befell

the native peoples of the Southeast throughout the whole of the

16th century [Peebles 1987:24],

What role, if any, EBuropean epidemics played in the demise of the
Moundville culture will remain unclear pending a more accurate absolute
chronology.

A terminal date of A,D. 1600 for Summerville IV is an estimate. No

European artifacts have been found in sesociation with Summerville IV

phase materials., Moreover, the headwaters and upland northern

tributaries of the Tombigbee River in northeastern Missiesippi have
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numercus sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth century sites, at least
some of which are Chickasaw (Marshall 1977; Johnson and Sparks 1986;
Atkinson 1987}, Immediately west of the Tombigbee River valley, in the
uplands where the Pearl River, Pascagoula River system and western
tributaries of the Tombigbee form a watershed, there are numerous
eighteenth century Choctaw sites, but Mississippian sites are minimal or
absent (Blitz 1985), Settlements in both areas may have formed as part
of a demographic shift from the Tombigbee River floodplain. While the
timing and cause of this shift remains uncertain, the main channel of
the central Tombigbee River appears to have been abandoned by the 17th

century.

The Excavated Sites
Each of the sites exfrﬁgnﬁxén f{*a ﬁiggg was excavated by
university-based research teams as a part of the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway, a massive public works project administered by the United
States Army Corps of Engineers., In this section, brief summary
descriptions for each Mississippian site are presented.

The sitee described below were chosen for excavation due to
location, visibility, preservation, impending destruction and other
administrative concerns., The goal was to retrieve the maximum amount of
information possible within time and funding constraints. Excavation
techniques were generally similar, The site summaries supply the
necessary background information for more specific comparisons presented

in succeeding chapters, of ceramics, faunal remains, prestige goods,

mortuary treatment and architectural remains. Together, the five sites

furnish the data base with which to assess hypotheses about site
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variability and secciopolitical organization in the region.

Detailed information for each site may be found in the original
site reports. The following scurces are the basis for the sumnary
descriptions: Lubbub Creek: University of Alsbama investigations
directed by Ned J. Jenkins (Jenkins and Ensor 1981; Jenkins 1982) and
University of Michigan iovestigations directed by Christopher S. Peebles
(Peebles 1983a); Tibbee Creek: Mississippi State University excavations
directed by John W. 0°Hear (0 Hear et al. 1981); Kellogg: Mississippi
State University excavations directed by James R. Atkinson (Atkinson et
al. 1980); 16r2: University of Alabama investigations by Ned J. Jenkins
(Jenkins and Ensor 1981; Jenkins 1982); and Yarborough: University of

Alabama excavations directed by Carlos Solis (Solis and Walling 1982).

A Local Mound Center

Lubbub Creek

The Lubbub Creek site is located on a large horseshoe bend of the
Tombigbee River in Pickens County, Alebama. The river cuts a loop that
demarcates a 600 m x 1000 m peninsula of floodplein and swampland. The
wvide meander-belt floodplain forms a boundary between the Fall Line
Hills and Black Prairie physiographic zones. Within several kilcmeters
of the site, multiple biotic communities may be found: floodplain
forest, upland forest, grassland, backswamps, muesel beds and oxbow
lakes (Caddell 1981).

The area”s firet archaeological investigations were those of
Clarence B, Moore (1901) who examined an 11 ft high (3.5 m) prehistoric
mound (1PiB5) situated on the narrow neck of the bend. 1In the 1970s,

archaeologists from the University of Alabama located and tested a
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series of middens (1Pill, 12, 13, 33) within the bend., It became clear
that the locality was a large multicomponent site,

In 1977, extensive investigations under the direction of Ned J.
Jenkins focused on 1Pi33. Heavy sod was cut from six recovery strips 30
ft {(9.14 m) wide and of lengths varying from 120 ft (36.60 m) to 420 ft
(128 .02 w) long. The strips were plowed, gridded into 10 ft (3.05 m)
units and surface collected. The major effort focused on a 30 ft by 250
ft (9.14 m x 76.20 m) etrip where midden was removed to expose features.
Numerous pit feartures, postmolds, two structure patterns and a
Mississippian cemetery with 27 burials were uncovered. The following
year, the University of Michigan began a 14 month excavation program
under the direction of Christopher S. Peebles. An extensive sampling
program of 1079 auger and test pits over 11l ha, determined that the
principal Late Woodland and Miseissippian deposits were concentrated
within a 23 ha portion of the bend., Th= Corps of Engineers elected to
preserve half of this area. The other 12 ha, the densest expanse of
Miesissippian occupation, was the focus of a 20 percent sample by area.
These efforts resulted in one of the largest archaeclogical site
excavations in the Southeast since the WPA projects of the 1930s. More
than 20,000 ml were excavated. Cultural features exposed included 25
structures, 425 pitse, 43 burials, 3984 postmolds, and expanses of
midden. An enormous collection of artifacts, floral and faunal remains
was secured and analyzed.

From about A.D. 600 to 1000, the river bend was used as a Late
Woodland Miller II1 phase base camp. Scattered clusters of midden,

postmolds, burials and large pits for hickory nut/acorn storage were
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present. The Miseissippian occupation at Lubbub Creek transformed the
river bend into a permanent settlement that oscillated in size through
several centuries., Changes in the community plan for each of the three
phases were documented (Figure 4).

Because the Lubbub Creek ceramic sample provides the chronological
basis for the regional sequence as well as critical evidence for social
and economic activities analysed in this study, it merits detailed
discussion. The Lubbub Creek ceramic sample hae been ordered in two
basic ways. First is the type-variety classification, which yields
descriptive and chronological information. Secondly, each type-variety
is composed of a number of vessel shape classes. These shape classes
are used to address questions about vessel function and use.

The Mississippian ceramics from Lubbub Creek have been classified
using the type-variety method widely used in the Southeast (Mann 1983),
Classification is based on a a hierarchy of attributes. Temper, surface
treatment, and decoration are the criteria for type designation,
Variation in secondary attributes within each type are grouped as
varietiea, Typee and varieties may serve both descriptive and
chronological functions. The ceramic classification devised for the
contemporary site of Moundviile in the adjscent Black Warrior River
valley (Steponaitis 1983) was adapted to the Lubbub Creek sample
because both areas participated in a common ceramic tradition. Appendix
1 provides descriptions of type-varieties at Lubbub Creek.

While the type-variety system has some unfortunate wesknesses as an
analytical procedure (See Rafferty 1986 for a critique of its use in the
Tombigbee region), the Lubbub Creek project successfully utilized this

method for chronological ordering and phase definition through the use
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of diagnostic types as time-markers (Mann 1983; Peebles and Mann 1983).
My use of this system stems from pragmatic considerations, not from
theoretical commitment, When functional or social information is
sought, I have used more appropriate measurements.

A basic characteristic of the ceramic tradition is the predominance
of plaimware (94%). Seriation of the sample, supported by a series of
radiocarbon dates, permit the Lubbub Creek occupation to be divided into

& three-phase sequence:

Summerville I A.D. 1000-1200
11/111 A.D. 1200-1450/1500
v A.D. 1450/1500-1600

Presence or absence of minority decorated types or varieties was
the basis for assigning features to specific phases. Summerville I was
defined primarily by the presence of Moundville Incised var,
Moundvil}le. Summerville II/III is characterized by all varieties of
Moundville Engraved. Summerville IV is marked by the type Alabama River
Applique.

Jar, bowl, and bottle forms are the basic vessel shapes at Lubbub
Creek (Figure 5)., Identification of vessel forms from rim sherds was
performed by Baxter Mann and John Blitz. Thie task was made easier by
Steponaitis” (1983) excellent study of whole vessels from Moundville, as
well as a number of whole or nearly complete vessels from Lubbub.

Recent Southeastern studies provide a basis for inferring functional
uses from vessel shape (Hally 1986). However, evidence applicable to
Sumnerville ceramics permits only very general inferences about cooking,
serving, and storage uses,

The Summerville I phase community (A.D. 1000-1200) represents the

Early Mississippi period component. A central ceremonial precinct was
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established. It consisted of a sequence of paired buildinge within an
enclosed compound that over severa]l decades was transformed into & low
platform with adjacent plaza. The Summerville I community spread out in
an arc around the mound. Four single-set post structures of this
component were excavated, A series of bastioned palisades fortified the
community. One 8et of walls enclosed the central ceremonial precinct
and an outer palisade line formed a barrier across the neck of the bend.
Based on the extent of features, the Summerville I community covered 8.5
ha. Density of houses was very low. No more than 8ix houses are
estimated to have been occupied at any one time (Peebles 1983a:399-401).
Faunal remains indicate s mixed economy of maize production, gathering,
and hunting. Deer, besr and turkey were the important large food
animals.

No fortifications were present during the Summerville II/III phase
(A.D. 1200-1450/1500). The site area expanded to 11.3 ha. Six
structures with associeted features were uncovered. Based on the
density of house remains, it is estimated between five and eighteen
houses were present at any one time (Peebles 1983a: 399-401). The
platform mound and plaza remained the central focus of the community.
Several construction stages raised the mound to maximum height and two
ramps were added. No significant change occurred in subsistence
practices.

During the Late Mississippian/Protohistoric Summerville IV phase
(A.D, 1450/1500=-ca. 1600), the Lubbub Creek site was again fortified,
this time with a ditch 230 m in diameter and 1 m deep. This
construction demarcated a 4.2 ha community. Five single-set post houses

and associated features were found, with an estimated two to seven
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houses in use at the same time (Peebles 1983a:399-401). Little change
took place in the faunsl assemblage but the proportion of recovered
maize decressed and acorns increased.

Human burialse from all three phases were found, often in association
with a domestic dwelling. Health, as indicated by osteological
analysis, was generally good for all three phases (Powell 1983). Graves
in the partially-excavated 1Pi33 area were arranged in rowse. Four
Summerville I burials appeared to be associated with an oval postmold
pattern. Omne of these burials contained two adult males, one with a
copper plate embossed with a falcon sywbol; copper headdress ornaments,
8 greenstone celt, marine shell ornaments and portions of other
individuals believed to be war trophies (Jenkins 1982), The copper
ornaments are similar to other Mississippian iconographic materials
thought to function as symbol badges of a specific status or office of
leadership (Larson 1959). Children interred within large jars marked
the Summerville IV phase. A pit that contained the stacked,
disarticulated remains of 43 individusls appeared to represent the final
stages of an intricate mortuary process, perhaps redeposition from a
charnel structure (Powell 1983). A more comprehensive examination of
mortuary evidence is presented in Chapter VIII.

Lubbub Creek was a local center of ceremonial and social activities
for several centuries. Interestingly, the population of the settlement
was apparently quite low. Rough estimates based on phase time span,
number and density of house remains per phase, nuclear family units
arbitrarily gset at five persons per house, generate & maximum population

range under 100 people at any one time (Peebles 1983a:399-401).
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Furthermore, the site doee not appear to be a densely 'nucleated”
settlement in the usual sense of the term. Although there are
concentrations of features and midden, surprisingly large expanses
within the community are devoid of both. Indeed, the resident
population was probably not large enough to have constructed or
maintained the fortifications unless aided by the dispersed farmstead
population. Evidence that these farmstead residents regularly

aggregated at Lubbub Creek is further developed in Chapter VI.

Dispersed Small Settlements

Tibbee Creek (22Loh00)

The Tibbee Creek site is an extensive midden deposit situated on
Tibbee Creek at the edge of the Tombigbee River floodplain in Lowndes
County, Mississippi (0“Hear et al. 1981). The site was discovered in
1976 during clearing operations prior to construction of the Columbus
Lock and Dam complex on the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. Artifacts,
mussel shell and dark midden s0il extend along & low alluvial terrace
about 300 m in length and cover a 2 ha area.

Two kilometers north of the site the Tombigbee River cuts a large
meander loop that creates a broad floodplain dotted with sloughs, swamp
and old natural levees. The site is located at the point where the
smaller floodplain of Tibbee Creek meets the Tombigbee meander-belt
zone. In the vicinity of the site, Tibbee Creek creates shoals with
abundant freshwater muesel beds. Immediately to the west is the Black
Prairie. Thus, within a 2 km radiue of the site, a diversity of rich

habitate can be found (Figure 6),
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A series of 10 1 x ] m test units revealed two major cultural
strata that varied in depth from 30 to 70 cm deep. The thicker deposit
was a black organic layer of musseel shell, animal bone, and Late
Woodland and Mississippian pottery. Beneath this midden was a8 thin
stratum with earlier components. These earlier occupations were
interpreted as locations of short-term, small group encampments from
about 1000 B.C. through the Middle Woodland period. The most intemsive
occupation and much of the midden dates to the Miller 1II phase when the
site was a large base camp. The final prehistoric component was a small
Mississippian farmstead (Figure 7).

Due to time and funding liwitations, only a small part of the site,
approximately 70 m x 40 m, was mechanically stripped to expose features
intruding into the sterile subsoil. The major Missiseippian feature,
Structure 1, was & large, two room wall trench building. One room was
completely enclosed. The other "room" appeared to be a porch-like
extension of the first compartment with one open side, although a line
of single postmolds 2 m directly in front of this open side may have

2, unugually

served as a screen. The two rooms enclosed an area of 72 m
large for a Mississippian domesatic dwelling in this region. However,
the lack of definite floor levele and the clear evidence of wall
rebuilding make it unclear whether the two rooms were contemporaneous
(0"Hear et al. 1981:243).

Structure 2, a circular postmold pattern 5 m in diameter, was
uncovered adjacent to Structure I. While this structure produced a
radiocarbon date of A.D. 965 ¢+ 55, one postmold contained a

Mississippian sherd. Noting the unreliability of the radiocarbon assays

from the site, the excavetor suggested that the two structures belong to
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the same Mississippian component (0"Hear et al. 1981:245)., To the south
and vest of Structure l, 13 pit features were excavated. Most were
round or basin-shaped holes dug for smal}—volume storage but one pit
with fired walls served an additional, but unknown, function. Three
"smudge pits" were also found.

Eleven Miseissippian burials were uncovered. A small cemetery was
established a few meters east of Structure 1. In it were five burial
pits which contained two adult males and four subadults. An additional
grave held a young man with an antler tine projectile point lodged in
the left shoulder. This grave was deeper and larger than the cothers and
crosscut the two rows, After interment, the grave had been recpened and
several long bones removed., On the opposite side of the house were
placed three individual burials of infants or children under the age of
two, separated from the cemetery group. 0Oddly, oo burisls of adult
females were found at the site.

Both floral and faunal remains were recovered by water—screening
through fine mesh, but poor preservation and small sample size limits
interpretation. Bone, shell, and lithic artifacts were recovered from
feature contexts., The preesence of early ceramic attributes such as
strap handles with one or two nodes in the middle of the handle and the
absence of lister types places the component in the Summerville I (Tibbee
Creek ) phase.

To summarize, the Mississippian component at Tibbee Creek appears
to represent a single farmstead with associated features. Although
other Mississippian features may have escaped detection due to the

limited excavated exposure, the Mississgippian component seems to have
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been quite small, if the minor amounts of Mississippian sherds recovered

in surface collections can serve as a guide (0O"Hear et al, 1981:17).

Kellogg (22€11527)

This multicomponent site is located about 1.5 km north of the
Tibbee Creek site, directly on the west bank of the Tombigbee River ino
Clay County, Mississippi (Figure 6), Kellogg shares the same general
envirommental setting as Tibbee Creek, with easy access to diverse
upland, bottomland and prairie habitats. Like Tibbee Creek, the site is
subject to periodic flooding. Situated on a slight rise, Kellogg covers
8 B0 m x 60 m area. It was first recorded during an initial survey of
the Tenneseee-Tombigbee Waterway (Rucker 1974)., The following year
Blakeman (1975) dug three 2 m x 2 m units and found s deep deposit of
Archaic through Historic period artifacts, A Mississippi period
postmeld wae radiocarbon dated to A.D. 1195 + 76 but no structure
pattern was uncovered.

Major investigation began in 1978 using two excavation astrategies,
Two excavation blocks (4 m x 4 m and 4 m x 2 m) were gridded into 1 m
units. Materials were recovered by waterscreening fill and hand
recovery. A dense midden of mussel shell, lithic debris, animal bone
and eherds extended to 20 cm below surface, formed entirely during the
Woodland and Mississippian occupations. Beneath this layer was & 25 cm
to 100 cm deep accumulation of Archaic period grtifacts. An areas
approximately 500 ol was mechanically stripped of the upper midden layer
to horizontally expose features (Figure 8).

Mississippian features were abundant. Postmold patterns of three

distinct structures were revealed, Structure I was a tight circle of

78



KELLOGG

22Ct 027

] [
[ ]
@llructuro
1

Figure 8. Kellogg: Mississippian Features (Adapted from Atkinson
et al. 1980),

79



single-set posts associated with Mississippian ceramics. Only 2.8 m in
diemeter, the building is very small for a dwelling but a small,
associated fire basin suggests such a function., The post holes average
30 em in diasmeter, which is quite large. Structure 2, a circular post
pattern 5.5 m in diameter, was located 7 m north of Structure 1. Two
smal]l pits and three Mississippian adult burials appear to be associated
with the house. Seven meters east of Structure ! was an oval single-set
post building 2.25 m in diameter, Structure 3, This small structure was
open along one edge, the posts having been obliterated by the grader
operation or, possibly, the structure was open-ended, Postmolds were
not excavated, making cultural sffiliation uncertain, but Mississippian
burials and pits clustered closely around it.

Thirty-two Mississippian pit features were distributed around the
three structures. Nine features were small "smudge" pits commonly
encountered at Missiseippian sites, However, most were small round pits
that presumably functioned in some storage or food processing capacity.
A considerable asmount of well-preserved floral and faunal remains were
screened, floated or retrieved by hand from these features and provide
data on subsistence activities and site seasonality. Abundant bone,
lithic, and cersmic artifacts were recovered from feature contexts. Two
radiocarbon dates, A.D. 1185 + 90 and A.D, 1195 + 76, complement the
relative ceramic chronology and place the Mississippian component in the
Summerville I (Tibbee Creek) phase.

Thirty-three Mississippian buriels were found at Kellogg. Graves
vere dug side by side in rows to form four distinct clusters. These
were primary interments with most individuals extended in supine

position and the head consistently oriented between due east and east-
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northeast. Males and females from infancy to fifty years of age were
present. Examples of both treumatic injuries and infections or
developmental pathologies were few and the population was healthy
(Gilbert 1980:30). Pottery vessels, shell beads and gorgets, greenstone
celts and other items were included as grave goods.

In sum, the Mississippian component at the Kellogg site appears to
represent a farmstead or hamlet. While the site ie referred to as a
"willage" in the excavation report, the distribution of features
indicates a very small sccial group. The burials, pit features and
poetmold patterns could have easily been produced by one or two families

living at the site sometime during the two hundred year phase interval.

Yarborough (22C1814)

The Yarborough site is located on the left bank of Tibbee Creek in
Clay County, Mississippi. It is seituated on a natural levee about 4 km
upstream from the Tibbee Creek site, Within walking distance of
Yarborough, uplands, terraces, valley slopes, prairie and bottomlands
promote diverse plant and animal communities (Gyllenhal-Davis 1982),
Cultural debris was concentrated on two small knolle on the highest part
of the levee, Periodic inundation had ascoured a low area between these
two points and artifact deposits had been subject to eroeion and
alluviation processes. As a result, only a few cultural features
remained intact. Although artifacts from as early 88 the Early Archaic
pericd were diecovered, there were two major occupation episodes. A few
pit features and & large sample of Alexander ceramice indicated a small

Late Gulf Formational period encampment (ca. 600 toc 100 B.C.) and the
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remains of a Late Missigsippian/Protohistoric farmstead were found
(Figure 9).

Excavation procedure consisted of profiling the aite along the
eroded stream bank for 60 m, a series of 2 m x 2 m units, removal of
recent alluvium over an 8 m x 7 m area to expose a burned wattle and
daub structure, and vertical sampling of a 50 cm deep refuse dump
directly south of the structure, The burned Late Mississippian
structure was 8 large irregular masa of daub. One half of this
structure had been destroyed by heavy machinery at the time the site was
¢cleared. No intact floor surface was detected and there was ample
evidence of fluvial disturbance. A scatter of single-set postmolds was
present but the shape of the building could not be determined.

The refuse dump wae more informative, A emall gully or depression
had been used as a disposal area by the Mississippian occupants.
Subsequent slumping and alluviation had protected the dump from major
erosion. Large, well-preserved samples of ceramics, floral and faunal
remains and other artifacts were recovered by the waterscreening through
fine mesh. This feature was the best preserved depositional context at
the site and yielded abundant information about the Mississippian
subsistence economy (Scott 1982),

The greater portion of the ceramic assemblage conforms to the
Summerville IV (Sorrells) phase (A.D. 1450/1500-ca. 1600), and the three
radiocarbon dates from the dump average A.D, 1480. However, some
Summerville I ceramice were also recovered from the dump, indicating a
mixed deposit. Yarborough represents a small habitation site that was

occupied, perhaps more than once, 89 a single household farmmstead.
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1Grd

Site 16r2 is situated on an old alluvial terrace 170 feet from the
east bank of the Tombigbee River in Greene County, Alabama. An old
river meander encloses the site on three sides to isolate an extension
of upland forest adjacent to the floodplain. A dark middem 61 m in
diameter (3600 m?) defined the limits of the site. A perennial spring
flows from the base of the terrace, which is the highest point of land
for three miles along the eastern side of the river. Site 1Gr2 is about
10 miles (16 km) south of the Lubbub Creek site but by river the
distance is approximately 21 miles (33.8 lkm).

Site 1Gr2 is apparently the Craig”s Landing site recorded by
Clarence B, Moore (190l). The site was tested by the University of
Alabama in 1972 and 1974. Major excavations in 1976 were conducted in
two stages. Ten 10 ft x 10 ft (3.05 m x 3.05 m) excavation units were
established to sample the deep deposits. 8ix well-defined cultural
strata demarcated ten components, and the site stratigraphy played an
important role in the establislment of the prehistoric chronological
sequence in the central Tombigbee River valley (Jenkins 1982), The
thickest layer of midden and shell accumulated during the Late Woodland
and Migsissippi periods. This layer was mechanicelly removed over the
entire site.

Mississippian features were concentrated within a 36 m x 36 m area
in the southeastern quarter of the site (Figure 10). A small cemetery
contained 28 burials, slthough only 24 of these can be assigned to the
Miseissipplian occupation with confidence. Remains of males and females

from infancy to 30 years of age were exposed. Most were single, primary
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16r2: Mississippian Features (Adapted from

Dotted linee demarcate unexcavated areas.
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interments but three graves with multiple, secondary burials were
present. Several interments represent only fragments of individuals and
overall preservation was poor. Am oval pattern of postmolds
approxiwately 2 m across surrounded a single burial, Burial 17. Burial
17 was an individual whose skull and specific long bones were retrieved
after the initial interment and so perhaps the postmolds formed a screen
or mortuary facility (Jenkins and Ensor 1981:40).

Numerous other postmolds, some of which are undoubtedly
attributable to the Mississippian component, were noted but not
excavated, No other structure patterns could be defined. Ten "smudge"
pits and three basin-shaped pit features were also excavated. However,
the major Missiesippian feature was a mass of midden deposited adjacent
to the cemetery area. This midden was sampled by the earlier strategy
of 10 £t x 10 ft units and produced most of the artifacts, floral and
faunal remains from this component.

In short, the Mississippian presence at 1Gr2 consists of a midden
deposit, a cemetery, one etructure and evidence of others. The relative
ceramic chronology places the occupation within the Summerwville II/III
phase (A.D. 1200-1450). Since the features cluster into a small area,
it seems probable that the social group was correspondingly few in
number. Yet the midden deposit and accumulated graves suggest the site
was occupied at least for several decades. The site is interpreted as a

farmetesd of one or two families,
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CHAPTER 1V

DEFENSE, STORAGE, AND CHIEFS

Archaeologists have long been concerned with understanding the
nature and development of social ranking in kin-based societies. 1In
Esstern North America, this interest has focused on late prehistoric
Mississippian sccieties because they appear to represent & developmental
transition from acephalous tribal units to more hierarchical polities
considered to be chiefdoms or ranked societies. Widespread
intensification of maize horticulture accompanied this Mississippian
emergence, and the two processes are thought to be linked. These two
criteria, together with distinctive ceramic traditions and a
characteristic iconography, constitute what is defined as
"Misgissippian" (Smith 1978; Griffin 1985; Muller 1983).

The Late Woodland-Mississippian transition (A.D. 700-1100) was s
time of cultural innovation, population growth, and expanded crop
production that culminated in an increase in sociopolitical complexity
on a acale greater than had existed in previous Eastern Woodlands
societies. Interpretation of this change is currently the subject of
extensive research efforts (Kelly et al., 1984; Smith 1986; Steponaitis

1986). The explanatory frameworks that have been offered reflect the
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full range of concerns that enliven discussions of the evolution of
chiefdoms (Earle 1989).

Theories of chiefdom development in the Eastern Woodlands are
generally cultural materialist in orientation, at the core of which is
the idea that formal mechanisms for decision-making above the household
level appeared in response to stresses placed upon the socisl group.
Leaders are conceived of as "managers' that process and channel the
increased information load created by technolegical, economic, or
demographic change (Peebles and Kus 1977). The predominate form this
explanation has teken can be reduced to the argument that stress is
caused by population-resource imbalances (Ford 1974).

While there are varjiations on this theme, the basic stress model
portrays & gradual population increase that leade to reduction of
resource territories and restricted mobility due to intergroup competion
for food sources. Thie, in turn, is said to result in nutritional
stress, The response was to diversify the rescurce base, to incorporate
"second line" fauna and ultimately, by the Late Woodland period, to
expand cultivation. Increased production of native starchy seeds by
Midwestern Late Woodland and Emergent Mississippian societies may have
been a "preadaptation" for the rapid intensification of maize after A.D.
1000 (Smith 1986).

Yet the inadequacies of population growth as a primary causal force
for cultural change has been widely acknowledged (Cowgill 1975), The
counterargument follows from the observation that population growth is
not an automatic variable independent of cultural perceptions. Since

humans can and have controlled their reproduction, it is necessary to

document the conditions under which families would find it to their
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advantage to produce more children. In Eastern Woodlands research,
graduval population growth is usually merely asserted, leaving questions
of cause or consequence ambiguous.

Dissatisfaction with the limitations of demographic or
environmental stress factors as the primary cause of cultural change has
led to a greater interest among Eastern Woodlands archaeologists in how
internal social demands may stimulate status differences and resource
intensification (Nassany 1987; Scarry 1986, 1988). In one influential
"social" model (Bender 1979; 1985), the mobilization or production of
food sources need not be a demographic or ecological imperative.
Instead, dynamic socisal relations may act as an independent causal
mechanism. The generation of a food surplus becomes a social strategy
to extend alliances, reinforce obligations and promote prestige (also
see Hayden 1990).

Recently, it has been suggested that competition among kin groups
may have led to increased crop production to provide a surplus to fuel
the various activities that promote prestige. Inherent limitations on
the ability to amass surplus wild foods may have constrained guch
activities until crop production fostered new possibilities. Prior
constraints were removed and social hierachies increased in ecale
(Steponaitis 1986). Kin groups that generated more food held the
advantage in the competitive arena of feasts and gift-giving that serve
to bind together households in small-scale socielies,

The rapid intensification of maize after A.D. 1000 has usually been
explained in terms of its capacity to sustain greater yields than native

starchy seed crops (Smith 1989). However, Scarry (1988) proposes an
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ideological motivation for the intensification of maize, She observes
that, prior to A.D. B00O, maize is recovered in only minor quantities and
sometimes occurs in contexts that may imply a ceremonial significance.
Maize may have been promoted as a "food of the gods" and its production
and disbursement manipulated as & symbol of sanctified authority (Scarry
1988). To speculate further, maize may have been linked to an entire
complex of new symbols and beliefs, access to which served as a source
of power and prestige (cf. Helms 1979). New iconographic themes that
accompany the Mississippian emergence may reveal such a connection
(Prentice 1986).

Put in simplest terms, maize production may have been intensified
due to its potential as an exchangeable, storable commodity, with or
without the additional attraction of supernatural sanctity. The
expanded maize production that marks the Miggissippian emergence perhaps
began as a household or kin group "specialization" within a locale,
not so much due to a pressing need to survive demographic stress but for
the social adventages it conferred. Corn as commodity may have been an
attractive alternative to traditional durable goods. As demand
increased, and as more households generated surplus maize, aspects of
production organization may have shifted from entrepreneur to corporate
or formal leadership on a communal scale,

The "social" hypotheses direct our attention to economic, social
and ideological strategies through which social rank or autheority might
be formed and legitimized. It is appropriate to stress the
establishment of a formal office of leadership such as "chief" because

the appearance of such positions seems to coincide with organizational

shifts that promote social ranking. Both an increased degree of social
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ranking and positions of chiefly authority have been identified
archaeologically with the Mississippian emergence.

In this chapter, I wish to examine the evidence for the emergence
of formal decision-making institutions at the site of Lubbub Creek soon
after A.D. 1000 and attempt to connect this evidence to both sacred and
secular spheres of influence., First, mortuary evidence is presented
which suggests the existence of a formal office based upon leadership in
war, Secondly, evidence is presented that the logistics of maize
intensification and the need to protect dispersed households and their
harvests from attack created conditione in which storage and food
sharing at a local center wase an attractive solution. NWext, I will
review general anthropological theory and specific Southeastern
ethnohistorical observations that indicate a functional relationship
between formal leadership positions, group ritual, and the management of
pooled food surpluses. At Lubbub Creek, I suggest that the consumption
of pooled food surpluses in a ritual format provided a social context
for the institutionalization of community leadership and sanctified
authority. Ethnohistoric and archaeclogical sources indicate a possible
developmental connection between similar activities and Mississippian
platform mound ceremonialism. Finally, a series of testable
propositions are presented about the kinds of physical evidence that
might be associated with mound activities. These propositions are
critically evaluated in Chapter V with mound excavation data from Lubbub

Creek,

Evidence for a Formal Office of Leadership at Lubbub Creek

Mortuary evidence of a formal office of leadership at Lubbub Creek
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was uncovered by the University of Alabama excavations in 1977. A small
cluster of Mississippian burials (1Pi33) were found, some of which
formed a8 series of short, parallel rows of three or four graves with
similar orientations. Summerville I and II-1II phase burials composed
the rows, which suggests the formation of & small cemetery over a
considerable period of time, The excavator, Ned Jenkine, proposed that
the 1Pi33 cemetery provides clear evidence that a formsl office of
leadership and descent group ranking was present by Summerville I
(Jenkins 1982:130-132),

Within the cemetery cluster, a single Summerville I phase grave
(Burial 20) contained the primary interment of two adult males in their
mid-thirties. The two individuals were placed one atop the other in an
extended position. The uppermost male had a triangular projectile point
in the right chest area, apparently a fatal wound. A set of arms and
legs and a pair of feet were placed with the individuals. These limbs
were articulated in a manner that suggested interment in the flesh (Hill
1981:278) and were interpreted as war trophies. Also in association
with the burial was a copper plate embossed with a falcon symbol and a
dozen copper arrow-shaped ornaments,

Jenkine (1982:130-132) notes that these copper artifacts are
similar to other Southeastern Ceremonial Complex paraphernslia that have
been interpreted as symbol badges (Larson 1959) and argues that these
symbols are representations of an institutionalized office or rank,
Copper emblems associated with adult males, with a complex but
consistent thematic content, have been identified at several

Mississippian eites as probable markers of chiefly status (Larson 1971;
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Peebles and Kus 1977). Brown (1985:19-22,140) has identified the
distinctive Southeastern Ceremonial Complex symbols, the falcon and
falcon impersonator, as an important symbol of chiefly authority and of
military leadership.

In short, there are several clues as to the basis for leadership
represented by Burial 20, First, the symbolism of the copper badges
implies that the formal office was reinforced by ideological sanctions
(Jenkins 1982:130). Secondly, possession of the non-local copper badges
suggests the individual had the ability to negotiate within a wider
exchange and information network beyond Lubbub Creek. Thirdly, the
falcon symbolism, strongly identified with warfare in the Southeast
(Howard 1968:43-45; Brown 1985:19-22; Hudson 1976:128-129), together
with the human "trophies" and evidence of violent death in Burial 20,
underscores Jenkins” contention that the office was associated with
leadership in war.

More tenuous is the identification of descent group ranking at
Lubbub Creek. Although the cemetery was riddled with postmolds, the
unusual Burial 20 was found beneath a small oval post pattern, possibly
an aesoclated structure (Jenkins and Ensor 1981:89). Burials within the
1Pi33 cemetery had the majority of non-local grave goods (marine shell
ornaments and copper earspoola) found at Lubbub Creek. Jenkins
(1982:130) argues thst this cluster represents the intentional spatial
segregation of an "elite" descent group to be contrasted with lees well-
adorned burials widely scattered within the community.

While it is certainly possible that the 1Pi33 cemetery cluster may
represent a descent group, the evidence is rather embiguous. Since the

1Pi33 cemetery contained 60% {19 of 33) of the Summerville I phase
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burials recovered at Lubbub Creek, it is not remarkable that the
majority of non-local grave goods should be concentrated there. Non-
local items are not restricted to these burials only. Later excavations
at Lubbub Creek uncovered another individual with copper earspools
(together with a unique rectangular vessel) located elsewhere in the
community, and marine shell ornamente are found with interments at
farmsteads. Furthermore, the majority of individuals that received the
most materials in the cemetery were adult men. In other words, the
artifacts form a pattern according to age and sex, and there is no
indication of & rank that cross-cuts these distinctions {(Peebles
1987:14). Thus, the evidence is consistent with a competitive system in
which certain individuals achieved access to leadership status. The
distribution and social implications of prestige items are considered
further in Chapter VIII,

Only Burial 20, with the copper headdress and falcon symbol,
contains artifacts that are likely to be the prerogative of a specific
leadership role., Burial 20 strongly suggests that at least one basis
for a formally-defined office was leadership in war. Perhaps this
position was the prototype or structurally seimilar to the role of war

chief in the historic Southeast.

Storage and Defense
As reviewed in the previous chapter, the archaeological evidence of
population-induced resource stress in the Tombigbee River valley is
equivocal. Maize was used at low levels in Miller III gnd then rapidly

intensified to become a staple with the transition to Summerville I

after A.D. 1000. While it is important to determine which processes
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were active in a specific historical context, it should be emphasized
that the population-resources stress hypothesis and the social “corn as
commodity" hypothesis are not mutually exclusive. If surplus maize
conferred social advantages, then this was doubly so under any
conditiona of subsistence stress,

Whatever the cause, there are logical reasons to suspect that maize
intensification demanded changes in the organization of subsistence
practices, Such a change may be reflected in the appearance at this
time of dispersed households or farmsteads, each composed of a small
number of people, Farmsteads apparently provided the optimal conditions
(or at least the preferred situation) under which to practice a mixed
economy of cultivation, hunting and gathering.

If maize permitted a smaller work group such as a family to
generate food at productivity levels that had previously required larger
work groups, then dispersed househclds may reflect this greater
independence., But new problems were possibly created that make it
unlikely that these farmsteads were socially or economically autonomous.
Farmstead waize fields had to be tended in the warm months and the
harvest stored. However, the individual farmsteads were vulnerable to
attack. There is direct evidence that the introduction of the bow in
the Miller III phase created a8 more dangerous social enviromment. For
the first time, there is unambiguous evidence of violent conflict among
Tombigbee Woodland populations. Miller III burials include multiple
interments with embedded arrowpoints (Hill 1981). Evidence of violent
traumatic injury, ae indicated by "parry" fracture or embedded

projectile points, is present in 24% (19 of 78) of the Miller III
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population and 182 (6 of 33) of the Lubbub Creek Summerville 1
population {Cole et al. 1982; Welch 1985:Table 5; Powell 1988:487-489).

The escalation of group conflict that accompanied the bow need not
be interpreted as a response to stress from population growth. As I
have argued elsewhere (Blitz 1988), the large scale, time transgressive
pattern of bow adoption in the Eastern Woodlands represents a rapid
"chain-reaction"” mechanism of competitive advantage that cross-cuts
local environmental conditions. The external introduction of the bow
may have presented new possibilities of resource exploitation or
territory expaneion and perhaps even fostered demographic changes in the
Late Woodland rather than have been a response to it.

The threat of attack raises questions about storage and defense.
There is a change in storage technology in the transition from Miller
I1I to Summerville I that may be related to the increase in maize
production. Miller III groups dug large, deep storage pits to hold
acorns and nuts gathered in the fall. Although often interpreted as an
indicator of sedentism, such underground pits are particularly useful to
conceal surpluses for a period of time while the social group is absent
(DeBoer 1988). At Miller I11 base camps, some of these pits are very
large, as much ae 1.5 w in diameter and 1.3 m deep {(Jenkins and Ensor
1981; Blitz 1983a).

While both Miller II1 and Summerville I populations dug a variety
of small pits that probably served short-term food storage functions,
the Summerville I populationse ceased to construct the presumably more
long-term, large basin, cylindrical and belled pits favored in Miller
IT1I. A similar disappearance of large underground storage pits from the

archaeological record marks the Late Woodland-Mississippian transition
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in the Moundville area (Mistovich 1988). Paradoxically, at a time when
storable maize rapidly increased, as is clearly documented in the
botanical remaina (Caddell 1983), there is a drasmatic decrease inm the
volume of visible underground storage facilities. Apparently, the
preferred storsge method changed to the aboveground granary or corn crib
widely observed in the Southeast during the early historic period.

For whatever reasons it was adopted, the highly visible aboveground
granary was a security risk at farmsteads.

In an atmosphere of increased sedentism, agricultural
intensification and warfare, a group wishing to protect their food
surpluses and to avoid being dislodged from favorable localities can be
expected to resort to fortifications. I propose that the creation of a
local center as the focus of social and economic integration for
dispersed households was, at least in part, a response to these
problems. The Miesissippian population needed a centrally-~located
fortified place, such as the site at Lubbub Creek, where they could
protect their maize harvest and themselves from attack, Unfortunately,
it is not possible to verify this proposition through the direct
investigation of storage facilities because aboveground cribs are very
difficult to identify archaeologically with any degree of certainty (for
possible examples see Emerson and Jackson 1984:157; Milner 1984:30;
Polhemus 1987:241). Swall postmold patterns or cluaters, some with
as8sociated daudb and lack of floor staining, were found at Lubbub Creek.
These appear to be small ancillary structures which may include storage
facilities but clear evidence of function remains elusive (Chapter VI,

Figure 39).
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Nevertheless, that communal storage facilities were utilized by
Mississippian societies in the Mid-South is abundantly documented by the
early Spanish observers. De Soto, Luna and others depended heavily on
the large stores of maize in the fortified communities in order to feed
their hungry armiee and often sought local centers primarily for this
purpose. The later French and British observers describe how the
comuunal stores were used for feasts and ceremonials that drew the
farmstead populations in from the surrounding countryside to the local
center {Swanton 1979:379~381; Bartram 1958:122-123,326),

To summarize, & settlement pattern of farmsteads dispersed around &
fortified center coincides with the Mississippian emergence in the
centra)l Tombigbee River valley. Dispersed households may have had
advantages in a mixed economy of cultivation and wild food spurces but
left farmsteads and their surpluses exposed to attack. I propose that
the solution to this problem was the creation of a centrally-located
fortified place where some portion of the household”s maize harvest
could be stored for protection., This solution implies regular or
frequent aggregations of farmstead populations for a variety of social,
economic and ceremonial activities. A supporting body of artifactual
and faunal evidence that clarifies the farmstead-local center
interaction ie presented in detail later in this study.

For now, I wish to establish that communal or centralized storage
of harvests, perhaps with new forme of labor organization between
cooperating households, may have created conditions under which
responsibilities would have to be delegated to preside over pooling and
disbursement of resources. The need to arrange a consensus of decision-

making above the household level may have stimulated an increasingly
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"corporate"” character in kin groups and provided an atmosphere conducive
to the emergence of political office,

Sanctified Authority, Group Ritual,
and Management of Pooled Resources

In Chapter II, 1 suggested that an important stimulus to aocial
ranking was control or management of resources and that success in
extending control over resources requires that authority be legitimized
through ideological mechanisme. The attempts of tribal "big men' and
chiefs to gain access to resources and make them available to reward
followers implies that the origin of these authority positions involves
a complex interplay between material and ideological processes,

It was the ideology of chiefly authority, expressed through
kinship, that legitimized the role that historic Southeastern chiefs
assumed in the management of public granaries, the allocation of stored
maize, and direction of a ritual cycle of ceremonies. How did such a
formalized office originate? Perhaps this leadership role emerged in
concert with maize intensification and the establishment of the local
mound center/farmstead settlement system, Aside from the possibility
that maize intensification begap ae a social strategy, corn certainly
became the basic commodity that promoted the cooperation of multiple
households for communal storage.

In tribal societies, the individual role of resource intensifier
and coordinator of pooling, feasting and gift-giving falls to the "big
man.," The big man role is not formally-defined as & political office
but is formed through the personal initiative of a charismatic leader of

temporary influence. Big men are
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shrewd and able men who, through the manipulation of traditionally

defined valuables, place people in their debt, create ad hoc

followingse or factions, build up networks of exchange relationships
and thus temporarily exert influence in their local communities

[Meggitt 1973:191-206].

The ambitions of the tribal big man are kept in check by the corporate
nature of the lineages or other descent groups. Although big men are
self-made leaders, ethnographers have sometimes noted a nascent
ascriptive principle at work. Members of one descent group may assume
the big man role more consistantly than members of other descent groups.
So while big wen themselves create personal followings, "the followers
are the constant" and linesges may promote their own big man to assert
greater community influence (Meggitt 1973).

Perhaps at this social juncture, within specific historical
circumstances such as the Mississippian emergence, the big man role of
intensifier and "redistributor" could become established as a permanent
political office (Friedman 1975; Sahlins 1972; Feirman and Nietzel
1984:56). Probably big man and petty chief should be thought of as
points along either a developmental or descriptive continuum of
increasingly formalized roles.

The idea of chiefe as "managers'" has been central to studies of the
evolution of ranked societies or chiefdoms. Service (1971) considered
chiefdoms to be redistributive economiea that emerged when chiefs took
on the role of regulating reciprocal exchanges between communities to
redress resource imbalances due to environmental inequities. Yet it
soon became apparent that many ethnographic examples of chiefdoms did

not consist of economically specialized communities, and that local

self-sufficiency was the rule (Earle 1987). Because some influential

investigators failed to find evidence (in Hawaiian societies) that
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redistribution functioned to level out local envirommental inequities as
Service proposed, they dismiss the poseibility that redistribution may
be a causal factor in the emergence of chiefdoms (Peebles and Kus 1977;
Earle 1977).

However, the observation that redistribution is not central to some
historically~known complex chiefdoms does little to address the question
of whether redistribution was a factor in the origin of such societies
(Seeman 1979). Furthermore, ecologically or economically diversified
communities need not be the only stimulis for redistribution. Changes
induced by technological or social conditions, such as the need for
central storage, shifte in the corganization of labor, or ritual
mechanisms to reinforce group solidarity may make some form of
redistribution a logistically desirable strategy for & group of
cooperating households,

One problem is that the scale, emphasis and meaning of
"redistribution” varies in anthropological etudies, and the term has
become Bo loaded as to vitiate its usefulness. For the purposes of this
study, I focus on '"redistribution'" in a rather restricted sense, to
refer to the pooling and exchange of food between households that takes
place during large-group aggregations, ceremonials and feasts. To
examine the origine of Southeastern chiefdoms, it may be useful to
subsume '"redistribution" under a procese previously referred to as local
resource mobilization. An example of local resource mobilization in the
historic Southeast was the movement of foodstuffs, especially maize and
venison, from individual households to a local ceanter as part of a

ritual cycle coordinated by the civil chief.
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Civil chiefe maintained a8 large storage facility for corn (Swanton
1979:379-381). Households would contribute a portion of their harvest
to the "King“s corn crib"™ as a "gift" (Bartram 1958:122-123). 1In
actuality, the granary was communal in the sense that it was not the
chief“s to dispose of as he wished, although in some accounts he
certainly had great latitude in doing so. The chief supervised the
disbursement of corn to needy families, fed work parties for community
projects and, most importantly, provisioned ceremonial feasts {(Swanton
1911; 1979). In the case of the Natchez, these feasts occurred monthly,
or 13 times a year (Swanton 1979:260-261).

In addition to this overseeing of communal stores, ritual receipt
of "first fruits" and other relatively benign ceremonial roles, many
Southeastern chiefs gained access to goods and labor from the populace
in a8 process that appears '"more akin to the collection of tribute than
the institutionalized eharing of surplus’ (Steponaitis 1978:420). This
critical distinction identifies a scale of "redistributive" activities:

At one end of the scale we have the complete and equitable

reassignment of a village”s harvest back to its producers by a

chief who is werely a temporary and benign custodian of it. At the

other end there is enforced appropriation of a part of a society’s

food supply by a powerful ruler for his own benefit and that of s

small ruling elite [Carneiro 1981:59-60].

Carneiro insists that "redistribution"” has little to do with
chiefdoms or their origine. Instead 'we must seek the source of power
that permitted a chief actually to tax his subjects and not just give
back to them the goods they had previously brought him" (Carneiro
1981:63). For Carneiro, this coercive power and the origins of

chiefdoms were brought about through warfare. He considers it unlikely

that sutonomous villages could be united into a single polity, his
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minimal criterion for the definition of a chiefdom, unless coercion
played a role.

Yet in the Eastern Woodlands there were populations that manifest
many characteristics that place them within the chiefdom social
continuum, which consiet not of united villages, but dispersed
household-local center units. There is both ethnohistoric and
archaeological evidence that these units can be economically and
politically autonomous (but not isclated) from other polities. Within
such sociopolitical units, the first critical step that may have lead
towards hierarchical forms of political control was the local emergence
of a decision-making body above the individual household level in
response to common needs.

As caretakers of a communal storage facility, the Southeastern
civil chiefs may have acted as primitive "bankers," the personification
of an institution through which households may be protected against loss
of surplus {(Malinowski 1935). Nevertheless, Southeastern chiefs were
fed and supported by local resource mobilization, which must also be
seen as a political strategy to reinforce chiefly authority,

The question of whether chiefs are system~serving or self-serving
must be placed in a developmental context. At the small Bocial scale of
local resource mobilization between farmsteads and local center, the
systemserving advantages of pooled surpluses and the self-serving
political strategy to extend personal authority wmust have been mutually
reinforcing and coevolutionary.

As discussed in Chapter I1I, the inability of would-be elites to
directly control the means of production in Mississippian societies

meant that manipulation of resources was only possible once surpluses
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were stored in a central location. In other words:
in simple chiefdoms the amount of labor and goods being

extracted from a dependent population was small encugh to present a

low cost of compliance; the question of economic coercion became

moot, a8 the cost of refusal could be minimal and ideologically

based [Drennan, Feimnman and Steponaitis, in Earle 1989].

As mentioned earlier, it is probable that ae the size of the polity
expanded and the degree of social ranking increased, the mobilization of
resources would become more coercive. So, for instance, while the
Natchez Sun at the Grand Village received food from the local centers
within the Natchez complex chiefdom, subordinate chiefs sometimes found
thie an imposition (Swanton 1911:110). For Southeastern chiefdoms, this
wasg the fragile boundary of scale where local resource mobilization
dissolved into the "tribute" of external resource mobilization. To
understand the development of these chiefdoms, we must first examine
local resource mebilization in two~tiered settlement systems such as
Lubbub Creek.

Ideclogical legitimation of leadership within a ritual format
emerges as & central factor, The ritual format is of critical
importance in the examination of how the big man role of
"redistribution" could become institutionalized in the formal office of
chief. Ritual may be defined as "conventional acts of display through
which one or more participants transmit information concerning their
physiological, psychological, or sociological states either to
themselves or to one or more other participants" (Rappaport 1971:63). A
critical reinforcement present in ritual is "sanctity", s "quality of

unquestionable truthfulness imparted by the faithful to unverifiable

propositions” (Rappaport 1971:69).
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Clearly, not all ritual communicates the same message to the same
sccial entity. Rituals may be public or private and individuals may
participate differentially. Furthermore, individuals do not merely
react to the social idiom of ritual but continually create, alter,
reinterpret or manipulate its information content with dynamic results.
But whether ritual acts to support the status guo or, as in revitalistic
or charismatic movements, serves as a force for social change, the
sanctity principle remainse a critical influence on social outcomes.
Because kin-based societies rely on consensus rather than physical
coercion to negotiate acceptance of political decisions, the sanctity
principle may have been fundamental to the emergence of permanent

political offices.

Sanctified Authority, Group Ritual, and Mississippian Platform Mounds
How is it possible to derive evidence from archaeological remains

that would reveal a developmental relationship between management of
pooled resources, group ritual and the emergence of chiefly authority?
Limitations on the ability to model complex, cause-and-effect processes
render archaeological data particularly i1ll-suited to identify social
relations and individual actore (Trigger 1982; Benson 1983), an
important focus in history, cultural anthropology and other social
sciences. However, 1t 1s possible to identify a social context that
gave meaning and power to individual actions. Because ritual involves
standardized, repetitive activities in a restricted spatial locus,
archaeologists may recover patterned associations of artifacts and
features that will identify this social context (Flannery 1976). The

establishment of a epecislized facility, a ceremonial precinct such as a
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platform mound within a community, is one of the most visible remnants
of such processes. A mound, after all, is objectified ritual.

If ritual and political spheres of activity are localized in such
places, one might concede that "society’s central decision-making
organization should be reflected in the morpholegy, distribution and
functional associations of its public architecture" (Spencer 1982:137).
Commenting on the appearance of "public" architecture in Formative
Mesoamerica, Drennan (1983:48) observea, it may

be related to the increasingly complex group decision-making

structure of sedentary agriculturalists through the process of

sanctification, whereby the privileged access of some people to the
sacred renders them particularly effective in influencing the
behavior of the social group as a whole.

Earthen platform mounds were the principal form of public
architecture in Mississippian societies. Through extensive
archaeological investigations and early historic observations,
Southeastern archaeologists have gained important insights into
Mississippian platform mound use. A detailed examination of these data
cannot be considered in this study but two basic pointse will be
established: (1) mounds were closely identified with the ideology of
chiefly authority and (2) mounds were the focus of ritual activities
that sometimes included food disbursement.

Earthen mound construction is ancient in the Southeast. As tumuli
they may exist as early as Middle to Late Archaic (pre-Poverty Point) in
the Lower Mississippi valley (Gibson and Shenkel 1988), and as raised
platforme for ritual activities they occurred widely in the Middle
Woodland period (Mainfort 1986)., The construction and use of theese

early ceremonial platforms remain poorly known. However, distinctive

platform mound and plaza arrangements first appear around A.D, 700 in
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the Coles Creek culture of the Lower Mississippi valley (Williams and
Brain 1983) and soon after A.D. 1000 they are a ubiquitous
characteristic of Mississippian societies. Coles Creek and
Mississippian platform mounds are repeatedly enlarged in a series of
construction episodes over a considerable epan of time., Each stage
typically forms the substructure for buildings. It has been suggested
that the placement of Coles Creek structures or residences atop
platforms structurally similar to the earlier Woodland prototypes
permitted elites to co-opt a sacred symbol to reinforce their authority
(Steponaitis 1986:386).

Sixteenth century Spanish observations of Late Mississippian mounds
and eighteenth century French and English accounts indicate two basic
mound functions: (1) as elite, chiefly residences; and (2) ae
temple/charnel structures. Apparently, chief’s residences were merely
larger versions of the common domestic dwelling. More detailed comments
on temple/charnel structures are available. While Southeastern
temple/charnel structures and the associated ceremonialism exhibit
temporal and regional diversity, some fundamentsl characteristice can be
traced back into prehistory.

Platform mounds were central to Missiesippian ideology.
Mississippian iconography has been related to three ideological themes:
(1) chiefly/warrior cult insignia, notably falcon and weapon symbolism
(Brown 1985); (2) an ancestor cult associated with temple/charnel
structures (Waring 1968; Brown 1985; Knight 1986); and (3)
earth/fertility themes (Waring 1968; Knight 1986; Prentice 1986). These

latter two themees are closely associated with platform mounds.
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Both historic period and Mississippian mound temple/charnel
structures contained, in addition to the dead, wooden or stone statues
of ancestor figures (Waring 1968). Sanctified authority based upon
geneological claims promoted an asncestor-oriented compomnent in the
belief system. In this sense, temple/charnel structures may have become
shrines for descent groups (Brown 1985).

It hae long been recognized that temples, shrines, and ceremonial
centers may represent a world symbol, an axja mupndj (Eliade 1959). In
these places the community may symbolically assure the cyclic renewal of
both the natural world and the continuity of cultural traditions (Eliade
1959; Wheatley 1971). Backed by ethnohistoric data, Knight (1986:678)
interprets Mississippian mounds as symbols of the earth, the pericdic
addition of earthen stages a cycle of world renewal that functions to
cover older "polluted" surfaces in & "communal rite of intensification".

The earth/fertility theme is further reinforced by the historic
connection between maize intensification and mound ceremonialism,
Mississippian mound construction episodes have long been considered
antecedent to the annual "busk'' or green corn ceremonialism in the
Southesst. The historic busk ceremony revolved around the rekindling of
the sacred fire and & communal feast of the new corn (Howard 1968).
Waring (1968:54-58) tried to demonstrate that compound structure
patterns discovered atop Mississippian platform mounds were a prototype
of the Muskogean square-ground. He argued that the annual refurbishing
of the square-ground was a historic transformation of earlier mound
construction episodes.

Another interpretation links the periodic addition of mound

construction stages and succeesion to chiefly office or some equivalent
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change in corporate or kin group status (Waring 1968; Swanton 191i;
Krause 1987; Hally 1987; Anderson 1989). Like the basic elements of the
historic busk (new fire, new corn), the death and replacement of a chief
represents a transitional c¢risis in community continuity, & crisis that
may demand that the mound as earth, temple and shrine be renewed.

In the historic Southeast, temple/charnel structures were the scene
of food disbursement activities., In the best documented example, feasts
were a central focus of eighteenth century Choctaw mortuary
ceremonialism (Halbert 1900; Swanton 1931). These feaste were of two
types that anthropologists would classify as "critical and
"calendrical” ceremonies (Titev 1960). The first was a funeral feast
among the deceased’s relatives upon the placement of the deceased”s
bones, bundled within a cane casket, intoc the local temple/charnel
structure or "bone house." 1In some accounts, members of the opposite
moiety also participated. The second type of mortuary feast was a
large-scale semi-annual or annual ceremony (accounts differ on the
schedule) in which the multiple kin groups that comprised the two
moieties ate in the presence of the cane caskets at bone houses to honor
the dead {(Bossu 1768, Milfort 1802, Cushman 1899, cited in Swanton
1931).

An important study by Seeman (1979) links mortuary ceremonialism to
redistribution in the Eastern Woodlan&s. Seeman noted the common
occurrence of faunal remains, especially deer bone, together with
potsherds in association with Ohio Hopewell charnel house mounds. He
advanced & functional interpretation of historic Southeastern charnel

house ceremonialism, in particular the detailed information available
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for the Choctaw, as an analcog to Qhio Hopewell charnel house practices.
The principal food consumed at these feasts was meat. Seeman (1979:45)
proposes that in the Eastern Woodlands '"meat was the critical resource,"
even more than cultigens subject to short-term fluctuations, and that
the frequent charnel house feasts "provided a means of equalizing the
effects of local surpluses and scarcities of this key resource.”

Seeman”s hypothesis can be placed within the developmental context
of maize intensification in the Missiseippian subsistence economy. The
greater investment of energy, labor and time that presumably accompanied
maize horticulture would place a premium upon the hunting of deer in the
most efficient manner possible {(Seeman 1979:45-46). Archaeologically,
this might be manifested in evidence for intensive seasonal hunts,
patterns of the sort that have been identified in the Tombigbee faunal
data (Scott 1983).

Whether one interprets such an intensive shift as the inevitable
result of the inability to diversify due to population-rescurce
imbalances or a logistical necessity to accommodate a new mode of
production, intensification of deer hunting and the pooling of meat
would have had advantages. Furthermore, the historic Southeastern
aubsistence cycle of small game hunting and fishing in the local
vicinity of the farmstead maize fields in the warm months, and intensive
group hunts in the cold months may reflect this pattern. I hasten to
add, on a cautionary note, that historic patterns of hunting were also
affected by Euro-American market forces (Hudson 1976).

If intensification of waize fostered new patterns of labor
cooperation such as intensive seasonal hunts, perhaps the pooling of

meat and other critical resources at the local center was mediated
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through group ritual. Through euch a process, fessts in and around a
special facility situated upon & platform mound may have become a common
form of Mississippian community organization. Not only would these
activities establish a social context in which pooled surpluses and
group ritual could stimulate the amplification of sanctified authority
but, most importantly for archaeologists, it would create an
identifiable location where evidence of such activities could be

recovered.

Summary

Social and economic conditions that led to the establishment of the
local center/farmstead settlement system, and how these conditions
shaped the emergence of formal leadership institutions at Lubbub Creek,
have been proposed. The logistics of maize intensification and the need
to protect dispersed households created a situation in which the storege
of food at 8 fortified center was a solution. Defense and storage
created two potential sources of political influence: (1) management of
pooled resources through appeals to sacred authority; and (2) leadership
in war, Mortuary evidence for a formal office based on leadership in
war was discovered at Lubbub Creek. Ethnohistorical and archaeological
evidence suggests that Mississippian platform mounds are associated with
chiefly authority, group ritual,and disbursement of food surpluses.

If the establishment of platform mounds provided a social context
for the ideological legitimization of leadership, in a ritual format
based upon the management of pooled resources, then testable

expectations about mound activities and their physical evidence can be

summarized as follows:
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(1) If the mound was the location of food pooling activities, then
artifacts, ecofacts and architectural features should be present that
can be linked to feasting and storage.
(2) 1f the mound was the location of ritual activities, then non-
utilitarian artifacts of ritual paraphernalia or costume, and unique
architectural features associated with the sacred fire and temple layout
should be present.
(3) If the mound was the location of institutionalized activities, then
architectural arrangements should be patterned, repetitive and extend
over a time span longer than a single generation.

In the following chapter, evidence from the excavation of the

platform mound at Lubbub Creek is brought to bear on these issues.
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CHAPTER V

PLATFORM MOUND EXCAVATION AT LUBBUB CREEK

Evidence for a developmental relationship among feasting, group
ritual, and the emergence of sanctified authority was uncovered at the
Lubbub Creek site through excavation of the community s platform mound.
Originally the mound was an earthen, flat-topped platform 49 m on a side
and 3.35 m tall. Unfortunately, the upper portion of the mound could
not be directly investigated because it had been bulldozed away in the
1950s. Despite this destruction, our excavations determined the
sequence of construction, secured material remains with which to
reconstruct mound-related activities and documented the initiation of a
ceremonial zone on the premound surface around A.D, 1000, at the very
beginning of the Mississippian community (Blitz 1983b). Before
proceding to a broader interpretation, it is necessary to describe the
premound buildings, features, and mound construction stages, and to

summarize their sequence of development.

Mound Excavatjon

Clarence B. Moore visited the mound in 1901, dug a few ashallow
pits, but found little to hold his interest (Moore 1901). The mound was

later named the Summerville Mound and given a site number, 1Pi85.
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Because at the time of our investigation only the general location of

the mound wae known, the excavation was undertaken in three distinct

stages: (1) test trenches were cut to define the extent of the in situ

deposit; (2) the plowzone was stripped and the mound dimensions were
mapped; and (3) the premound surface was extensively excavated.

The plowzone was removed from a 3,475 m? area over the low mound.
What remained of the mound foundation was compo;ed of alternating zones
of clay and sand., This surface represented the cleavage plane from
which the bulldozer had sliced away the upper portion of the mound in
the 19508, It revealed the mound construction etages in a manner
similar to concentric growth rings exposed when a tree is cut (Figure
l1). These remnant stages showed that the Summerville Mound was a
platform with sides of roughly equal length that formed a square base
with sharp angular corneres. The dimensions at the base of the final
construction stage were 39 m by 40 m,

Three distinct episodes could be seen in the horizontal plan. 1In
each episode, sand fill was used to increase the height and breadth of
the mound and heavy clay was used as the stable surface foundation for
buildings. Two ramps provided access to the summit. The bulldozer had
truncated the mound at the surface of the first construction episode,
destroying all above this juncture,

Test trench profiles revealed that the intact base of the mound
covered the old ground surface to a depth of 60 cm to 100 cm, We hoped
that a careful examination of the premound surface might provide an
insight into the initiation of mound use at Lubbub Creek. A bright

yellow clay, designated Zone 0, was encountered at 50 cm below the

bulldozer cleavage plane. Zone O proved to be a rectangular clay
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platform that capped a series of structure featurea, These features
were a complex sequence of six superimposed structures or buildings,
which had been erected on the original ground surface prior to the
construction of the mound (Figures 12 and 13). An area of 650 w? was
exposed on this premound zone. Superposition and intersection of wall
trenches and other features, together with a single radiocarbon dste and
associated ceramice, permitted us to place the sequence of premound
structures and subsequent mound construction stages in their relative
chronological order.

The two earliest structures constructed on the premound surface
were Structure 4 and Structure 3 (Figure l14). Structure 4 was a swmall
circular cluster of postmolds 3.5 m in diameter. The very small size
and lack of hearth or floor stsining suggest a non-residential function,
such as a storage facility, but there is no direct evidence to support
such an interpretation. Structure 3 was a rectangular structure 6.5 m
by 4 m with deep, closely-set postmolds and & prepared clay floor. The
Structure 3 postmold pattern could not be completely traced because it
had been destroyed by subsequent building activity. No diagnostic
artifacts were found associated with either structure and most of the
surface was remarkably devoid of artifacts. Structure 3 postmolds
occurred nearly 10 cm higher than those of Structure 4, a possible
indicator that the two buildings were not contemporary, but truncation
by later activities is just as plausible, The only other features were
two shallow pits that appeared to be contemporary with Structure 4,
They contained charred corn cobe 8nd wood charcoal. A sample from one

was radiocarbon dated to A.D. 970 + 90. These structures represent the
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initiation of a more elaborate architecture that marked the Late
Woodland to Mississippian transition.

Soon after the abandomment of Structures 3 and 4, two wall trench
buildings, Structures 2 and 5A, were erected (Figure 15). The smaller
building, Structure 2, was a square pattern of four deep trenches that
defined a floor ares of 30 m?., There was a small circular clay hearth
near the center, The other wall trench structure, Structure 5A, was a
large rectangular building with two compartments. The largest was a 9 m
by 9 m square formed by four wall trenches with open corners. These
wall trenches were 88 much as 60 cm deep. Two other trenches formed a
second compartment or portico with one open side. The total length of
this building wae 13.60 m. In the center of the larger compartment was
a circular depression, probably a hearth, filled with ash and fired
clay.

Structures 2 and 5A were probably contemporary since both occurred
at the same elevation, displayed the wall trench construction technique
and obviously postdated Structures 3 and 4 but predated Structures 1 and
5B. Both the small and large wall trench structures were intentionally
razed, and all debris completely removed from the entire area. Small
bite of fired daub that escaped thie clearing operation indicate the
possibility that the buildings burned. After these structures were
destroyed, two new atructures were erected over the remains of the
eagrlier buildings. Like the earlier buildings, there was one smaller
square structure, Structure ], and one larger rectangular building with

two compartments, Structure 5B, but this time they were constructed of

single set posts (Figure 16).
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2 of floor space

Structure ]l was a square pattern that enclosed 36 m
. Two parallel wall trenches formed a narrow, vestibule entrance way 2
m long. There was a8 central clay hearth and a mass of clay packed
againet the outeide walls. Perhaps this clay feature functioned as a
clean, elevated platform or bench for social activities. This outside
bench-like feature had the architectural effect of insulating the
structure foundation and creating a sunken floor area.

Structure 5B was 8 long building constructed directly over the
earlier wall trench structure (Figure 17). One difference between them
wae that instead of the second compartment remaining open on one side
like a portico, here it was closed off to make two rooms. This
structure was l4.1 m long and enclosed arc area of about 81.7 ol. A
large raised clay platform dominated the center of each room. The
platforms had been intensely heated to s brick-like consistency and
probably served as raised hearths. Another feature, located against the
interior wall, was a raised platform of packed, unfired clay of a type
sometimes referred to as a "seat" by archaeologists but it probably
served 88 a step up to an opening into the other room. Perpendicular to
the northern wall was a pattern of two small wall trenches and several
postmolde at the upper end of the building. This feature may represent
a third small compartment, or some kind of substantial furniture,

Although both of the buildings were sparse in artifacts, shell-
tempered ceramics indicate use during Summerville I (A.D. 1000-1200),
the initial Missisesippian phase. Structures ! and 5B were the last
buildings constructed on the premound level. Both appear to be

contemporary with each other. These final two buildings were razed just
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as Structures 2 and 5A had been before. Once again most debris was
removed but potsherds, ash and faunal remains formed small sheets of
midden around the perimeter of the structures. A number of postmolds in
the premound precinct could not be assigned to a specific sequence of
buildings. Although they formed no discernable patterns, some clustered
together in a manner that may have resulted from screens, racks, or
elevated storage facilities (Figure 16).

After the destruction of these last buildings, a8 layer of yellow
clay was packed down upon the newly-cleaned surface, forming a
rectangular platform that covered all of the Structure 5B and part of
the Structure 1 postmold pattern. This platform, Zome 0, initiated the
first stage of mound construction, Zone O was not exposed for very long
before being covered by Zonese L and M, because Zone 0 showed no evidence
of erosion, nor any indication that it had functioned as a foundation
for buildings. Instead, Zone O was quickly covered by Zone M, which
supported a wall trench structure upon its summit. The configuration of
this structure could not be determined, for it was at this surface that
the bulldozer cleaved away the upper portion of the mound and
redeposited it into the adjscent borrow pit from which earth used to
construct the mound had originally been procurred. The presence of
large smounts of fired daub suggests that the Zone M building may have
burned.

With the termination of occupation on Zone M, the mound was again
increased in size with the application of sand fill, Zone K. The lack
of erosion in Zone K indicated that it was rapidly constructed and

capped over with the clay stage, Zone J. Not surprisingly, Zone K was
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nearly devoid of cultural material because this stage merely served to
increase the mound dimensions. However, a one cubic meter sample of
Zone J produced a large amount of Summerville II/III phase sherds. This
material was concentrated on the western side of the mound parallel to
the borrow pit. The mound stood at this height for some time, and
presumably it supported an important building. Next the mound was
expanded once more with the addition of sand fill, Zone I, and a final
clay construction stage, Zone H. The artifact content of Zone I was
negligible but Zone H contained gbundant ceramic material. It was also
in this final configuration that we found evidence for one and probably
two mound ramps (Figure 18). From each mound zone a measured volume of
80il was waterscreened to recover a sample of artifacts (Table 6).
Summary data on mound construction, architecture and artifact
associations are presented in Tables 7-9.

Sometime after the completion of the final stage, & large quantity
of debris--sherds, mussel shell, animal bones, and ash——was deposited in
the apex of an angle formed by the south ramp and the south edge of the
mound. This material was apparently dumped from the mound summit, since
an approach from the direction of the village would have been prevented

by the open borrow pit.

Patterned Continuities in Mound Architecture

The premound complex of structures represents the establishment of
a special activity precinct centrally located within the community, yet
spatially demarcated and architecturally distinct from it. The premound
structures were continually rebuilt, renovated and enlarged in place

over many years. There is a atriking regularity in architectural
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TABLE ©

Screened from Mound Zones

Wheelbarrow

Percent of Zone

lone Loads Cubic Meters Waterscreened
H 5 .30 90%
N 15 1.00 20%
| 5 .30 20%
J 15 1.00 20%
N 5 .30 50%
L 5 .30 10%
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orientation. With the exception of Structure &4, all premound structures
wvere rectangles with the long axis oriented about 26 degrees south of
true east. Later, when the premound zone served as the surface for
initial mound construction, each new and larger comstruction stage
retained thie orientation throughout several centuries of expansion.
This development can be compared to a series of nested boxes.

This creation of & ritual space became the focal point around which
a community formed., The separateneses of the premound structures from
the residential part of the community was emphasized by a line of
postmolds that surrounded the perimeter of the premound zone and
maintained the same orientation as the buildinge, Thie partition or
fence formed an enclosed compound, Furthermore, the orientaticn of the
premound compound and initial mound stages was replicated in the layout
of a series of palisade lines that represent several sequential episodes
of construction. Unlike the defensive bastioned palisade 200 m west of
the mound, only one of the other four palisade lines (the inner
palisades) had an obvious bastion, 80 perhaps their purpose was to
demarcate symbelically a epecial social space. Therefore during the
Summerville I phase a inner palisade line (rebuilt several times)
enclosed a fenced-off premound compound.

The premound structures are different in size and form when
compared to the domestic dwellings. The initiation of the premound
precinct begins with a slightly more elaborate version of a domestic
dwelling, Structure 3. Structure 4 may be contemporary or slightly
earlier. The next two building sequences (Structures 2 and 5A,
Structuree ! and 5B) represent paired contemporaneous buildings. The

smaller structures appear to be more substantially-built versions of
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domestic dwellings but the adjacent large buildings are clearly
specialized structures. The paired building arrangements span what must
be at least Beveral decades at the beginning of the Mississippian
occupation,

Thie creation of a ceremonial precinct on the premound surface
provides support for the theme of world renewal that some scholars have
associated with mound ceremonialism. There were no structures built
upon the surface of Zone 0, the first construction stage. This implies
that the primary symbolic function of this initial stage of mound
construction was to cover a previous "polluted” surface, rather than
serve as a foundation for an important building.

What social proceeses produced this architectural pattern? Perhaps
an iafluential individual sponsored and maintained a ceremonial precinct
that became the ritual focus for a number of surrounding households.
Such an authority figure could have stimulated kinsmen and others to
produce surpluses to be consumed in ceremonial feasts over which the
individual presided as host, The sequence from the initial Structure 3
and & pair to the Structure 2 and 5A pair could be interpreted as the
transformation of a domestic household into a specialized ritual
facility, Alternatively, the facilities may have been established by a
descent group or other corporate unit that then either promoted a member
{or through which a member promoted himself) to a formal role in the
associated activities,

While I see no way to establish which of these scenarios led to the
observed architectural layout, I propose that: (1) an individual or

individuals associated with the smaller structure had a central role in
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the activities that took place in the larger building; (2) the physical
proximity of the smaller etructure to the large ceremonial building may
have had the symbolic effect of utilizing the sacred to legitimate a
position of authority; and (3) the continuity of architecture indicates
that these activites and, perhaps, the roles associated with them,
beceme formalized and ipstitutionalized through time. This patteruned,
repetitive architectural arrangement was not idiosyncratic or temporary
but clearly transcended the influence or lifetime of a single
individual. 1If the continuity of the paired structures and construction
episodes over time does indicate the institutionalization of mound
activities and the social roles associated with them, what were these
activities?

The architectural and spatial layout alone does not provide
sufficent intormation. It is necessary to reconstruct mound-related
activities through analysis of associated artifacts. If the mound zone
wag the location of specialized activities, then some material
correlates should survive. Further, the mound artifact pattern should
differ from artifacts recovered in other community or domestic contexts,
Only through comparison of artifact variasbility in different community

contexts can the broader social implications be perceived.

Evidence of Mound Activitijes: Artifacts, Ecofacts, and Features

Upon initial inspection, artifacts recovered from the mound did not
appear to differ remarkably from materials found in the village domestic
refuse. 5till, there i1s evidence to connect some of these items to the
themes of ritual and feasting. The most abundant items were potsherds

and animal bone. Lithic debris and artifacts, never abundant in
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Summerville domestic contexts (Allan 1983), are even less plentiful and
diverse in mound contexts. The few lithic artifacts included a number
of tools: two shaft drills; a single microdrill (< 3 cm long); one
bifaced perforator/graver; and several unretouched, Madison arrowpoints
that were deposited prior to any use that would necessitate
resharpening. The minute amount of debitage recovered from structure
floors, indicates that very occasional tool maintainance (but not
production) occurred at the mound. Of three whole and twelve broken
greenstone celts (axes) recovered at Lubbub Creek, the largest (14.4 cm)
was found in the mound fill, together with four celt fragments.

Several artifacts imply special purpose items that might be
consistent with a ritual format. The only lithic materials unique to
the mound were unmodified mica (muscovite) fragments associated with
Struture 5A. A nonlocal resource, mica is probably an element of
costume or ornamentation. A ground sandstone disk fragment was found on
the floor of Structure 5B. The edge of this disk is notched and incised
with concentric circles. The only other disk fragments came from
Structure 7 in the village. Ground sandstone disks with notches,
circles, and Southern Cult motifs have been found most often at
Moundville, the probable source of their regional dispersal, either in
mounde or buriale (Webb and DeJarnette 1942:287-291). Specimene have
been recovered with traces of pigment, thus the interpretation that they
are “palettes" (Walthall 1980),

Numerous large lumps of chalk, hematite, limonite and breccia
capable of producing white, red,and yellow pigments were present.
Although the size and density of these mineral lumps found at the mound

were exceptional, they were commonly encountered in village contexts as
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well. In short, while the mica, the stone disk fragment and pigments
may indicate ritual paraphernalis, only the tiny scrap of mica was
unique to the mound context. In addition, an awl-like implement made

from the ulna of a bobcat (Lynx rufus) recovered from the mound was a

unique item found nowhere else on the site.

Faunal remaine, analyzed by Susan Scott (1983), are perhaps more
revealing sbout mound activities than the limited amount of lithic
artifacts. Bones of several bird species were unique to the mound:
Carolina parakeet (Conuropsis carolipensis); cardinal (Cardinallis
cardinalis); bluejay (Cyanocitta cristata); crow (Cornus brachyrynchos);
mockingbird/brown thrasher (Mimidae); and a merlin (Falco cf,
columarius). Rather than food items, these remains are most likely
parts of costume or ritual paraphernalia. Interestingly, the French
observers mention bird symbolism in connection with Natchez and Taensa
temples: carved wooden birds affixed to the roof and stuffed birds
around the "altar" (Swanton 1911:164).

Scott notes that the colors red, white, black, and blue represented
in the birds” plummage symbolized the cardinal directions in a pervasive
historic Southeastern cosmclogy, and goes on to observe that:

Remains of a crow were recovered from the sand £ill of the fourth

building stage (USN 4534). Blitz interprets the layers of sand

fill as building stages, with superimposed clay strata lending
stability te the final shape of the mound and serving as the
surface upon which structures were erected. Among the Choctaw,

“erow feathers indicated wmourning and were the only ones that

could be put on when there had been a death in the family. It was

principally the chiefs who used them, however, the others confining
themselves to black cloth” (Swanton 1931:44). The inclusion of
this species in the sand fill suggests a possible impetus for the

periodic accretion of the mound [Scott 1983:349-350].

The cardinal remains are also of interest because of the role this
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bird played in Natchez cosmology. According to Le Page du Pratz:

They said that a great rain fell on the earth so abundantly and

during such a long time that it was completely covered except a

very high mountain where some men saved themselves; that all fire

being extinguished on the earth a little bird named c¢puy-ouy, which
is entirely red (it is called in Louisiana the cardinal bird),
brought it from heaven. I understood by that that they had
forgotten almost all the history of the deluge, etc. [Swanton

1911:177]

Food consumption is also implicated in the faunal remains. Scott
compared faunal samples between mound and village contexts. By bone
weight, large mammals {(principally deer) dominate both mound and village
samples. However, deer mandibles, hindlimbe and especially forelimb
skeletal elements were overrepresented in the mound debris. Similar
overrepresentatione in the distributions of deer skeletal elements have
been interpreted as differential access by an elite at other
Mississippian sites (e.g. Bogan 1980:44). Because observed differences
between mound and village samples were not great and bone fragmentation
presented comparative problems, Scott (1983:356-357) edvised caution as
to whether thie pattern could be interpreted as evidence of preferential
high-status access to choice cuts of venison. The only major difference
in the two faunal samples was the much higher relative frequency of fish
(particularly catfish) and turtles in the mound sample. Clearly,
differences in the social context of food consumption are indicated in
the mound and village samples but it cannot be assumed that access is
restricted to an elite., Finally, almost half of the mouse or rat bones
recovered at Lubbub Creek came from the mound. Perhaps this
concentration is "a subtle indication of the location of village stores"

(Scott 1983:356).

Two elements of historic Southeastern mound ceremonialism expected
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to leave some physical evidence, if present in this early period, are:
(1) the eternal fire, and (2) placement of the disarticulated bones of
deceased chiefs or other members of the descent group into baskets or
wooden containers, deposited upon a small "altar" within a compartment
ineide the temple/charnel structure.

Reference to both may be found in a description, by La Page du
Pratz, of the interior details of a Natchez temple/charnel house
eituated on top of a mound:

The interior of this temple is divided into unequal parts by a

little wall which cuts it from the rising to the setting sun. The

part into which one enters may be 20 feet wide and the other may be

10, but in this second part it is extremely gloomy, because there

is only one opening, which is the door of the temple itself, which

is to the north, and because the little communicating door is not
capable of lighting the second part.
There is nothing remarkable in the inside of the temple except

a table or altar about 4 feet high and 6 long by 2 broad. On this

table is a coffer made of cane splints very well worked, in which

are the bones of the last great Sun., The eternal fire is in this
first part of the temple. In the other and more secluded part
nothing can be distinguished except two planke worked by hand on
which are many minute carvings (plusiers minutes) which one is
unable to make out, owing to the insufficient light [in Swanton

1911:162].

There are architectural elements in the Lubbub premound buildings
that correspond to a remarkable degree with Le Page’s description: (1)
internal subdivision; (2) raised hearth platforms as would be expected
for an eternal fire; (3) interior postmold pattern at the northern end
of Structure 5B that duplicates the "altar" for the bone caskets; and
(4) an interior clay step in Structure 5B that possibly marks the
location of the "little communicating door".

The only human burial found in the mound area was the cranium of a

one to two year old child placed in a small pit or posthole within the

foundation of Structure 5B without any accompanying artifacts (Figure
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19). The placement within the wall aligmment suggests a dedicatory
sacrifice. Infant and child crania, apparently intended as ritual
accompaniments, have been found in other mound contexts at Moundville
and at Seven Mile island, a Moundville variant site on the central
Tennessee River (Peebles 1971; Webb and DeJarnette 1942).

A connection between infant sacrifice and the cycle of mound/temple
construction ie established historically through a strange incident
witnessed by Iberville. Iberville was present in 1700 among the Taensa
when lightning set their temple afire:

These savages, to appease the Spirit, who they said was angry,

threw five little children into the fire of the temple... An old

man of about 65 years, who appeared to be the principal priest, was
near the fire, crying in a loud voice: "Women, bring your children
to sacrifice them to the Spirit in order to appease him",.. The
action of these women was regarded by them as one of the finest one

could make...[in Swanton 1911:266-267].

No associated multiple, disarticulated human remains were located
that would support an interpretation that the premound structures had a
charnel function but it is possible that, if bone baskets were once
present, they were ultimately removed elsewhere with new construction
episodes. Mortuary evidence that suggests such a scenario was found in
two different interments adjacent to the mound. A deposit of
disarticulated, stacked bundles of bones (Burial 9, USN 7840), refered
to as an ossuary (Figure 20), contained portions of 37 adults, three
infants, two children and one adolescent (Powell 1983:460). These
stacked bundles had the appearance of having been placed in some
perishable containers or bound together, but no remains of these were
found. The second interment (Burial 5, USN 6310) was a cache of stacked

adult calvaria (top portion of cranium) placed over the disarticulated

bundled remains of an adult female who in turn was placed atop the
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calvarium of a child (Figure 21).

A direct historic analogy provides insight into this pattern as
well. The physical remains were analyzed by Mary Powell (1983), who
calls attention to parallels between these burials and the elabeorate
mortuary program of the eighteenth century Choctaws. As relsted in the
definitive compilation by Swanton (1931), the Choctaw mortuary program
included temporary scaffolding, defleshing and bundling of the bones,
funeral feasts involving representatives of opposite moieties, and
conveyance of the bones within a basketry or wooden container to a
temple/charnel structure [the word '"Tombigbee" is a corruption of the
Choctaw itombi, "box" or "coffin" and ikbi, "makers" (Byington 1915)].
Under circumstances not entirely clear in the early accounts, the bone
containers were periodically removed from the charnel and buried
together. Powell suggests that the two mass burisls are the final stage

of 8 similar mortuary program.

Cersmic Variabiljty as a Measure of Mound-related Activities

In small-scale societies, ritual feasts are oftenm an important arena
for status competition and social integration. Food was coneumed at the
mound and quantities of broken pottery were recovered. If the mound was
the location of specialized activities--feasts or storage--then the
mound and village pottery samples might vary in an informative way.

For instance, differences in the ratio of serving to cooking wares
in mound and village samples might indicate an emphasis on such
activities and perhaps provide a subtle measure of status or wealth
(Drennan 1976). The cooking/serving distinction in the Lubbub Creek

pottery may be identified by the coarse temper/fine temper dichotomy in
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Figure 20. Ossuary Deposit of Disarticulated Stacked Bundles of Human Bone
(Adapted from Albright 1983).
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paste composition. Technological studies indicate coarse shell temper
is resistant to thermal shock whereas fine shell temper (often mixed
with very fine grog) facilitates thin, durable walls in various shapes
(Steponaitie 1983:33-45). 1In addition, coarse shell temper highly
correlates with unburnished pottery and fine shell temper highly
correlates with burnished, black-filmed pottery. Because the black-
filmed surface ie destroyed when exposed to fire, it is unlikely this
ware was used for cooking {(Steponaitis 1983:33).

Based on these criteria, the undecorsated types have been divided
into burnished and unburnished categories that reflect the
serving /cooking distinction and compared between mound and village
contexts (Table 10). While the mound has a slightly higher proportion
of serving ware, this difference is not very dramatic. It would appear
that the same basic ratic of ware categories were used throughout the
community wherever cooking and serving activities took place.

Are there differences in the distribution of vessel shape classees
in mound and village samples? 1In figure 22, a bar graph of the major
vessel shapes are compared as percentages of total ceramics from mound
and village contexts. Bottles, flaring rim bowls and standard jars are
present in slightly higher frequencies in the mound sample, while a
greater proportion of simple bowls are present in the village sample.
Following the morphological and use wear criteria outlined by
Steponaitis (1983) and Hally (1986), bottles and flaring rim bowls are
considered to have predominately a serving function, standard jars a
cooking or storage function, and simple bowls a cooking or serving
function.

Is there a significant difference in the relative frequencies of
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Table 10. Ratio of Serving to Cooking Wares: Village and Mound Samples.

—— - - — A — - S o T T T - . S S S s W e S — — . T o o S -

Eample No. of unburnished No. of burpiashed Serving :Cooking
plain sherds plaip sherde ratio
{cooking ware) ] (serving ware) 2
VILLAGE 44153 2921 .06
MOUND 5307 416 08

—— - ——— i —— T T ——— . T T T o o T ————— ——— —— T —————— T ————

I Mississippi Plain v, Warrior, undetermined
2 Mississippl Plain v, Hale, Bell Plain
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vessel shapes in the mound and village samples? A chi-squared test was
conducted to determine if the distribution of vessel shapes is
independently distributed across mound and village samples. The test
shows no significant difference in the distribution in vessel shapes
between the mound and the village (Table 11).

Given that function can be sttributed to vessel shape in only a
generalized way, the size range within each shape class might be more
informative about mound activities. As all veseel shapes, regardless of
size, are present in both mound and village samples, differences in
vessel size may be more directly related to: (1) the size of the social
group and (2) the variety of food-processing tasks.

Presumably, the greater volume of food consumed by a large group
will necessitate larger cooking and serving vessels than required for a
smaller group of people and there is evidence to support this contention
(Turner and Lofgren 1966). Of course, it is also poseible that the
needs of large-group food consumption could be met merely with more
vessels, rather than larger vessels. There are ethnoarchaeological
studies that have discovered a weak but positive correlation between
vessel size and social group (household) size {(Nelson 1981). These
observations are not offered as universal principles. This is an
empirical question to be examined anew in each case. If differential
distributions of vessel size occur, then it is a justified inference
(when supported by parallel lines of evidence such as faunal remains) to
conclude that the social context of food consumption has shaped this
distribution,

The variety of food processing tasks is also expected to influence

vessel size ranges. Ethnographic observations have noted the
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correlation between the diversity of food preparation and other
household activities that involve pottery and the use of different
vessel sizes (Nelson 1981, 1985). These needs are met in the

wanuf acture of various sizes within each shape class, frequently
designated by specific names, Domestic contexts are expected to
represent the most diverse set of activities and thus have the greatest
range of sizes. Specialized contexts, with a limited set of activities,
are expected to have a more restricted range of sizes.

If the mound is a special activity location of large-group food
consumption and if the village ceramic sample primarily reflects exzall-
group household use, then (1) a higher relative frequency of large
vessels 1s expected in mound contexts when compared to village contexts,
and (2) there should be a correspondingly narrower size rapge in the
mound sample than is found in the village sample. In order to evaluate
these expectations, the first step was to gather information on vessel
size,.

Because the ceramic data consist almost entirely of sherds, orifice
diameter was ueed as an indirect estimate of vessel size. To test this
assumption, a correlation coefficient was calculated on the relationship
between orifice diameter and vessel height for 8 sample of 17 complete
standard (globular) jars and 10 complete simple bowls from Moundville.
This test supports the claim that orifice diameter can be used 8s an
indirect measure of vessel size for these shape classes at Lubbub Creek
(Figure 23).

Orifice dismeter and height relationships for other bowl forms were

not tested with whole vessele. However, it is expected that orifice
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Table 11. Chi-squared Test: Distribution of Vessel Shapes Across Mound
and Village Samples.

MOUND VILLAGE
Simple Bowl 32 125 157
Flar. Rim Bowl 46 108 154
Standard Jar 34 66 100
Bottle 16 34 50
128 333 461
Ho : Distribution of vessel shape is independently distributed across

mound and village samples (random distribution).

X¢ = 6,37, df = 3, p > .05; null hypothesis is accepted.
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diameter can be used as an indirect measure of vessel size for these
forms as well, because orifice diameter and height relationshipse (also
orifice diameter and maximum disameter relationships [Nelson 1985:313-
314)) are a function of the relatively simple geometric forms
represented. Bottle formes were excluded because 80 few rim sherds of a
measurable size were recovered.

Orifice diameter was measured for each rim sherd that possessed
shape attributes through the use of a centimeter template. Generally,
it was discovered that small sherds with an arc of less than sbout 10 to
15 degrees could not be as precisely measured on the template as larger
rim sherds and so they were not used, Due to the fact that function can
be attributed to veesel shape in only the most general sense, the basic
jar/bowl distinction presents the clearest functional contrast.
Size/frequency histograms of mound and village jar and bowl forms are
shown in figure 24.

Are there size range differences for jars and bowls between mound
and village contexts? For jars (cooking/storage), a greater size range
is found in village than in mound contexts. Specifically, the mound has
an overrepresentation of the largest vessels, with the smallest sizes
absent. For bowls {cooking/serving), the same pattern holds true.

Large bowls are overrepresented and the small end of the range is
absent.

Another way to perceive these dif ferences is to examine cumulative
curves of orifice diameters of jare and bowls in the village and mound
samples (Figures 25 and 26). These two distributions were tested with

the Mann-Whitney U statistic to determine if they represent samples

drawn from the same population. For jars, an extreme value (U=203)
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Figure 24, Size/Frequency Histograms of Mound and Village Jars and Bowls.
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indicates a non-random pattern. This U value was transformed intoc a
normally—distributed Z statistic and the probability level corrected for
ties (2= —3,829; 2-cailed p .0001). The same is true for mound and
village bowls (U=368.5; Z= -3.468; 2-tailed p .0005)., Mound jars and
bowls are missing the lower tails of the village distributions, This is
particularly dramatic for bowls less than 13 cm in diameter, but I am
unable to determine how or for what purpose these small vessels were
used.

It is clear that there are significant differences in the sizes of
mound and village veasels. Thege results are interpreted as evidence
that the broad range of vessel sizes in the village samples reflects a
variety of domestic household activities, while the narrowed range in
the mound suggests primary emphasis on large-group food consumption and

perhaps st orage.

Summary

Evidence for a possible developmental relationship between ritual,
feasting and the emergence of sanctified authority was uncovered at the
Lubbub Creek site through excavation of the platform mound. A sequerce
of pasired, specialized buildings created a ceremonial precinct, The
structure pairs are interpreted as analogues or prototypes of the
chief’s residence and temple/charnel buildings associated with historic
Southeast ern mound ceremonialism.

Mound-related activities are linked to ritual and feasting through
artifact and ecofact sanalysis. Remains of costume and ritual
paraphernalias were identified. Faunal remains reveal a distinct social

context of food consumption on the mound when compared to the village.
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Functional characteristice of ceramic samples from mound and village
contexts were compared. There are no significant differences in the
distribution of vessel shapes, nor are there important differences in
the ratio of serving to cooking wares. However, the mound sample has a
more restricted range of vessel sizes and disportionately larger vessels
than the village sample. These results suggest that mound activities
included feasts in a ritual format. The rebuilding and continuity of
mound architecture over generations is interpreted as

institutionalization of the activities and associated roles.

156



Chapter VI

TOWARD THE SUMMERVILLE SETTLEMENT SYSTEM

Like their counterparts elsewhere in the Southeast, Missiesippian
families along the central Tombigbee River established their households
in small, dispersed settlements archaeclogists refer to as farmsteads or
homesteads. Mississippian farmsteads, when excavated, often exhibit a
remarkable degree of similarity in size and composition. They are small
sites of one or two structures suitable to nuclear-extended family use.
Typically, artifact assemblages indicate a common range of basic
hunting, fishing, collecting, borticultural and raw material processing
tasks. As more of these sites are excavated, it is becoming
increasingly clear that Mississippian farmsteads represent "the domestic
level of production at its social minimum" (Muller 1986:204).

Mississippian populations had social and economic requirements that
created oscillations in population nucleation and dispersion.

Sett]lement nucleation favored defense and social integration.
Settlement dispersal favored efficient utilization of natural resources.
Under these conditions:

Many, if not all, Mississippian populations could be generally

characterized as having a settlement system consisting of dispersed

farmsteads surrounding a local center, with this system
representing a flexible compromise soclution to the opposing pressures
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of optimum energy utilization and optimum social-cohesion-boundary-
mainteinence-abilities [Smith 1978:491]

This characterization matches the Summerville settlement system
quite well, Many small, dispersed Mississippian sites have been located
in the study area (Figures 2-3, Chapter IIL). Site survey has been
broad but opportunistic, and largely limited to the unforested portion
of the floodplain within boundaries imposed by project impact areas.

For this reason, it is not possible to essess farmstead densities
without further survey, but the general settlement pattern is known,
Typically, small Mississippian sites are oval artifact concentrations 20
m to 40 m in diameter, located on well-dreined sandy or loamy soils
scattered across the floodplain. Based on purface inspection, sites
with sherds, lithice, mussel shell and sometimes daub and midden were
classified as farmeteads; and sites with fewer than 15 recovered sherds,
no daub or midden were classified as transitory camps (Jenkine et al.

1975:74).

Farmstead Subsistence Activities

Informative similarities and differences in subsistence activities
are evident when artifacte and ecofactes are compared between farmsteads
and the local center at Lubbub Creek. Because the four farmsteads
considered here are widely distributed, they did not all articulate with
the Lubbub Creek center. Tibbee Creek, Kellogg, and Yarborough are
closest to the Butler or Lyon“s Bluff local center, while 1Gr2 is
closest to Lubbub Creek. Regardless, artifact and ecofact assemblages
may be compared as representative of site settlement categories:

farmstead and local center. When this is done, utlitarian artifacts of

stone, bone, shell and pottery are highly comparable.
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Lithic assemblages at both farmsteads and local center exhibit
tather low quantity and diversity of tools and debitage. Farmstead
lithic tool types are few, simple, and locally-available stone
predominates, This is true of contemporary Moundville phase farmstead
lithic assemblages as well (Mistovich 1989)., The most likely
explanation is that many cutting tools and other implements were made of
perishable cane, wood, bone, and shell, This was the case for the early
historic native societies in the region (Swanton 1911:58).

Perhaps a reflection of this lack of emphasis on lithic technology
is the fact that many Mississippian tools are morphologically similar to
Late Woodland artifacts that also occur at these sites. For this
reason, tocls and especislly debitage are not easily assigned to
conponents, and the potential for mixed samples limits assemblage
comparison to simple presence/absence observations. Comparison of tools
from Miesissippian features, which probably represent the least
contamination from earlier componeants, reveals that farmstead and local
center share highly redundant inventories (Table 12).

Groundstone plant-processing implements——pitted stones, mullers,
and mortars-—are only rarely found in clear Missisgippian contexts at
either site category but recovery of groundstone fragments from features
and house floors suggest their use was not uncommon, The large wooden
mortar and long~handled pestle, widespread in the historic Southeast,
was probably the principal Miesissippian plant-processing implement.

The use of this tool by Mississippian populations in northern Alabama is
implicated in activity studies of osteclogical remaine (Bridges 1989).

Flaked stone scrapers and hoes are also largely absent but large
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Table 12, Utilitsrian Artifacts Common to Both Lubbub Creek and
Farmetead Domeetic Contexts.

FLAKE TOOLS:

Projectile points
Preforms

Shaft drill
Microdrill
Perforator/Graver
Cobble knife/biface
Chopper

GROUND TQOLS:

Greenstone celr (axe)
Hammer st one
Abrader

BONE/SHELL TOOLS:

Antler projectile point
Fishhook

Awl/Perforator

Beaver incisor chisel
Mussel shell hoe/scraper
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freshwater mussel shells, perforated for hafting and exidbiting edge
wear, were probably used for these tasks (Curren 1981; Williams and
Brain 1983:282-284),

Potsherds are the most sbundant artifacts at both farmsteads and
the local center. Ceramic vessel function, as measured by variation in
vessel form categories, is a potential source of information about site
activities. Identification of vessel form requires great quantities of
large rim sherds but the farmstead samples tend to be highly fragmented.
Consequently, sample size is greatly reduced. However, identifiable
vessel forms can be grouped into a composite farmstead sherd sample
(N=85)., When this is done, the most abundant vessel forms are standard
jars (62%), simple bowle (272) and flaring rim bowls (10X). The only
other forms that can be identified are one bottle and one outslanting
rim bowl, both from the Summerville II/III phase farmstead, 1Gr2., This
relative order of abundance (but not the same proportions) is identical
for these same forms in the Lubbub Creek aggregate village sample.
Perhaps this i8 a rough indication that the basic domestic vessel
assenblage does not vary greatly between site types. Even if that is
the case, however, it does not necessarily mean that storage, cooking
and serving activities at the sites were identical.

In sum, utilitarian artifact inventoriese are similar. The same
array of hunting, fishing, cultivation and raw material processing tasks
occurred in and around households at both farmetead sites and at Lubbub
Creek, There is no indication of site or household specislization in

terms of basic subsistence activities.
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Cultjvatjon and Plant Utiljzetion

To label these small dispersed sites "farmsteads' implies that
cultivation was a primary activity at these locations, That farmsteads
were directly involved in cultivation is supported by: (]) the
ubiquitous presence of maize, and (2) evidence of deforestration at
farmstead sites.

In the Summerville I and II/III phase floral samples at Lubbub
Creek, maize represented the largest proportion of food plant remains
(90X) but nutshells were found in more features than maize (Caddell
1983:270). 1In the Late Mississippian/Protohistoric Summerville IV phase
samples, these proportions changed. Nutshell composed the majority of
food plant remains (85%) and maize was no longer dowinant (15%). If
these proportional changes indicate an economic shift away from maize,
the reason for this change is unknown. In addition to maize, other
Mispissippian cultigens recovered in small quantities at Lubbub Creek
were sunflower (Helianthus annuus) and the common bean (Phaseolus
vulgaris). Starchy edible seeds were not important. Other common wild
food plants were persimmons, plums, grapes, and maypops {Caddell
1983:270).

The same range of cultivated and wild food plant remains occur at
farmsteads. Maize, puts and edible fruit remains were recovered at all
farmeteads (Caddell 1981, 1982; Scarry 1981; Cranme 1980). At Tibbee
Creek, maize was present in four of seven feature samples (Scarry
1981:215), About half of Mississippian features at Kellogg (18 of 37
samples) contained maize (Crane 1980:333). In all ten Summerville
11/I11 phase features at 1Gr2, maize was present. Maize was the only

cultigen at these three farmsteads. At the Yarborough farmstesd, in
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Mississippian contexts of uncertain phase affiliation, maize represented
8.6 percent of food plant remains (Caddell 1982:139). 1In addition to
maize, sunflower and common bean were also present at Yarborough. By
both weight and count, hickory nuts were the most abundant food apecies
at Tibbee Creek, Kellogg, and Yarborough.

Taken at face value, the relative frequency of maize is lower at
three of four farmstead sites when compared to Lubbub Creek samples.
The exception is 1Gr2, where feature samples were exclusively from cob-
filled "smudge pits." Unfortunately, because of differential
preservation biases inherent in plant remains, differences in sample
processing and limitations on samples analyzed, the proportional
contribution of maize and wild food plants to the diet cannot be
accurately assessed at farmsteads or compared to Lubbub Creek (Caddell
1981:50, 1983:231; Scarry 1981:213). Even a simple comparison such as
percent of features with maize 18 inadequate for this purpose, since it
is8 clear that feature function, such as use of cobs as fuel in smudge
pits, will effect preservation and recovery (Caddell 1981:33-34). For
these reasons it would be unwise to conclude, based ¢on the relative
frequency of maize, that farmsteads participated in horticultural
production or consummed maize to a lesser degree than local center
regsidents,

That fermsteads were close to cleared garden plots is supported by
several sets of evidence. Pollen and floral remains associated with
both arboreal climax forest genera and and weedy subclimax forest genera
were recovered at Yarborough (Caddell 1982:139), Kellogg (Crane

1980:336; Fish 1980:338-339), Tibbee Creek (Scarry 1981:217) and 1Gr2
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(Caddell 1981:44). The recovery of non-food microfauna at Yarborough,
such as white-footed mouse, pine vole, wood rat and certain land snail
species indicate the close proximity of hardwood forest but the presence
of cotton rat and rice rat suggest some open habitat as well (Scott
1982:151). Bone count ratios of cottontail rabbit to swamp rabbit
(field:swamp species) and grey squirrel to fox squirrel
(climax:subclimax forest species) suggest more forest cover at
Yarborough than at Lubbub Creek {Scott 1982:151). This variation in
forest cover may indicate either a qualitative difference in the kind of
cultivation practices——small garden plots at farmeteads, large field
planting at Lubbub Creek (Scott 1982:152)--or it may merely reflect the
greater population concentration and resultant long-term occupational
impact at the local center.

To eummarize, it can be concluded that the same cultivated and wild
food plants were consumed at farmsteads and the local center. Maize is
ubiquitous at all farmsteads and certainly of dietary iwmportance.

Faunal and floral remains indicate land clearance in the immediate
vicinity of farmsteads. Clearly, cultivation was a major activity at

farmsteads.

Socjal Group Size at Fermsteads
Mississippian farmsteads in the central Tombiglee River area, like
those examined in other regions, are thought to represent the remains of
a8 nuclear family household. The size of structure remains and the
limited spatial distribution of features and midden imply small group
size.

In an innovative study, Shapiro (1984) used ceramic vessel function
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and size to investigate Mississippian intersite variability in Georgia.
Differences in size and frequency of storage vessels was considered an
indicator of site permanence. Differences in size and frequency of
cocking and serving vessels was used as an indicator of group size.
Shapiro examined samples from four sites: a large, permanent
mound/village site, a warm season farmstead, and two extractive cemps.
As expected, the larger and more permanent the site (as indicated by
site size, faunal seasonality markers, midden development, etc.), the
greater relative frequency of storage vessels and the larger the size of
serving and cooking vessels.

Thie method is applicable to the Tombigbee sites., If Tombigbee
sites exhibit some of the variability of Shapiro”s sites, one would
expect Lubbub Creek to have larger jars and bowls than the farmstead
sites. Sample size (measurable rim sherds) was too small to permit
useful comparison of individual farmsteads. Instead, jars and bowls
from all four sites were combined to form a composite farmstead sample.
In addition, this farmstead composite sample represents thoee rim sherds
I had the opportunity to examine within an alloted amount of time and so
represents a subsample of total recovered rimsherds. The Lubbub Creek
sample represents &ll measurable jar and bowl rim sherds from both
village and mound contexts. As in Chapter V, orifice diameter was used
as an indirect measure of vessel size. Size/frequency histograms of
Lubbub Creek and farmstead standard jar and simple bowl forms are shown
in figure 27,

For jars, with a cooking/storage function, a greater size range is

found at Lubbub Creek than at farmstead sites, and these vessels are

larger. For bowls, with a serving/cooking function, vessels with
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orifice diameters greater than 25 cm are more frequent at Lubbub Creek.
These differences may be examined as cumulative frequency curves
(Figures 28-29) and tested with the Mann-Whitney U statistic to
determine the probability that they represent samples drawn from the
same population. In each case the U value was transformed into a
normally-distributed Z statistic and the probability level corrected for
ties. For jars, (U=1141; Z=-5,228; 2-tailed p .0001) significantly
different diatributions are indicated. Significant differences in the
two samples remain even when the mound jar eample, which contains large
vesBels concentrated at the mound, ie removed from the Lubbub Creek
aggregate sample (U=885.5; 2=-3.400; 2-tailed p .0007). For bowls,
however, there is no significant difference in the two distributions
(U=594; Z=-.733; 2-tailed p .4633).

Unless there are transformation processes at farmsteads that have
created an unknown sample bias (the highly fragmented nature of the
sample is of some concern here), or small sample size has distorted the
results, the tentative conclusion is that farmsteads used a smaller size
range of jare than the local center. With these cautions in mind, jar
size differences in the farmstead and local center samples are
interpreted as a reflection of: (1) smaller group size at farmsteads;
(2) a lesser degree of site permanence at farmsteads compared to local
centers and, consequently, a reduced vessel storage capacity; and (3)
little variability in the social context of fooed consumption at
farmsteads. The lack of significant size differences in simple bowls
for farmetead and local center samples suggests no difference in the

kinds of serving and cooking activities specific to these vessel forms
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et either site type. These vessel size differences and similarities
probably reflect the addition of certain activities specific to
population aggregation at the local center.

There is an additional possible explanation for the vessel size
differences. If farmetesd and local center inhabitants are the same or
if some degree of residential mobility is a factor, the vessel size
differences may be due to transportation costs. In other words,
families took smaller vessels with them to farmsteade. This explanation
is dependent upon where and how often pottery waes produced (see Chapter

VIiIii).

Farmstead Seasonality and Permanence

While Miesissippian farmseteads are often considered self-sufficent
domestic units that occupy a permanent year round site, the cumulative
efforts of several specialist”s studies disclose a more complex
situation in the central Tombigbee River area. It is clear that the
excavated farmsteads are not merely transitory or limited activity
locations. All farmsteads have remains of substantially-built
structures. Internal hearths or daub {(absent at Tibbee Creek) may
denote cold season occupancy. Human burials, moderate midden
development, intersecting features and structure wall rebuilding are
evidence of multiple-year occupation. However, it is the excellent
studies of ecofacts that provide the most detailed picture of farmstead
seasonality, permanence and residential mobility.

Seeds of edible fruits, acorns and nutshells from species available
from summer through fall were recovered at all farmsteads. At

Yarborough, impressions of acorns and a cocklebur in daub point to the
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plastering of setructure walls in the fall (Caddell 1982:140).
Unfortunately, plants are rather poor indicators of seasonality because
they are easily stored beyond the span of seasonal availability.

Faunal remains are mere informative about site seasonality and
permanence. Comparison of faunal samples from Yarborough and Lubbub
Creek has been the subject of a study by Susan Scott (1982). Her
analysis led her to conclude that farmsteads '"were not independent
economic units" {(Scott 1982:151).

Perhaps the most important food animal for Mississippian peoples
was the whitetail deer. Scott compared the relative frequency of deer
skeletal parts from the Yarborough farmstead to those recovered at the
local center of Lubbub Creek and made an important discovery:

With the exception of deer carpals, bones from the lower legs and

feet of deer are far better represented at the Yarborough site than

at the Lubbub Creek Archaeological Lecality. The relative
frequency of skull and rib fragments are compatible at the two
types of settlements. All other elements are relatively more
abundant in the Lubbub Creek Archaeclogical Locality assemblage.

The latter category includes all of the major meat yielding

anatomical parts. The complementary nature of these archaeological

assemblagee is strongly suggestive of a pattern of meat
distribution in which deer were procured and butchered at outlying
settlements with a large proportion of the meat being transported

to larger villages with the bone still attached [Scott 1982:146).

Scott examined seasonal indicators on Yarborough deer antlers and
mandibles, found that none had been procured in November or December,
and suggested that the site was abandoned in the late fall. In
contrast, most Lubbub Creek venison was obtained in November and
December. In addition, "the quantity of turtle, snake, and amphibian in
the Yarborough assemblage was exceptionally large when compared to

materials from Lubbub"” (Scott 1982:150). This greater emphasis on warm

season species at the farmstead suggests 'seasonal differences in site
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utilization” (Scott 1982:150), From these discoveries, Scott arrived at
the following cautious interpretations about farmstead and local center
interaction:

(1) Farmsteads wcre abandoned for a period of time, perhaps as much as
two or three montha, in the late fall/early winter as families joined
together in intensive deer hunts.

(2) Because most of the Lubbub Creek venison was procured in late
fall/early winter, the cooperative deer hunts probably coincided with
some portion of the farmstead population moving to the local center.

Scott”s analysis, and the farmstead characteristics examined above,
reveal that Tombigbee farmsteads do not conform to the dominant
interpretation of Mississippian farmsteads as "permanent year round" and
Ygelf-sufficent" sites. This perception is largely the result of
Midwestern excavations (Smith 1978a; Yerkes 1987:112,196) but farmstead
investigations in Georgia suggest a degree of seasonal variability
perhaps comparable to the Tombigbee sites (Shapiro 1984)}. Tombigbee
farmsteads were permanent in the sense that families used the site
through many seasonal cycles, and in both warm and cold weather. But
occupation was not continuous, and movement from farmstead to center
must have been quite fluid. Farmsteads were self-sufficent only in the
sense that they must have produced and consumed some portion of their
own food but they were not economically or socially independent.

If, as the faunal dats imply, there was a& hiatus in farmstead
occupation sometime in the late fall/early winter, what did families do
with the stored surplus of their late summer/early fall harvest?
Obviously they could not leave their stored maize at the temporarily

abandoned site unless it was concealed in large underground storage
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pits. As previously discussed, suitable pits are absent at farmsteads.
One possibility is that families entirely consumed their harvest by fall
abandonment, But it is far more likely that some portion was
transported for storage at the local center. Transportation of maize
would be easily accomplished by dugout canoe. An actual example of such
a canoe has been recovered from the Tombigbee River and radiocarbon
dated to the Middle Miseissippian period (Stowe 1974).

Additional implications for site seasonality may be derived from
human burials at farmsteads and local centers. At the Kellogg site, the
excavator observed that all Miseissippian buriale were placed with heads
oriented in an easterly direction, with the majority oriented to east-
northeast., If burials were oriented to a solar position, then burial
occurred in mid-summer when the sun rises in that direction (Atkinson et
al. 1980:169). Atkinson comments further:

If this hypothesis is viable and if this same patterned behavior

also existed at such Moundville phase sites as Koger“s Island and

Snow”s Bend, then interments at those sites more often took place

during the winter solstice, for orientations there were

predcninately between due east and east-southeast

(see Peebles 1971:74-75) [Atkinson et al, 1980:169]}.

While Peebles interpreted these burial orientation patterns as
supposed status indicators, Atkinson proposes that season of interment
determines the predominate pattern. The Lubbub Creek burial data were
unavailable to Atkinson, but following his argument, this idea can be
applied to the seasonal cycles of aggregation and dispersal discussed
above. If the greater portion of time spent at farmsteads is in the
warn months, then we would expect summer orientations in the burials

such as those identified at Kellogg.

Conversely, if Lubbub Creek was the scene of population aggregation
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in the late fall/early winter, and if such aggregations influenced
interment frequency , then burial orientations would be expected to be
predominantly oriented to the east and east-southeast, but not east-
northeast, In figure 30, this expected pattern of complementarity in
the Summerville I phase burial orientation at farmstead and local center
18 quite clear.

Similar burial orientationm comparisons for the Summerville II/III
and Summerville IV phases were not made due to insufficient burial
orientation data. The Kellogg pattern was not replicated at the roughly
contemporary Tibbee Creek site, where orientations were quite variable
(Atkinson et al. 1980:169). However, the eleven Tibbee Creek burials
represent a divergent sample in other ways as well. The absence of
adult females, the high frequency of infants and subadults (7 of 11},
often flexed or positioned in reference to the house walls (0"Hear et
al. 1981:150-151), may consitute an inappropriate situation to compare
with the larger Kellogg and Lubbub Creek samples. At any rate, we
should not be too quick to dismiss the complementarity in the Kellogg
and Lubbub Creek orientations because Tibbee Creek fails to conform to
expectations,

The burial orientation patterns are intriguing and worthy of
forther investigation but their ultimate implications are, of course,
elusive. I need hardly point out that the seasonality of interment
hypothesis is entirely dependent on the assumption that burial
orientation is in reference to a sclar position, &n assumption that is

quite unverifiable.
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Faymstead and Local Center: The Scale of Defense and Aggrezgtjon

The presence of fortificationa at Lubbub Creek provides sdditional
important insights into the interaction between farmsteads and the local
center. In Chapter IV, I suggested that dispersed farmstead populations
were under pressure to create defeneive works in a central location to
protect themselves and their harvest. Communal storage facilities at
the local center created conditions for the manipulation of surpluses
and the delegation of suthority. 1In this section, evidence that
defensive works were constructed with the aid of farmstead populations
is presented.

A total of six palisade lines and a circular ditch were built at
Lubbub Creek. Bastioned palisades, some with both outer and inner
lines, and ditches were all encountered as defensive works during the
sixteenth century Spanish entradas into the Southeast (Swanton 1979:433-
439). There can be no doubt that the two bastioned palisades and the
ditch are defensive works (Cole and Albright 1983). The largest
defensive feature, the Summerville I outer palisade, has six rectangular
bastions set apart at 30 m intervals salong the excavated porticn of the
wall (Figure 31). These bastions are interpreted as platforms for
archers (cf. Lafferty 1973),

The outer palisade line was only partially excavated. A 240 m long
segment was exposed. A 1942 aerial photograph of the bend shows crop
lines that match the excavated portion. Based on the photo and the
orientation of the excavated segment, the palisade made a south-easterly
turn from the point where excavations terminated and continued across to

the other side of the bend (Cole and Albright 1983:185), a straight-line
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distance of 360 m. It appears that less than one-half of the total
length was uncovered. Therefore, the minimum total length necessary to
close the gap across the bend would require a palisade 600 m long.

Five inner pal isade lines that represent sequential conetruction
episodes tightly cir cumscribed the mound area (Figure 32). BSince only
one of the inner pal isades had bastiona, the other four may have been
erected to demarcate the sBocial gspace of the mound, rather than serve
strictly a defensive function. Inner palisades I and 1I are Summerville
1 phase features, palisade IV and V are Summerville II/III phase
constructions, and the bastioned palisade II1I could not be assigned s
phase association (Cole and Albright 1983:179-182).

The Summerville 1V ditch is a dry wmoat defensive work, perhaps
originally backed by & palisade line set into a berm but no evidence of
this was found (Figure 33). A 1942 aerial shot clearly shows the ditch
encircling the mound and, together with the orientation of the exposed
portions, it is est imated to be about 230 w in diameter {Peebles
1983:401). Summary dimensions of the outer palisade and ditch are
presented in Table 13.

The most intriguing aspect of the fortifications is the
incompatibility between the scale of the defensive works and the small
size of the resident population. Lubbub Creek was not a "nucleated"
community in the sense of a densely-packed settlement. Extensive
horizontal excsavation within the area enclosed by the outter palisade
revealed large "empty" areas devoid of houses, features and midden.

A rough population estimate was calculated for each phase (Peebles
1983:399). For example, Peebles begins with the four excavated

Summerville I phase structures and, on the basis of floor erea,
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Table 13. Quter Pslisade and Ditch Dimensions

Quter Palisade:

Length of Excavated Segment = 240 m
Total Number Posts in Excavated Segment = 293
Total Number Posts in Excavated Bastions = 180
Mean Post Diameter - 25 cm
Mean Posthole Depth? - 39.44 cm
Total Estimated Palisade Length = 600 m
Total Eatimated Number Posts = 1332

(includes 20 bastions)

Ditch:

Hean Width - 4 m
Mean Depth - 1,30 m
Diameter - 230 m
Projected Length = 7222 m

(circumference)

80riginal posthole depth was greater prior to plow truncation.
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calculates that the mean density of structures was 1.21/ha (8d=2.47/ha).
He goes on to estimate the number of houses present:
Given 8.5 ha of village area, then there were as few as 10 houses
and, taking one standard deviation as a guide, as many as 31 houses
in the Summerville I community. If there were five persons/house,
which is a reasonable estimate, then the community contained from
50 to 150 persons. If the span of the Summerville I pericd is set
at 200 years, and if the site was continucusly occupied during that
period, and if useful lifespan of & house was 20 to 40 years, then
there would have been only 1 to 6 houses occupied at one time
[Peebles 1983:399].
Following these same procedures, Peebles (1983:399-401) estimated
the number of houses occupied at any one time for the Summerville II/III
phase (five to 18 houses in a 11.5 ha community) and Summerville IV
phase (two to seven houses in a 4.2 ha community). Using the five
persons/house figure yields the following population estimate for
persons occupying the community at any one time: Summerville I--five to
30 people, Summerville II/III--25 to 90 pecple, and Summerville IV--10
to 35 people. Even if these estimates are doubled (which is reasonable
since testing revealed habitation locations at the apex of the bend
beyond the intensively excavated areas), Lubbub Creek falls below the
theoretical minimal size required for a visble endogemous human
population {(cf. Wobst 1974). Obviously, Lubbub Creek residents were
connected to 8 larger population through a network of affinal kinship
relations. In other words, the local center is8 a fortified cluster of
households and midden in a landscape of farmseteads.
Table 14 presents the estimated labor cost for construction of the
outer palisade, a total of 333 person-days of labor. If the Summerville
I maximum estimate of 30 persons contained 15 adults, it would take this

work force 23 days to complete the outer palisade. Table 15 presents

the estimated labor cost for construction of the ditch, a total of 1745
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Table 14, Estimated Labor Cost of Outer Palisade Construction

Unit Costs

Tree-cutting/Post Trimming:
one 25 cm tree felled with stone axe = 0.34 person/hour

(Coles 1973:20); trimming each post = 0.16 person/hour (estimate);

yields 16 posts (cut and trimmed) per person/day [8 hrs.],
Post Hauling/Placement:

one post = 0,67 person/hour {estimate);
yields 12 posts per person/day [8 hrs.].

Unit Applications

Tree-cutting /Post Trimming: 1332 poste @ 16/posts/person/day 84.00

Post Hauling/Placement: 1332 posts @ 12/posts/person/day 111.00

Posthole Excavation [wall trenches not included]: volume of

cylinder with mean depth and mean radii X 1332 posts =

293.04 m3 113.00

Additional Bastion Construction estimates 25.00

Tota]l Labor Cost {(person/days) = 333
Table 15, Estimated Labor Cost of Ditch Construction

Unit Cost

2.6 o3 person/day [5 hre.] with digging stick (Erasmus 1965)

Unit Application

volume calculated by converting ditch to ideal geometric form:

1/2 volume of cylinder, where r is 1/2 of ditch width, and total

length of ditch subsituted for ;.

Thus, ditch volume = 4535.416 m° / 2.6 m3:

Total Labor Cost (person/days) = 1745
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person-~days of labor. If the Summerville IV maximum estimate of 35
residents is converted to a work force of 17 adults, it would take 103
days to complete the ditch (and longer if there was a palisade
associated with this ditch). If the work force estimate is doubled,
these figures are obtained: outer palisade (11.1 days) and ditch (51
days)}.

Admittedly, the labor cost calculations are crude estimates, but I
contend they are sufficent to provide support for the following
inferences. Under the threat of attack, fortification construction
would take too long if undertaken by the resident population alone.
Even if the estimated resident population is doubled, there would not be
encugh people to defend the cuter palisade unaided. The comstruction
and defense of fortifications must bave involved the dispersed farmstead
populations.

A major puzzle remains. Why was the outer palisade and the ditch
conetructed at such a large scale? Certeinly it had to be extensive
enough to accept the surrounding population when threatened by attack,
but even 80 the outer palisade seems excessively large. The
incompatibility between the scale of the defensive works (at least the
outer palisade), the small size of the resident population, and the
extensive "empty” areas within the enclosed community raises the
interesting possibility that the fortifications protected maize fields

ae well as stored harvests and people.

Discussgion

The examination of farmstead seasonality, residential mobility and

subgistence activities in the previous sections provides insight not
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only into the farmstead/local center settlement system as an economic
and sociel unit, but also call attention to factors that may have
influenced the origin and development of such a system. The dispersed
farmstead/local center pattern is the product of various social and
subsistence requirements: access to dispersed wild resources, changes in
the organization of labor that accompanied maize intensification,
defense and social integration.

The Late Woodland Miller III settlement pattern consisted of large
riverine base camps occupied for much of the year with seasonal or
regular dispersal to small transitory camps (Jenkins 1982). Possible
limitations on the ability to amass or store sufficent quantities of
food prior to maize intensification, and the dispersed distribution of
wild foods meant movement of people to resourcee for some portion of the
year, This oscillation of population dispersal and aggregation, an
ancient pattern on the Gulf Coastal Plain, continued with the transition
to maize intensification but with important alterations. Dispersed
small sites became nuclear family farmsteads, basic productive units
occupied for much of the year. The continuing reliance upon wild food
still meant that settlement diepersal was an efficient subsistence
solution (Smith 1978), but problems arose that required new patterns of
cooperation between domestic units,

The logistics of maize agriculture apparently effected hunting and
gathering activities as manifested in the Tombigbee faunal record: small
game and aquatic resources taken in the vicinity of farmsteads in the
wvarm season, and intensive late fall/early winter deer hunts. The

greatest demands upon labor and, therefore, the need for a large-group
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cooperative structure occurred in the fall: harvest and storage of
maize, collection and storage of nuts and acorns, and intensive deer/big
game hunts, The need for labor and the maximum availability of food
coincided. Multiple household cooperation and local resource
wobilization was facilitated through & ritualized cycle of population
aggregation at the local center. There labor could be organized, food
pooled and consumed to reaffirm social identity and integration, and
riske minimized through a mutual security organization. Under these
conditions a more hierarchical structure of decigion-making (cf. Johnson
1982) might emerge, a situation that would promote formal leadership
institutions,

One aspect of the proposed population aggregation/dispersal pattern
may conflict with evidence for low resident population density at the
local center., If people from dispersed households amassed at the local
center, where are the remaine of structures that housed them? Perhaps
visiting families stayed with resident kin, There are a number of small
habitation sites, interpreted from surface remains as '"transitory camps"
(Jenkins et al. 1975), in the immediate vicinity of Lubbub Creek that
may have been occupied for short intervals (Figure 3, Chapter III),
Alternatively, rather than impose too strict & sessonal boundary om
aggregation and dispersal patterns, very short-term aggregations at the
local center may have occurred througout the year, such that faunal
seasonal indicators only signal peak aggregation frequencies,

While this interpretation of the Summerville subsistence-settlement
system emphasizes household flexibility, mobility and cooperation to a

greater degree than generaly depicted for Mississippian populations, it

shares some of the characteristic patterns described for the historic
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native peoples of Alabama and Mississippi (cf. Swanton 1911:67-79,
1931:46-56, 1979:262-265; Campbell 1959; Hudson 1976:269-272; Caddell
1981:19-50; Biitz 1985:16-18). Important calendrical ceremonies
included a late summer/early fall harvest ceremony. This and other
events, all of which involved feasts, meant regular assembly of some
portion of the dispersed population at the local center. If the
prehistoric Summerville pattern was similar to the widespread historic
pattern, as appears to be the case, then movement back and forth from
farmstead to local center was probably more frequent than we are able to

detect in the archaeological record.

Summar

Site seasonality, permanence and subsjistence activities were
examined with data from four farmsteads. Summerville domestic units
appear to have engaged in the same basic economic tasks regardless of
location. There is nc indication of subsistence specislization at
farmsteads., Utilitarian artifact inoventories are comparable at both
farmsteads and the Lubbub Creek center. Maize is ubiquitous at all
farmsteads. A comparison of pottery veesel Bize between farmsteads and
Lubbub Creek reveals a smaller size range of farmstead jars, which is
tentatively considered to reflect smaller group size, limited storage
capacity, little variability in the social context of food consumption
at farmsteads and perhaps, traneportation considerations.

Evidence was presented that farmstead populations participate in
regular aggregations at local centers, Seasonal indicators suggest

multiple-season farmstead occupation but with temporary abandonment in

late fall/early winter, Complementsarity in the proportions in deer
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skeletal parts between the Yarborough farmstead and the Lubbub center
are evidence of intensive late fall/early winter deer hunts, and
transportion of venison to the local center. This pattern is interpreted
as group consumption of deer and stored foods by members of farmsteads
during ceremonies held at the local center. Further evidence of
farmstead/local center integration is revealed in the incompatibility
between the scale of fortificatione at Lubbub Creek and the small
residential population, and consequently, construction and defense

involved farmstead populations.
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CHAPTER VII

CERAMIC DISTRIBUTIONS AT LUBBUB CREEK

It has been argued that an important factor in the development of
chiefdoms was the ability to manipulate or restrict access to valued
resources (Service 1971, 1975; Peebles and Kus 1977; Wenke 198]; Wright
1984; Earle 1987). 1In previous chapters, this issue was examined by
tocusing on food surpluses, but what asbout durable goods? Food
surpluses may be used to support craft specialization, the products of
which may enter into local and regional exchange networks. In such a
system, some high-cost items may be unevenly distributed and accrue to
an '"elite" segment of society (Peebles and Kus 1977:425-427).

Peebles” identification of social ranking at Moundville is based
upon the assumption that differential distribution of artifact
categories reflect some sort of institutionalized restricted or
preferential access. Investigations in the Moundville area have
documented differential distributions of non-local or high-cost
materials and sought explanations in the non-egalitarisan operation of
chiefly political economy (Peebles 1987; Peebles and Kus 1977;
Steponaitis 1989; Welch 1986)., The Moundville political economy has

been interpreted 88 a "form of prestige goods economy" in which prestige
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goods and evidence for their production are expected to concentrate
among an elite that reside at local and regional centers (Welch 1986).

The differential distribution of certain valuables expected from
theoretical models of Mississippian chiefly economy has received very
limited testing and generally only at the largest regional polities such
as Moundville. More investigations are necessary to determine if
patterns of differential distributions and the hierarchical social order
they imply operate within emaller Mississippian societies such as Lubbub
Creek. Stated another way, does the ranked social order and restricted
access to resources 8o often assumed to be typical of Mississippian
chiefdoms cross—cut communities of various sizes or is the degree of
social ranking dependent on the size of the polity?

Archaeological identification of presumed Mississippian prestige
goods is largely restricted to copper, shell, stone and ceramic
artifscts. It has been proposed that one area of craft specialization
in chiefdoms is pottery production (Peebles and Kus 1977). 1In this
chapter, intrasite ceramic distributions at Lubbub Creek will be
examined to explore the question of restricted access to specialized
craft products.

In the prehistoric Southwest, recent research has attempted to
demonstrate that fineware ceramics may be a valued commodity with a
differential distribution that connotes preferential access by an
"elite" (Upham et al. 1981; Upham 1982). 1In this view:

Such distribution would be evident in concentrations of particular

classes of materials at administrative centers and their absence at

secondary and tertiary sites...Even if less costly ceramics were to
have been made locally and used by most households, analysis and
comparison of their distribution in relation to more costly vessels

can provide insight into the sociopolitical etructure of
communities and regions [Upham et al. 1981].
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Among Mississippian societies, the asocial role of elaborate
finewares is not e;tirely clear. Because finewares are always a small
portion of the total ceramic assemblage and often comspicuous only ase
grave goods, some investigators suggest a "sacred"” and "secular"
dichotomy of use (Sears 1973). That finewares are restricted to the
Mississippian elite is widely assumed (Anderson 1989:19) and the
presence of finewares in burials is considered to mark status {(e.g.
Hatch 1975).

Whether or not fineware ceramics were produced by craft specialists
among the Mississippian societies of western Alabama remains uncertain.
However, the contention that fineware was a highly~valued item is
supported by (1) evidence that it represents a craft that was not
produced within each household (Steponaitis 1983; Welch 1986); (2) the
rarity of fineware (<5% of the Summerville ceramic complex); and (3)
finewares require greater energy expenditure in production, as measured
in production-steps, than does mundane coarseware (Appendix 1, Table
31).

The Summerville ceramic complex is part of the same ceramic
tradition as that of Moundville {(Appendix 1), Technical and functional
characteristice of Moundville ceramics have been studied by Steponaitis
(1983:33). He recognizes two basic groups: fine shell tempered,
burnished bowles and bottles used as eating and serving vessels
(fineware); and coarse shell tempered, unburnished jars primasrily used
in cooking (coarseware). The burnished finewares are commonly "black-
filmed" : a dark to black surface color that modern replication

experiments suggest was produced by firing in a reducing atmosphere
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(Steponaitis 1983:26-27).

Additional evidence of elaboration in production occurred during
the Moundville II and 1II phases when fineware vessel forms such as
bottles were composed of joined hemispheres made from a "mold"—a bowl
which served as a rest while the vessel was formed (Van der Leeuw 1981).
Evidence of mold-assisted production of fineware vessels was also
identified at Lubbub Creek (Mann 1983). Moundvilie Engraved, Carthage
Incised and Mound Place Incised are finewares that represent the
greatest energy expenditure as measured in production-steps. The most
elaborate fineware, Moundville Engraved, and the mold-assisted technique
appear at Lubbub Creek with the beginning of the Summerville II/III
phase (A.D. 1200-1450/1500). This appearence correlates closely to the
emergence of Moundville as an influencisl regional center. Summerville
I and IV phase ceramics are technically and stylistically simpler, with
less type-variety diversity.

At Moundville, Peebles did unot assign burials with ceramics to the
superordinate segment of society: effigy vessels were found with adults
of both sexes in cemeteries near mounds, while "water bottles", bowls
and jars were found with adults and sub-adulte in cemeteries near mounds
and village areas (Peebles and Kus 1977:439), Data for inferring
socially-determined fineware distributions at other Moundville sites is
very limited., Differences in the ratios of serving to cooking wares at
the White site, a local center, may indicate high-status and low-staus
locations within the site (Welch 1986:56). Apparently, locally-made
finewares 'may have conveyed prestige as well as being objects of
regular domestic use" (Welch 1986:172). Clearly, we need to examine

more intrasite and intersite contexts to make the important distinction
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between fineware as a status item (restricted to a specific social
status or rank) and fineware as a wesalth item (a valued item that
confers prestige, but is not restricted to a specific social status or

rank).

Sample Characteristics

The Lubbub Creek ceramic distributions are examined at three
different scales of comparison: (1) large-scale intrasite distribution;
(2) mound and village samples; and (3) sets of features referred to as
household clusters. Each scale of comparison varies in the degree of
spcial and behavioral specificity. Ceramic samples are compared to see
if inventories are disparate or comparable. Of course, it cannot be
assumed that ceramic sample characteristics are determined only by
social status or wealth. Temporal change must be controlled, and
functional characteristics may reflect the nature of certain activities
in specific contexts,

With these temporal and functional considerations in mind, the
tentative assumption here is that a high degree of differential
distribution of ceramic types and attributes, together with a epatially
restricted distribution pattern, implies either (1) restricted or
preferential access to these materials by a subset of the community
population, and/or (2) a specialized context of use within the
community. A high degree of redundancy in the ceramic samples and a
diffuse spatial distribution implies brosd access to these items,

Inferences about the social implications of ceramic distributions
involve assumptions about what factors shaped sample content. A wide

assortment of factors may intercede in the transformation of the in-use
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assemblage {the artifact inventory originally in use &t any one point in
time) into the archaeological assemblage (those artifacts the
archaeologist recovers). Different use life spans of artifacts (Arnold
1988; Shott 1989; Mills 1989; DeBoer 1974, 1985), differential curation
or retention (Binford 1973; Schiffer 1976), discard activities (Schiffer
1976; Deal 1985; Hayden and Cannon 1983), different time spans of
deposits (Schiffer 1975) and other factors all mitigate against the
probability that archaeological assemblage approximates in-use
assemblage. In addition to this uncooperative human activity,
archaeological deposite are under the constant probing, poking, and
piling "perturbations" of the natural world.

Considerable effort has been expended by archaeologists to apply
corrective formulas to separate useful information from the distortions.
The fundamental problem with rhe various transformation proceses formulas
is that they are difficult to apply in any realistic manner. Inputs and
values derived from modern observations are known, controlled and
measured. The archaeologist obviously cannot observe the prehistorc
inputs and they remain unknown. S0 it remains unclear what precision is
gained by adding several more stages of inference whose validity is by
no means secure, For these reasons, 1 have limited comparisons of
assemblage quantity and diversity to simple presence/absence, and
proportion measures. Conditions specific to each scale of comparison
are discussed below.

The Mississippian occupation at Lubbub Creek was spread over a 23
ha area, which was sampled by auger holes and 1 x 1 m test pits.

However, most sherds discussed below represent a 18% sample of a 12 ha

194



area of the site that was intensively excavated. Each of these hectares

was randomly sampled by 10 x 10 m upnits in which the plowzone was

stripped away to expose in situ cultural features. Thus there are two

types of sampling units at Lubbub: the auger, 1 x ! m and 10 x 10 m
arbitrary units, and the cultural features. A ] o3 plowzone sample from
each 10 x 10 m unit was waterscreened through 1 mm meah. Intact
cultural features below the plowzone represent more behaviorally-
specific units. The total cersmic sample (N=56151) is presented in

Table 16.

Large~scale Ceramic Distributjons

The archaeological unite at Lubbub Creek are partitioned into a
three-phase sequence on the basis of associated diagnostic ceramic
types. The diagnostic or marker types are Moundville Incised variety
Moundville (S~I phase), &all varieties of Moundville Engraved (S-II/III
phase), and Alabama River Applique ysriety Alabama River (S-IV phase).
Of these types only Moundville Engraved can be considered a fineware.

The distribution of archaeclogical units with these types was used
to demarcate the spatisl extent of occupation or a "community" for each
phase (Peebles 1983a:397-402). The large-scale plot of units with each
diagnostic type is presented in figures 34-36. These distributions fail
to exhibit a spatially restricted pattern expected if access to these
types was limited to an elite segment of the community.

However, if high-status households are scattered throughout the
community, it is possible that units with Moundville Engraved (Figure 35)
indicate their location within the community. Alternatively, the

concentration of finewares in these units may merely reflect different
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Figure 34. Plot of Units with Moundville Incised var. Moundville,
Summerville I Phase (Adapted from Peebles 1983a).
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Summerville II/II1 Phase (Adapted from Peebles 1983a).
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degrees of occupation length or intensity. An independent measure of
occupation intensity is the density of daub and Mississippi tlain sherds
per ws of plowzone deposit. When the units with diagnostic types are
plotted over the demsity of dsub/Mississippi Plain as in figures 34-36, it
is clear that they are highly correlated, although not isomorphic. In
other words, fineware and coarseware occur together in various areas of
the community where ceramice were used and discarded. The similar
distribution pattern suggests that the concentration of finewares in

these units 1s a function of cccupation intensity or duration. At the
very least, the dispersed distribution of Moundville Engraved revealed

in figure 35 could be interpreted as the result of broad access and use

of finewares within the Lubbub Creek community.

Mound sand Village Ceramic Distributions

In the previocus chapter, functional characteristice of mound and
village ceramic samples were examined as a measure of mound-related
activities., There are no significant differences in the proportions of
vessel shapes, nor are there important differences in the ratio of
serving to cooking wares, but significant vessel size differences
suggest a specialized social context, such as large-group feasts. An
additional aspect of ceramic variability--the social implications of
fineware distributions——remains to be considered.

Archaeclogists have often stressed that artifact style may serve to
signify social boundaries (Wobst 1977). Highly-visible, decorated
pottery might be expected in social contexts, such as ceremonial feasts,
where status, wealth or prestige "messages" are conveyed (Otto 1975;

Kohler 1980; Smith 1987), In addition, at some point in its use the
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mound may have served as the location of a high-status residence.
Either situation could result in greater use and discard of fineware
ceramics at the mound location.

With theee considerations in mind, the total ceramic sample from
Lubbub Creek was subdivided into aggregate mound and village (off mound)
samples for comparative purposes (Table 16). It is important to unote
the context of the samples. The village aggregate sample combines
ceramice from all plowzone 10 x 10 m samples plus all cultural features
in the coumunity and represents the entire Mississippian occupation.

The mound aggregate sample represents all ceramice from the mound. It
includes those sherds recovered from (1) 1 o’ plowzone samples from 10 x
10 m units over the mound remnant; (2) a volume sample from each of the
major remnant mound construction stages; (3) features on the premound
zone; and (4) the midden deposit at the mound edge that was formed by
dumping debris from the mound swmmit. Since the temporal span of mound
and village samples are coeval, aggregate samples are appropriate for
comparat ive purposes.

Type-variety ceramic classification subdivides types into stylistic
varieties. The presence or absence of decorated varieties in the two
samples may serve as a simple diversity measure. Specifically, are
there any type-varieties restricted solely to mound or village contexts?
Inspection of Table 16 reveals that the composition of the two samples
is very similar. Of the total 27 varieties, 19 sre found in both mound
and village contexts but eight are found in the village sample only. Of
these, Barton Incised and Parkin Punctated may be ignored because of
comparative evidence that they may post-date mound use {Appendix 1).

Moundville Engraved, Carthage Incised and Mound Place Incised are
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Table 16, Lubbub Creek Ceramic Sample: Count and Percent.

TYPE/VARIETY

Alabama River Applique

Alabama River
Barton Incised
Undetermined
Demopolis
Bell Plain
Big Sandy
Carthage Incised
Undetermined
Carthage
Foster
Moon Lake
Summerville
Mississippi Plain
Undetermined
Warrior
Hull Lake
Hale
Mound Place Inci sed
Undetermined
Akron
Havana
Moundville Engrawved
Undetermined
Remphill
Maxwell Crossing
Taylorville
Tuscaloosa
Wiggins
Moundville Incised
Undetermined
Moundville
Snows Bend
Carrcllton
Parkin Punctated
Undetermined

TOTAL

67

12
3

157

106
31
8
51
1

93
49367
24
3180

8
72
33

159
72
2
26
25
64

483
102
108
1855
42

56151

TOTAL
COUNT

0.119

0.021
0.005

0.280

0.189
0.055
0.014
0.091
0.002

0.166
87.918

0.0

5.663

0.014
0.128
0.059

0.283
0.128
0.004
0.046
0.045
0.114

0.860
0.182
0.192
3.304
0.074

100

22

13

10
5297

408

O W

56
19
24
57

5992

MOUND
COUNT

0.367

100

VILLAGE
COUNT

45 0.090
12 0.024
3 0.006
149 0.297
92 0.183
27 0.054
1 0.002
38 0.076
1 0.002
83 0.165
44070 87.861
23 0.046
2772 5,526
B 0.0l6
60 0.120
30 0.060
131  0.261
68 0.136
2 0.004
26 0,052
22 0.044
55 0.110
427 0.851
B3 0.165
84 0.167
1798  3.585
42 0.074

50159 100
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the most "costly" finewares as measured by production-steps. All three
types are found in both mound and village samples. However, five
stylistic varieties are only present in the village samples-—in
extremely small quantities. Contrary to expectations, the mound does
not have the greatest diversity of stylistic varieties, Yet given the
notorious positive correlation between assemblage diversity and sample
size (Jones et al. 1983; Cowgill 1986), the one—sided distribution of
these few rare types (38 out of a total 56,151 sherds) in the mound
sample are most likely due to the disportionate sample sizes.

Mound and village aggregate ceramic eamples can be subdivided into
total decorated/undecorated sherds. When this wae done, a chi-squared
test revealed that decorated/undecorated categories are not equally
distributed across mound and village samples. However, this diecovery
is not very informative for two reasons. First, the sample size is very
large. Since the magnitude of chi-squared is affected by sample size,
it is almost alwaye possible to obtain a significant relationship if the
sample ie made large enough. GSecondly, because sherds are fragments of
whole vessels, they are not truely independent observations. In other
words, non-random distribution may merely reflect different degrees of
fragmentation, rather than a qualitative difference in the social
situationg in which the ceramics were used.

For these reasons, simple proportion measurements make the least
demands upon the data. The proportion of decorated sherds in the two
samples were compared {(mound = .04 and village = .06). While the
proportion of decorated sherds is slightly higher in the village, the

difference is minor. Table 17 compares individual decorated type
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relative frequencies in mound and village samples, with the undecorated
majority removed. There are higher relative frequencies of the three
high "cost" fineware types—--Moundville Engraved, Carthage Incised and
Mound Place Incised-—in the mound decorated sample. Perhape this could
be interpreted as evidence of greater fineware use in mound contexts,
This result would be consistent with the mound”s proposed function as a
focus of community rituals and feasts. However, in consideration of the
tiny proportion of the total sample that these fineware types represent,
proportion comparisons that include the undecorated majority probably
provide a more standardized measure. On that basie, the differences in

the two samples must be considered minor.

Household Ceramic Samples

It i6 possible to examine ceramic distributions at a finer scale of
context than the large-scale intrasite and mound/village patterns. If
the mound is primarily a specialized communal or corporate group
facility, as seems to be the case, then perhaps a comparison of
household ceramic samples would disclose differences in access or use of
fineware ceramics within the community.

Ethnologists generally define househclds as the minimal economic
and domestic unit in small prestate societies (Sahlins 1972). At Lubbub
Creek, functionally-equivalent feature clusters were identified that
represent the remains of domestic residences. These features are
grouped into analytical units referred to as household clusters {(cf.
Flannery 1976; Drennan 1976). Each household cluster is composed of
house floors, postmolds, hearths, graves, pits or small sheet middens

that are spatially restricted and temporally associated. Some feature
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Table 17. Frequency of Decorated Types in Mound and Village Samples, §
I -5 II/I11 Phases. Production-step Measures after Feinman et al. 1981.

Decorated Types Mound Village

by Production Step = = =  smmmmmmmmemcm e e
Measure N 4 N 4

(5) Moundville Engraved 44 18 304 10
(4) Carthage Incised 3l 13 166 6
(4) Mound Place Incised 15 6 98 3
(2) Moundville Incised 156 63 2392 81

246 2960
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clusters that met these minimal requirements were, nevertheless,
rejected because subsequent occupations had contributed to overlapping
features from different phases. Only the most spatially distinct
household clusters were used in the analysis,

While it is unlikely that &ll featuree grouped withir a household
cluster were in simultaneous use, all can be assigned to a single phase
interval, Eleven household clusters are defined. Individual househeld
clusters are illustrated in figures 37-49, Table 18 presents the floor
area, number of features and ceramic content of each household cluster.

To summarize, household clusters at Lubbub Creek are generally
similar in terms of architecture, layout, and material remains. Qak and
pine were the sources of poles used as a framework and impressions on
fired daub indicate that this framework was covered with s sheathing of
cane. There is little direct evidence about the form of roof. Most
Btructures seem to be of flexible pole construction in which the pole
freme work was bent iaward, and lashed together at the top to form a
dome-shaped structure. However, large interior postmolde that may have
supported a heavier roof were associated with the H1-2, H2-2, and H4-4
structures. The H3-2 structure appeared to be the only possible example
of a circular dwelling with a sunken floor, a form possibly analogous to
the traditional winter house of the historic Southeast (Swanton
1979:1386; Faulkner 1977).

All houses produced similar evidence of hunting and agricultural
impliments. Lithic tools and debitage were not abundant at Lubbub
Creek. This is 8 frequently observed situation for late prehistoric

sites on the Gulf Coastal Plain and apparently reflects reliance on

cane, wood, bone, and other perishable materials. Several household
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Table 19. Decorated Potsherds From Household Clusters

SUMMERVILLE I PHASE H 1-

Moundville Incised
Carrollton
Moundville
Undetermined

Carthage ILncised
Moon Lake 0
Undetermined 0

LY =J PRy X
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H 2-1

QMo

SUMMERVILLE II/111 PHASE H 1-

Carthage Incised

Carthage

Moon Lake

Undertermined
Mound Place Incised

Akron

Havana

Undertermined
Moundville Engraved

Hemphill

Tuscaloosa

Wiggins

Undetermined

Moundville Incised

Carrollton 8
Snow” s Bend 4
Undetermined 23
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Alabama River 1
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Undetermined 12
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Undetermined 0
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I Phase.
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Figure 39. Household Cluster 2-1,
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Figure 40. Household Clusters at Lubbub Creek, Summerville
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clusters also produced chert microdrills of 8 form that has been linked
to the manufacture of shell beads. The social implications of this
activity are examined in Chapter VIII.

The depositional characteristics of the household ceramic samples
can be pummarized as follows: (1) small sherds incorporated into
household floors, small internal pits, and postmolds; (2) sherds
dispersed within a few meters of the household, some into thin sheet
middens; (3) sherds, together with food debris, incorporated into
abandoned storage pits or low places in the immediate household
vicinity; and (4) graves in the immediate household vicinity that
contain pottery either as intentional offerings or unintentional fill,
All evidence indicates sherds were deposited in the vicinity of their
use.

Now that the household clusters have been described in some detsil,
it is possible to compare their associated ceramic samples. Three
measures of ceramic variability are examined: the sbundance of
finewares, the ratio of decorated to undecorated ceramics, and the ratio
of serving to cooking wares. Did all households have access to or use
finewares? Table 19 tabulates the decorated potsherds found in each
household cluster, In all three phases, household clusters contain the
basic decorated types, including finewares. During the Summerville
I1/I11 phase, the highest "coat" fineware--Moundville Engraved—is
present in each household cluster. While the ceramic content of the
households are not uniform, it is clear that there was broad access or
use of finewares in household contexts,

When household cluster samples are grouped by phase, assemblages

221



found in household contexts may be compared to the aggregate mound and
village samples. The important distinction between burnished and
unburnished pottery and the strong relationship these categories have to
serving and cooking functions has been discussed. The expectation is
that a higher ratin of rerving to cooking wares should indicate food
consumption countexts that emphasize displays of status or wealth. A
comparison of the mean proportion of burnished sherds from households in
each phase (Summerville I x = .06; Summerville II/III x = ,08;
Summerville IV x = ,07) are not very different from those observed for
the aggregate village (.06} and mound (.08) samples. The slightly
higher proportion of burnished sherds in Summerville II/III households
is probably a direct reflection of the increase in the number of
burnished types in use during this phase.

Similarly, ratios of decorated to undecorated sherds may indicate
status or wealth differences. The mean proportion of decorated sherds
found in total households of each phase is remarkably constant
(Summerville I x = ,02; Summerville II/III x = .03; Summerville IV x =
{02). Again, these values appear to be influenced primarily by the
increase or decrease of total decorated types present in each phase.
Thus the Summerville I1/I1I value may be higher because a greater
diversity of decorated types were in use during that interval. It is
less clear why the mean proportions are lower than the aggregate village
(.06) and mound (.04). Possibly this reflects variation in household
depositional processes,

Several attempts to compare ceramic quantity and diversity in
individual household clusters was abandoned as unproductive. A subtle

scale of wealth based on quantity and diversity of sherds is not
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possible because there is no way to confidently sepsrate or determine
which factors-—-transformational conditions, social access, or length of
occupation--contributed to the content of individual household
assemblages. No convincing methodology is available to solve the

equifinality problem.

Conclusjon

It has been argued by some that ranked social order and restricted
access Lo certain resources, such as specialized craft products, are
typical of Mississippian chiefdoms. Because Mississippian fineware
ceramics in western Alabama are highly-valued items that some
investigators believe to be specialized craft products, ceramic
distributions may provide the basis for social inferences about access
or use. The question of differential access to ceramics at Lubbub Creek
was examined at three different scales: (1) large-scale int:asite
distribution; (2) comparison of mound and village samples and (3)
comparison of ceramic samples between individual household clusters.
Large-scale intrasite distributions falled to reveal the highly-
concentrated pattern of finewares expected if access was restricted to
an elite. Instead, fineware and coarseware were deposited together in
community middens. Measured as a proportion of the total decorated
sample (undecorated majority removed), there are slightly higher
frequencies of finewares in the mound sample. However, ratios of
decorated to undecorated sherds, and burnished to unburnished sherds
vary little in mound and village samples. All household cluster samples
contain low frequencies of finewares. Mean proportions of decorated and

burnished sherde in household assemblages vary little from aggregate
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mound and village samples.

The ubiquitous presence of finewares in all community contexts
suggests that fineware ceramics at Lubbub Creek were broadly accessible
wealth items and were not restricted to an "elite". Possible evidence
of greater fineware use in mound contexts, if valid, is consistent with
the mound’s proposed function as the focus of community rituals and
feasts.

If there ie 8 positive correlation between access to valued items,
degree of social ranking and size of polity, then two-tiered and three-
tiered settlement syetems may have different patterns of access. If
prestige goods and evidence of their manufacture are largely restricted
to local centers, as current interpretations of the Moundville political
economy suggests (Welch 1986), then perhaps this is the case at Lubbub
Creek as well. This question can be answered by a comparison of
prestige goods distributions, including artifacts other than fineware

ceramics, at both farmsteads and the local center.
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CRAPTER VIII

PRESTIGE GOODS AT LUBBUB CREEK AND BEYOND

In Chapter II, models of Mississippian sociopolitical organization
and political economy, developed from research at Moundville, were
exgmined. A question was posed: what form will social ranking and
resource control take in & emaller two-tiered settlement system——a local
center and farmsteads--when compared to a three-tiered system such as
Moundville?

The Moundville models (Peebles and Kus 1977; Peebles 1978, 1983b;
Welch 1986) may be briefly surmarized. Differential distribution of
certain artifact categories are assumed to reflect the prerogatives of
an ascribed status, which in turn becowmes the basis for definition of
superordinate/subordinate social rank at Moundville. Political
administration, and specifically craft production and distribution, is
considered to be under the centralized control of the superordinaste rank
at Moundville. Distribution of prestige goods of non-local raw
materials were either imported whole or made only at Moundville.
Distribution of prestige goods is expected to be largely restricted to
Moundville except for & few prestige goods passed down the settlement

hierarchy to local centers, where possession is restricted to a
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"nobility"”. Righ-ranking individuale at local centers will not have
accesgs to those symbols that mark paramount status at Moundville.

In the Moundville models, 8ocial hierarchy is assumed to map
directly onto settlement hierarchy, with a etrict dichotomy between
"commoners" on farmsteads and '"nobility"™ st local centers. Subsistence
products from farmsteads provision elites at the local center. Since
prestige goods of non-local materials are said to be restricted to the
local center, it is difficult to see what benefit farmstead occupants
gained from such actions. Perhaps they obtained greenstone celts and
finewares, which are found at farmsteads but presumably produced only at
Moundville.

The degree to which Summerville patterns are similar or different
from the Moundville models should be very informative about
organizational variability in Mississippian societies. If Tombigbee
sites were organized as & part of the Moundville polity, or in a similar
manner, then artifacts that mark Peebles” superordinate rank would be
expected to occur only at local centers such as Lubbub Creek. Supra-
local artifacts that identify a rank or formal office should not be
equivalent to those that mark the highest status positions at
Mpundville. Production of prestige goods from non-local raw materials
would not be expected at the local center, since such activities are
thought to be restricted to the regional center. Consumption of craft
items of non-local materials would be restricted to & sub-set of the
local center population., Prestige goods of non~local raw materials
would pot occur at farmsteads,

The purpose of this chapter is to examine evidence for production

and consumption of prestige goods, in light of expectations from the
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Moundville models, within a two-tiered settlement system on the
Moundville periphery. These questions are addressed:

(1) Were prestige goods produced at the local center?

(2) Were prestige goods produced at farmsteads?

(3) Were prestige goods consumed at farmsteads?

(4) Does the context and distribution of prestige goods suggest the
presence of craft specialization or control of access by an elite?

(5) To what degree did the Summerville peoples participate in

regional exchange/alliance networks?

Craft Specialjigzatjon

Assumptions about the ability of an Mississippian elite to control
access to resources or weslth are closely tied to the development of
specialized craft production (Peebles and Kus 1977). In this view,
craft specialists produced goods for a&n elite and those items sccrued to
an elite. Theoretically, support of craft specialists permits elites to
convert subeistence surpluses into scarce durable goods and then
control, restrict or manipulate access to further political ambitions.
For thies reason, investigation of craft specialization must play an
important role in understanding Mississippian societies.

Unfortunately, there is little agreement among Southeastern
archaeologists about what constitutes craft specialization or how to
recognize the evidence in archaeological remainas. A further
complication ie that the degree of social ranking, polity size,
aveilability of raw materials and a host of other factors will no doubt

result in considerable organizational variability in craft production

emong Misgissippian societies., Nor can it be expected that all classes
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of craft items were produced, distributed or consumed in the same
manner,

Interpretations of Mississippian political economy will be most
secure when the production and consumption of prestige goods are
examined at all levels of the settlement system. Given the interpretive
ambiguities 80 common to archaeological remains, criteria for
identifying archaeological evidence of craft specialization should
permit comparison to investigations at other Mississippian sites. Of
the criteria suggested by Yerkes (1989; following Evans 1978), the most
important evidence for the present study would be: (1) workshops or
specialized areas for craft production; (2) specialized tool kits; (3)
hoards or caches for storing finished craft products; and (4)
differential distributions of craft production evidence and finished
products, both within sites and within settlement systems.

In the following sections, production evidence for prestige goods
is examined within the two-tiered Summerville settlement system. Table
20 summarizes provienence and context data for selected artifact

classes.,

Pottery Manufacture

Evidence of ceramic production at Lubbub Creek consisted of fired
coile, tempered clay lumps and pottery "trowels" (Mann 1983:106). Fired
coils sre tempered coils of paste for forming the vessel and clay lumps
are masses of prepared, tempered paste. These materials were presumably
fired as an accidental by-product of pottery making. Pottery 'trowels"

apparently functioned as an anvil-like support held agsinst the interior

of the pot as the vessel walls were shaped with a paddle (Steponaitis
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1983:22, Figure 3).

Provenience and context data for these materials (Table 21) reveal
no concentrated pattern and no single provenience in which all three
categories are associated together. "Trowels,"” lumps and coils are all
found in household clusters, suggesting manufacture within the domestic
unit. Imnspection of coil temper size indicates that both coarseware and
fineware were manufactured at Lubbub Creek.

No evidence of pottery manufacture--coils, lumpe or "trowels"--were
recorded for any of the farmstead sites, Excavation unite sometimes
included "fired clay” pieces but it is unlikely that tempered lumps,
coils or "trowels" were overlocked in analysis. Pottery production
seems to have been restricted to the loccal centers. Nevertheless,
Moundville Engraved and other finewares are found at farmsteads (Jenkins
1981:Tables 8-15). The lack of pottery production evidence at
farmsteade lends additional support to a proposition, mentioned in
Chapter 6, that the smaller size of farmstead jars may have resulted

from transportation considerations.

Celts and Discoidals

Low density tool production debris, composed almost entirely of
local stone, is common to all domestic unit contexts. The most valued
non-local stone was probably greenstone (greenschist), for which the
closest raw source is in the eastern Alabama Piedmont, Whole or broken
greenstone celts (axes) were present both at Lubbub Creek (N=16) and at
farmetead sites (N=4), Greenstone "fragments"” (N=35) were dispersed
throughout the Lubbub Creek site in contexts dated to the latter part of

the Mississippian occupation (Allan 1983:188). I have not examined
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Table 21, Provenience and Context of Pottery Production Evidence
at Lubbub Creek.

Hectare Unit Context Evidence Temper
600N/-400E 5212/115 plowzone lumps coarse shell
600N/~400E  5048/478 plowzone lumps fine shell
600N/ -300E 7187/1¢0 ? coils fine shell
S00ON/-400E 3612/387 Household Cluster 1l-1 lumps coarse shell
S00N/-400E  4300/11 ? trowel -
500N/-400E 4123/501 ? coil coarse shell
S500N/-300E 4712 ? coils coarse shell
S00N/-300E 8407/48 Household Cluster 4-4 coils fine shell
S00N/-300E 6479 plowzone coils coarse shell
5008/-300E 8530/2 mound Structure SA coil coarse shell
500N/-300E 4588/723 mound midden dump coil coarse shell
SO0N/-300E 4775/206 plowzone coil coarse shell
SOON/-300E  6408/23 ? coil coarse shell
SO00N/-300E 6478 plowzone coil coarse shell
500N/-200E 8510 plowzone lump fine shell
4O00ON/=-400E  2317/91 Household Cluster 4-2 trowel coarse shell
400N/ -300E 3454 Household Cluster 2-4 c¢oils coarse shell
400N/-300E 2562/3,4 plowzone coils coarse shell
400N/-300E  4859/539 Structure 6 coils coarse shell
400N/=~300E 8164 Household Cluster 2-2 coil coarse shell
400N/-300E 6311 ? coil fine shell
400N/-300E Bl74 Household Cluster 2-2 coil fine shell
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these pieces to determine if they represent production debris or merely
use-wear chips., So the question of whether unfinished blanks or finished
celts were imported into the central Tombighee area cannot be answered
at this time. No greenstone fragments occur at farmsteads in
Mississippian contexts. The scarcity of recovered greenstone presumably
reflects very low volume importation and careful curation.

Discoidals or "chunkey stones" are gaming pieces found at both
Lubbub Creek (N=11) and farmsteads (N=3). All were made of local
hematite, sandstone, limestone or quartzite except for one finished
greenstone example from Lubbub Creek. Discoidal preforms at both Lubbub
Creek and Tibbee Creek imply that these were items produced within the
household. Provenience and production evidence for selected lithic

artifacts is presented in Table 20.

Microliths and Shel] Bead Production

Marine shell was cut, drilled and ground for various ornaments—-—
especially disk and cylindrical beads--in the Late Woodland Miller III
phase and subsequent Summerville phases. Ensor (1981,1989) hae defined
a distinctive microlithic technology used principally for shell bead
manufaecture. According to Ensor, the production of microliths from
chert flakes that appeared in Miller III was replaced, in the tramsition
to Sumerville 1, with a more complex microlithic core/blade technology
that emphasized microdrills {mean length 21 mm] (Ensocr 1989). He
subjected a large sample of microdrills from Lubbub Creek to microscopic
use-wear analygsis and concluded that a majority were used to drill shell
beads. He even discovered that some samples still retained shell

residue (Ensor 1989:12). Ensor notee that similer microlithic

232



industries appear during the Emergent or Early Mississippi period in the
American Bottom, Central Missiesippi Valley, northwestern Florida , as
well as the Moundville ares itself (cf. Steponaitis 1986). [I would add
that a possible adjunct to the adoption of the bow in these regions ca.
A.D. 700--the bow drill-—-may have played an important role in the
amplification of these industries by permitting greater efficiency in
bead production].

Ensor examined the context of microlith and shell bead production
for indicators of craft epecialization at Lubbub Creek. He adopts a
definition of craft specialization as:

the relatively regular and standardized production of & craft
product at levels clearly higher than those necessary for
household consumption, by persons having restricted access to
specific technology, skills, and raw materials characterized by &
full-blown or emergent divison of labor [Michaels 1987:6]1, cited
in Ensor 1989:14]

Ensor”s sample of 195 microcores, microblades and microdrills were
obtained during excavations in the lPi33 area of the community about 150
n southeast of the platform mound. Of 195 microliths, 89 were found in
a single pit (Feature 51). The rest of the 1Pi33 sample was recovered
from various surface, feature, burial and structure locations.

Extensive excavations elsewhere at the site, despite the increase in
area and volume, recovered lese than half the number of microdrills
found in the 1Pi33 area and no concentrations as in Feature 51 (Allan
1983). From thie distribution, Ensor (1989:20) infers "the presence of
a specialized srea(s) of craft production (workshop(s))." The overall
distributional concentration, together with a technological

"standardization™ in the microlith assemblage, suggests “that reasonable

evidence for a part-time lithic craft specialization exists at Lubbub
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Creek” (Ensor 1989:20).

Much of Ensor”s argument depends on interpretation of the unusual
Feature 5] context. Microliths had been "systematically collected from
a restricted area and redeposited there" (Ensor 1989:20), mixed together
with typical domestic refuse (Jenkins and Ensor 1981:Table 9). Feature
51 is not a workshop., Nor does it appear to be a hoard, in the usual
meaning of the term as a cache of finished tools, because all stages of
microlith reduction were deposited there. But if it was not & hoard,
one wonders why so many complete tocls were thrown away. Because these
tools exhibit use-wear, perhaps they were worn, judged unfit for further
uee, and discarded.

The general form of Feature 5] suggests an unused, open storage pit
that served as a couvenient receptacle for trash generated close by,
perhaps even by several households. Distinct layers visible within the
feature (Jenkins and Ensor 1981:Figure 68) clearly indicate that
microliths and garbage entered the deep pit in multiple dumping
episodes. Certainly concentrated production activities occurred in the
immediate locale, but the vicinity of Feature 51 is not a workshop in
the sense of a community area for epecialized activities separate from
domestic contexts, as interpreted by Ensor (1989:16). It is part of an
area of intense Miller III and Summerville I occupation with burials,
postmolds, daub, and abundant domestic debria.

Ensor aseigne the microlith assemblage in Feature 5] to the
Summerville I phase but this is questionable. Two radiocarbon samples
from Feature 51 both date to A.D. 1030+55. These samples fall within
the tenth century interval in which several Miller IIIl and Summerville I

phase absolute dates overlap. However, the vast majority of cersmics
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recovered from Feature 51 are Miller I1I, mixed with minor smounts of
Summerville I sherds (Jenkins 1982:Table 24). On this basis, Feature 51
was assigned to the Miller 1I1I Gainesville subphsse in the original
report {(Jenkins and Ensor 1981:Table 9), This seems to be the most
plausible assignment. In other words, this feature is a typical Miller
III food storage pit into which an unusually large number of microdrills
and associated debitage were dumped. Later, the feature was disturbed
by intrusive Summerville I phase activities. The intensification of
microdrill production which Eneor identifies begins in the Terminal Late
Woodland, and not in spatially-descrete, specialized workshops but
domestic contexts.

Interestingly, there is no marine shell debris such as blanks,
preforms or scraps associated with Feature 51, nor anywhere else on the
site (Curren 1981:Table 4; Woodrick 1983:Table 9). Instead, Feature 51
contains only local freshwater shell artifacts: seven finisghed

Coniobasis beads, 16 cut shell by-products and 13 mussel shell hoes.

The shell hoes exhibit use-wear (Curren 1981:185). This suggests that
they were not a hoard for future use but discards, Utilized shell hoes
were occasionally found in domestic debris elsewhere at Lubbub Creek
(Woodrick 1983:Table 9), as they were at farmsteads (Atkinson et al.
1980:144),

Microdrills were discovered throughout the community in the
plowzone, in domestic refuse, on structure floors, and in burial
contexts (Table 22). Cut shell by-products of freshwater mussel and
isolated marine or freshwater shell beads are dispersed in very low

numbers in contexts similar to wmicroliths. It must be concluded that
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Table 22. Microdrill Provenience.
PHASE LOCATIORN QUANTITY REFERENCE
s -1 Household Cluster 2-1 3 Blitz 1983c¢:261
Structure 2 Allan 1983:182
§ - II/111 Household Cluster 2-2 | Allan 1983:182
Structure 7
Mies. mound fill 1 Allan 1983:182
Miss.? plowzone 7 Allan 1983:182
1Pi33 Areas
s-1,
Mies, Features, Burials 0 Ensor 1989:Table 1
M- 1117 Feature 51 74 Ensor 1989:Table 1
Miss, Test Units 33 Ensor 1989:Table 1
Miss.? plowvzone 15 Ensor 1989:Table 1
S - II/I1I Household Cluster 1-2 1 Ensor 1981:Table 69
Structure 1, Fesat, 6
Farmsteads
§ - IT/III 16r2: Burial 2 3 Ensor 1981:Table 31
s - IT/I11 1Gr2: Burial 17 1 Ensor 1981:Table 31
Miss.? 1Gr2: Unite, Features 15 Ensor 1981:Table 27,
28
Miss.? Yarborough: Units 9 Solis and Walling
i982:Table 24, 28
Miss.? Yarborough:Feat. 19B 1 Solis and Welling
1982:Table 19
Miss. Yarborough:FFeat. 3B 1 Solis and Walling
1982:Table 19
Note: Microcores and microblades alsoc occur but are not included in

these counts because these categories were not tabulated or classified
in a standardized manner for all sites.
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microlith production and use, and presumably the making of beads and
other shell artifacts, was an activity carried out in & number of
households.

There is a8 somewhat different situation at farmsteads. With the
absence of microliths at Tibbee Creek and Kellogg, it seems likely that
microtool manufacture or shell bead production was not a part of
farmsetead activities during Summerville I. These circumstances changed
in the Summerville II/II and IV phases. Ensor reporte that at the 1Gr2
farmstead, an adult male was buried with three microdrills, and a tool-
kit that consiseted of an abrader and poasible bone flakers. Another
adult burial in the 1Pi33 area of Lubbub Creek had a similar tool-kit
but with unuped arrowpoints rather thar microdrills. He suggests these
may be individuals involved in "specialization of labor" (Ensor
1989:16). Several microliths at the Yarborough farmstead are from
potentially mixed deposits but one microdrill is in a Mississippian
context (Feature 3B). At farmsteads, as at Lubbub Creek, no marine

shell debris or bead blanks were recovered.

Where the Beads Go and Who Gets Them

Within the Summerville settlement system, marine shell beade are
found almost exclueively as direct burial associations at both
farmsteads and Lubbub Creek. Table 23 presents the quantity of marine
shell beads, together with age and sex of the recipient, for all burials
with marine shell beads at Lubbub Creek, Tibbee Creek, Kellogg, and
1Gr2. While the total sample is quite small, an age/sex pattern for the
individual recipients of these beads eeems to be evident. At the

farmsteads, only subadulte (including infants) receive marine shell
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beads, while at Lubbub Creek both sexes and all ages receive beads but

the single adult male burial with beads contains the greatest quantity.
However, in the totsl sample, subadults receive the greatest number of

beads. Three of the four freshwater shell bead accompsniments are also
associated with subadults.

Only a few other marine shell ornaments were discovered. A total
of five engraved shell gorgets, all associated with adult men and women,
were present at farmsteads but not at Lubbub Creek. Three marine ehell
"dippers" were recovered: two with an adult male at Kellogg and one with
a subadult at Lubbub Creek. Large conch/whelk shell "dippers'" are known
to have been used by historic Southeastern peoples to ladle hot "black
drink" (Jlex vomitoria) from large pots, and marine shell "dippers" have
considerable antiquity in the archaeological record of the Gulf Coastal

Plain (Milanich and Fairbanke 1980;87,124),.

"Superordinate" Prestige Goods at Sumperville Sites

Peebles” identification of a “superordinate" social dimension of
ascribed social status at Moundville was based upon the differential
distribution of certain rare artifacts in burial associations. Several
of these Moundville "superordinate" artifacts are present at Summerville
sites but in contexts not always consistent with the Moundville model of
statusa hierarchy. The Tombigbee materials are found in both burial and
non-burial countexts (Tables 24-25). Copper earspools and galena cubes
are found only at Lubbub Creek. Incised stone disk "palette" fragments,
mineral pigments, marine shell beads, and black bear tooth pendants are
found at both farmsteads and Lubbub Creek.

Raw minerals for pigments and black bear teeth are probably the
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Table 23. Age and Sex Association of Marine Shell Cylindrical and Disk
Beads in Burial Contexts.

Lubbub Creek S -1 phase (Cole et al, 1982:Table 2)

Burial 20 165 beads  (whelk/conch) adult male (35 yrs.)
Burial 30 67 beads  (whelk/conch) adult female (21-23 yrs.)
Burial 31 24 beads (whelk/conch) infant (1.5-2.5 yrs.)
Burial 25 14 beads  (whelk/conch) subadult (12 yrs.)
Tibbee Creek S - 1 phase (0"Hear et al. 1981:202-203)
Burial 15 183 beads (Marginella) infant (2 yrs.)
Burial 9 4 beads (whelk/conch) infant (2 yrs.)
Kellogg S - I phase (Atkinson et al. 1980:Table 10)
Burial 2 467 beade  (whelk/conch) subadult (10 yre.)
Burial 3 327 beads (whelk/conch) subadult {4-6 yrs.)

Lubbub Creek S - II/III phase (Cole et al. 1982:Table 2)

Burial 24 202 beads  {whelk/conch) subadult {(9-11 yrs.)
Burial 2 19 beads (Marginells) gubadult (15 yrs.)

1Gr2 8§ - I1/I11 phase (Jenkins 1975:81,263)

Burial 2 51 beads  (whelk/conch) subadult (4.5-5.5 yrs.)
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Table 24. Distribution of Prestige Items in Burial Contexts.

Artifact

Farmst ead

Lubbub Creek

References

Copper plate,
symbol badge

*Copper earspool

Copper fragment
*Mineral pigments
(raw/modified)
*Galena cube

*Black bear tooth
pendant

Greenstone celt
(axe)

Engraved marine
shell gorget

*Marine shell beads

Miscellaneous marine

gshell ornaments

Marine shell dipper

Freshwater ahell
beads /ornamentes

Cougar humerus artifact

Jenkins 1982:130-133

Allan 1983:189
Blitz and Peebles 1983:301

Cole et al.

Cole et al.

1982:Table 9

1982 :Table 9

Blitz and Peebles 1983:301

Cole et al.

1982:Table 9

Ensor 198]1:Table 29

Cole et al.

Cole et al.

1982:Table 9

1982:Table 2

0"Hear et al. 1981:201
Curren 198]1:Table 9

Atkinson et
Cole et al.

al. 1980:Table
1982:Table 2

Atkinson et al. 1980:Table
0"Hear et al. 1981:202

Atkinson et al. 1980:Table

Cole et al.

1982:Table 2

0“Hear et al. 1981:202
Jenkine 1975:81

Atkinson et al. 1980:Table

Cole et al.

1982:Table 2

Atkinson et al. 1980:Table

Cole et al.

1982:Table 2

Atkinson et al, 1980:Table

Cole et al.

i982:Table 2

0‘Hear et al. 1981:202-203

Cole et al.

1982:Table 2

Note: Asterisks denote artifacts used to define superordinate rank at
Moundville (cf. Peebles and Kus 1977).
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Table 25. Distribution of Prestige Iteme in Non-Burial Contexts,

Artifact Farmstead Lubbub Lubbub References
Mound Village

*Incised stone

disk (palette) X X X Allan 1983:188
Blitz 1983b:252
Solis and Wallingl982:
Table 26, 29

*Mineral pigments X X X Allan 1983:140-141
(raw/modified) Atkinson et al. 1980:103,
Blitz 1983b:252
Ensor 1981:Table 22
*GCalena cube X Allan 1983:142

*Marine shell X X Curren 1981:Table 4,5
Woodrick 1983:Table 9

*Black bear

tooth pendant X Woodrick 1983:Table 1
mica X Blitz 1983b:252

Red slate

pendant X Rucker 1974:Plate 4
Discoidal

(Chunkee stone) X X Allan 1983:188

0“Hear et al. 1981:195
Solis and Walling

1982:124
Greenstone celt X X X Allan 1983:185-188
(axe) Atkinson et al. 1980:102
Greenstone gorget X Allan 1983:188
Terraced
rectangular vessel
(sherds) X X Mann 1983:89
Peebles 1983 :Appendix C
Bobcat ulna artifact X Woodrick 1983:385

Note: Asterisks denote artifacte used to define superordinate rank at
Moundville (cf. Peebles and Kus 1977).
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only categories that were locally available. Raw minerals for pigments
are so common in all contexte that it is improbable that access was in
any way socially restricted. The black bear tooth pendants are found
only with subadult burials. Copper earspools and other copper artifacts
are found only with adult male burials at Lubbub Creek. Also at Lubbub
Creek, single galena cubes were found with two adult male burials and
two other cubes were recovered from the plowzone. Incised stone disk
"palette” fragments occur in non-burial contexts: one fragment from
premound compound Structure 5B; 32 fragments (perhaps all from one disk)
in & single Summerville II/III phase house, Structure 7 {Household

Cluster 2-2); and four fragments from the Yarborough farmstead.

Regional Exchange/Alliance

Interpretation of regional exchange/alliance processes in
Mississippian societies is exceedingly difficult, First among these
difficulties in the Mid-South are limitations on the ability to
determine the source of prestige goods, which hinders the possibility of
charting the flow of items between regions. Ceramics offer one of the
more prowmising materials with which to measure regional interaction.

Whole vessels and sherds that represent ceramic traditions located
in the Lower Mississippi Valley, Cumberland Plateau, and Alabama Gulf
Coast have been identified at Moundville (Steponaitis 1983) but are
abeent from local centers in Moundville”s hinterland (Welch 1986:167-
168). At Lubbub Creek, only a handful of sherds have paste or
decoration that diverge from the local ceramic tradition (Mann
1983:99,101). These are so fragmented, however, that little else can be

determined from stylistic clues alone. If vessels from distant ceramic
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traditione were brought to Lubbub Creek or surrounding farmsteads, it
was in such low quantities as to be archaeologically invisible.

The possibility remains that some fineware vessels at Lubbub Creek
originated at Moundville, Hardin (1981), working with whole vessels at
Moundville, has had some success in isolating distinctive variation in
decorative execution that may mark the work of individual potters or
micro-styles. The feasibility of extending this analysis to Lubbub
Creek has been discussed but not attempted (Mann 1983; Hardin 1983).
One problem is the difficulty of working with sherds rather than whole
vessels. At any rate, the presence of fine shell tempered coils and
paste lumps at Lubbub, probably used for fivnewares, makes an exclusive
Moundville source for elsborate pottery unlikely.

A number of the Tombigbee prestige goods represent distinctive
artifacts of pan-regional symbolic significance. The copper repousse
falcon plate and copper arrow-ahaped cut-outs, interpreted as the
insignia of rank or leadership for the adult man buried at Lubbub Creek,
have widespread stylistic equivalents {see Larson 1959; Waring
1968 :Figure 13; Schnell et al. 1981:218-226), as do the copper
earspools,

An incised rectangular terraced vessel found with an adult male
(Burial 6, Summerville II/III phase Household Cluster 3-2) is a possible
import. Five sherds of this vessel form were alsoc found: one at the
mound and four in the village. These vessels are quite rare in the
Southeast and have been found most frequently &t Moundville, the
probable source (Steponaitis 1983:69, Figure 63). The copper earspools
with Burial 6 reveal that this man had access to non-local items,

perhaps the vessel among them.
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Incised etone disk "palettes" are another possible import. Both
the sandstone source and location of manufacture are unknown for these
artifacts. Based on frequency of occurrence, Moundville has long been
considered the point of origin for incised stone disks {(Webd and
DeJarnette 1942:287-291).

Another distinctive artifact, a red slate pendant fragment, was
recovered from the surface of a Mississippian farmstead (22Lo558) near
the Coleman local center north of Lubbub Creek (Rucker 1974:Plate 4).
Pendants of this style are known from Moundville and the contemporary
Seven Mile Island local center on the Tennessee River in northwestern
Alabama (Webb and DeJarnette 1942:Plate 58,2). These pendants are cut
and ground to a trisngular shape and incised with cross—in-circle and
hand-eye motifs.

It is possible to examine chronclogical patterns in regicnal
exchange in the study area. Non-local prestige goods from burial
contexts at Lubbub Creek (Table 26) and the Tombigbee farmsteads (Table
27) can be tabulated by phase interval, plotted on graphs, and the
relative abundance of non-local goods compared through time. At Lubbub
Creek, non-local prestige goods increase slightly from Summerville I to
Summerville II/III, then decline to zero in Summerville IV (Figure 50).
As can be 8een on the farmstead graph (Figure 51), marine shell is even
more common at Summerville I phase farmsteads (Tibbee Creek and Kellogg)
than at Lubbub Creek, but declines dramatically in the Summerville
I1/I11 phase (1Gr2). Non-local stone artifacts are found with
Summerville I farmstead burials but are absent in the Summerville II/III

burials at 1Gr2., No copper is found with farmstead burials.
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Table 26, Chronological Disatribution of Non-local Artifacts in Dated
Burials at Lubbub Creek.

Phase

§-1 s - II/III
Copper
Earspool 1 2
Symbol badge cut-outs® 1 0
Ornament (misc.) 2 0
Total 4 2
Marine Shell
Beads?® 4 2
Gorget 0 0
Dipper/cup 1 0
Ornament (misc.) 1 1
Total b 3
Non-Local Stone
Greenstone celt 0 i
Galena 2 )
Total pi 1
Total artifacts 12 6
Total Buriale 33 14

Note: This table includes all burials dated to a specific phase by
association with diagnostic ceramics. It includes burials listed in Cole
et al. 1982:Table 2 and Powell 1983:Appendix A, This table follows the
same method of compilation ae Steponaitis” (1989) data for Moundville in
order to fascilitate comparison.

Multiple items found within the same burial are regarded as a set and
counted a8 & single occurence,
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Table 27, Chromological Distribution of Non-Local Artifacts in Dated
Burials at Farmsteads.

Site/Phase
Tibbee Cr, Kellogg 1Gr2
5-1 s -1 S - IT/I1I
No Copper
Marine Shell
Beads® 2 2 1
Gorget 1 4 0
Dipper/cup 0 2 0
Ornament (misc.) 0 0 0
Total 3 8 1
Non-Local Stone
Greenstone celt 0 2 0
Galena 0 0 0
Total 0 2 0
Total artifacts 3 10 1
Total burials 11 i3 24

Note: Thie table includes all burials dated to a specific phase by
diagnostic ceramics., It includes burials listed in O’Hear et s&l.
1981:149-152, Atkinson et al. 1980:Table 10, and Hill 1982:Table 8.

This table follows the same method of compilation as Steponaitie” (1989)
data for Moundville in order to fascilitate comparison,

8Multiple items found within the same burial are regarded as a set and
counted as a single occurence,
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As symbols to express and validate rank, status or wealth, prestige
goods were in constant demand to fuel the growth of social ranking. In
various interpretations of the "prestige goods economy," the inability
to assure a steady flow of prestige goods is said to promote political
instability and, ultimately, governs the rise and decline cycle of
social hierarchies and polity size (Peebles and Kus 1977; Welch 1986;
Steponaitis 1989; Anderson 1989). If, as has been suggested, Success in
the regional competition for prestige goods was dependent upon the size
of the polity, then the proximity of s more powerful neighbor was likely
to influence the availability of goods locally. For the people of
Lubbub Creek and other small centers in the central Tombigbee River
area, the powerful neighbor was, of course, Moundville.

Chronological changes in the relative abundance of artifacts of
non—-local materials in dated burials at Moundville has been documented
by Steponaitis {1989). He found that the maximum availability of non-
local materials peaked around A.D. 1250, when Moundville emerged as a
large regional polity, and then gradually declined {(Figure 52).
Steponaitis gathered similar data on the availability of non-local
artifacts in the Pocahontas region along the lower Big Black River
valley in Mississippi. In this area, Mississippian polities are
represented by & sequence of small local centers, and a three-tiered
settlement hierarchy dominated by a powerful regional center like
Moundville never developed. He discovered that non—local artifacts in
the Pocahontas region were most abundant from A.D. 1000-1200, then
steadily declined during the time when availability peaked at
Moundville.

Steponaitis concluded that these patterns were not unrelated but
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reflect pan-regional political competition for non-local goods. With
the rise of & few large polities such as Moundville and Lake George (the
regional center closest to the Pocahontas area) after A.D. 1200, small
local polities could no longer compete &5 equals for access to prestige
goods, The result would be a decline in the relative abundance of non-
local goods through time within the small polities. If that was the
case, the rise of a powerful center in one river valley might
effectively curtail a similar development in an adjacent area
(Steponaitis 1989),

The compilation and plotting of the Tombigbee non-local artifacts
for Figures 50-51, follow Stepcnaitis” procedure for Moundville, but it
is difficult to directly compare the graphs. Figure 53 combines these
data to chart chronological trends in relative abundance of copper,
marine shell and non-local stone in Summerville and Moundville burials.
The Summerville data consist of all burials in Tables 26 and 27. The
Moundville data consist of all burials in Steponaitis 1989:Table 1,
except sample I/II., Sample I1/11 is composed of both Moundville I phase
and Moundville II phase burials (Steponaitis 1989:Table 1,b). Burials
from these two sequential phases cannot be combined to create a
chronological interval between Moundville I and Moundville II and so
this composite sample is omitted.

On the horizontal axis for each graph in figure 53, A, B, and C
represent approximate points along a chronoclogical scale: A = ca, A.D.
1100, B = ca. A.D. 1350 and C = A.D. ca. 1550. To the left of the heavy
vertical bars, interval A-B represents the period when Moundville rose

to prominence among competing local centers. To the right of the heavy
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exerted maximum influence as & regional center, After point C, no non-
local artifacts are found in the Moundville IV (Alabama River Phase)
burial sample at Moundville or in the Summerville IV phase burials at
Lubbub Creek.

The upper graph in figure 53 depicts chronological trends in the
relative abundance of copper in the region. At the beginning of
interval A-B, the relative abundance of copper in the Moundville and
Summerville samples is the same but at B, when Moundville had become
established as the regional power, copper reached maximum relative
abundance in the Moundville esample. The relative abundance of copper
remained unchanged in the Summerville sample. In interval B~C, the
relative frequency of copper declined in both samples.

On the middle graph in figure 53, marine shell was initially more
comwon in Summerville burials than in Moundville burials but at the end
of interval A-B, marine shell declined dramatically in Summerville as it
increased in Moundville, In interval B-C, the relative abundance of
marine shell decreased in both samples,

On the bottom graph in figure 53, the relative frequency of non-
local stone remains unchanged in the Moundville sample while it declined
slightly in Summerville., As was the case for copper and shell, the
relative abundance of non-local stone declined in both samples in
interval B-C.

Steponaitis proposes that non-local goods were critical to the
political strategies that enabled regional centers to arise from
competing local centers. Once the size and power of Moundville expanded

beyond the capabilities of its rivals, the regional competition for non-

local materials would proceed on an unequal basis. If 8o, one would
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expect the relative abundance of non-local artifacts in the Moundville
sample to increase while they decreased in the Summerville sample.

The chronological trend in marine shell abundance follows this
expectation in interval A-B and presumably reflects specific interpolity
influences. However, copper and non-local stone do not exhibit the
expected pattern. Either the rise of Moundville had no effect on the
availability of copper in Summerville or it prevented any increase in
relative frequency. The relative abundance of non-local ~tone at
Moundville was unaffected in interval A-B, while it declined only
slightly in the Summerville sample.

All three categories of non-local items in both samples decrease in
relative abundance during interval B-C. Therefore, during Moundville’s
rein of regional power, the graphs apparently reflect the overall pace
of regional production and distribution through time and specific
interpolity influences remain obscure. Perhaps after the rise of
Moundville, chromological trends in the availability of non-local items
in the two samples follow a parallel course because Summerville
populations entered into the political alliance/exchange structure of
Moundville”s domain. One trend is clear. The absolute quantity of non-
local material items dropped sharply in the Summerville II/III phase
(Tables 26-27).

The vagaries of archaeological sampling being what they are, a
certain degree of healthy skepticism about the ultimate meaning of the
chronological distributions in figure 53 is in order but, certainly, if
a series of auch comparisons can be constructed for Mississippian

pelities, we will be in a better position to understand cycles of
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chiefdom development and organizational variability. It would seem that
the political fortunes of Tombigbee local centers such as Lubbub Creek
were intertwined with those of Moundville. When the occupation span of
the other Tombigbee local centers can be dated, then responses to the
rise of Moundville might be detected. For instance, we know that the
Coleman center was abandoned at this time, possibly reflecting new
alliances and buffer zones. Possibly other related events were the
appearence of Moundville Engraved pottery at central Tombigbee sites and
the suspension of fortification comstruction at Lubbub Creek. As
always, our ability to interpret such regional processes, now only

intimated, require much further investigation and evaluation.

Supmar

Models of Mississippian sociopolitical organization stress the use
of prestige goods as a meanse to legitimate and expand social ranking.
Identification of social ranking at Moundville is based upon the
assumption that differential distribution of artifact categories reflect
institutionalized restricted access. The Moundville models also assume
that prestige goods production and consumption will be largely
restricted to an elite at local centers., When expectations derived from
the Moundville models were examined wiith evidence from a two~tiered
settlement system, a somewhat different pattern of prestige goods
production and consumption emerges.

To begin with, there was the expectation that high—status leaders
at local centers would not have access to those sywmbols that mark
paramount positions at Moundville, These positions are identified as

adults (presumed male) interred in mounds with copper axes, pearl beads,
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and infant/crania accompaniments (Peebles and Kus 1977:44l). Because
the upper stages of the Summerville Mound were destroyed, a provenience
equivalent to the Moundville discoveries cannot be examined at Lubbub
Creek. Elsevhere in the cowmmunity, 8 few copper artifacts of "supra-
local' symbolic eignificance were found with adult males. Beyond male
formal leadership positions marked by copper insignia at Lubbub Creek,
however, there is no evidence that prestige goods, including
“"superordinate"” categories, are status items that are the prerogative of
an elite,

Male formal leadership positione aside, there is no evidence of
economically-based superordinate/subordinate rank at Lubbub Creek, in so
far as the distribution of prestige goods can be assumed to adequently
measure such statuses. Age, sexX and achievement are the only
perceptible qualities that shaped access. With the exception of marine
shell beads, the greatest quantity and diversity of non-local items was
found with adult men (Table 28).

The distribution of prestige goods, notably marine shell, is more
consistent with a function as wealth items, access to which was
potentially open to all. Most likely, this wealth was disposed of at
funerals in a dieplay of conspicuous consumption that conferred prestige
in the competition for social influence. 1In addition, there may have
been a cultural tradition, independent of rank, that directed subadults
to be interred with shell beads.

Contrary to the Moundville models of chiefdom political economy,
prestige goods production evidence was found at both the local center

and at farmsteads, Coarseware and fineware ceramic production evidence

was limited to the local center., Production of microliths for shell
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Table 28.

Age and Sex Association of Prestige Items in Burial Contexts.

Artifacts

Number of Burials

Age/Sex

copper plate,
symbol badges

*copper earspocl
copper fragment
*Galena cube

Greenstone celt
(axe)

*Mineral pigments

*Black bear
tooth pendant

Engraved marine
shell gorget

*Marine shell beads

Miscellaneous marine
shell ornament

marine shell "dipper"

freshwater beads,
ornaments

cougar humerus artifact

undetermined® all

11

adult male
adult male
adult male
adult male

adult male

ages, both sexes

subadult

adult male (3)
adult female (2)
subadult/infant (9)

adult male (1)
adult female (1)

subadult
adult male

adult male (2)
subadult
subadult (3)

adult male

adult male

Note: Asterisks denote artifacts used to define superordinate rank at
Moundville (cf. Peebles and Kus 1977),
AUnmodified raw source material occurs locally end is ubiquitious in all

contextes.

Quantitative data on modified/prepared pigment is unavailable

due to lack of standardized record for this category but "ochre" and
"lumps" are mentioned in field note for varioue burials.
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bead manufacture, limited to the local center in Summerville I,
occurred at both Lubbub Creek and farmsteads in later phases. It is not
known if greenstone celts were produced locally,

All evidence indicates that fineware ceramics, microdrills, marine
shell beads, and discoidals were produced within the household. In
contrast to many utilitarian artifacts of local materials, it is
unlikely that all of these prestige items were produced in each
household. Thue there was some "specislization"” or variability in
prestige item production at the household level. Hewever, part-time,
low-level production of these artifacts was probably a widespread
domestic activity. Thie household variability and the intensity of
production are within the magnitude attributable to individual sbility,
skill and episodic opportunities. There is no unequivocal evidence of
specialized areas for craft production outside of household contexts,
nor i6 there evidence of restricted access to specific technology,
knowledge or raw materials. If this level of production is to be
considered craft specialization, it clearly fails to meet the criteria
of most accepted definitione (e.g. Evans 1978; Michaels 1987, in Ensor
1989),

Household production of prestige goods at farmsteads, the presence
at farmsteads of fineware ceramicse, abundant marine ehell beads and
ornaments, and the occasional fragments of stone disk palettes and other
rare prestige goods, is contrary to expectations about access derived
from the Moundville models. Instead of centralization of production and
restriction of access to an elite, the widespread distribution of these
wealth items and the materials to make them reveals that the ability of

would-be elites to monopolize durable wealth was winimal. This does not
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mean that ambitious individuals did not have opportunities to benefit
from unequal disbursement of non-local materials or finished goods,

Rather, these opportunities were severely limited at the modest social
scale of two-tiered settlement systems and subject to regional social

dynamics beyond local control.
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CHAPTER IX

INTERPRETATIONS AND CONCLUSION

In the preceding study I have attempted to document changing social
and economic conditions in a prehistoric Native Southeastern population
over a 600 year interval. Important factors believed to account for the
observed changee have been identified and every effort has been made to
be explicit about the material evidence that forms the basis for
interpretations offered. These interpretations of cultural processes
can be summarized as follows,

Around A.D. 1000, Tombigbee populaticne, stimulated by various
technological, social and demographic factors, began to intensify their
production of maize beyond low-level gardening. Maize intensification
created logistical problems in a subsistence economy that continued to
rely heavily on wild foods. Dispersed farmsteads provided optimal
access to natural resources but left families and their maize harvest
vulnerable to attack. New cooperative labor patterns were initiated to
address these problems. Communsl storage of food surpluses at s
fortified center was one solution. Formal leadership roles emerged to
oversee & cooperative economic¢ and mutusl defense organization-—-the

local center/farmstead polity.

260



Two potential spheres of influence were created: management of
pooled food surpluses and lesdership in war. Delegation of suthority,
maintenance of consensus and the allaying of dissent required
ideological legitimization, which was most effectively accomplished by
amplification of ritual. Local resource mobilization was facilitated
through a ritualized cycle of population aggregation at the local
center. Platform mounds, established as a location for social
integration in a ceremonial format, reflect this developmental
relationship between formal leadership institutions, group ritual and
disbursement of food surpluses.

In short, the move toward chiefdom formation and social ranking in
the central Tombigbee River valley began as a pragmatic sattempt to
resolve problems simultaneously posed by defensive and subsistence-
oriented considerations., Some archaeologists argue that management of
centralized storage to minimize risk to households was not central to
chiefdom formation and, instead, represents the chief”s co-option of a
pre—-existing arrangement to further expand his power (Earle 1987:293).
In contrast, the Summerville data are more consistent with the
interpretation that a formal office or "chief" evolved in conjunction
with management needs, aided by appeals to the sacred. It is difficult
to conceive how permanent delegation of authority could be accomplished
within small, kin-based communities unless families initislly considered
such actions to be in their own best interest.

Once formal authority roles were institutionalized, however,
opportunities were created for individuals and kin groups to manipulate

and disburse surpluses unequally to perpetuate their influence. Further

expansion of power and social ranking, beyond the ideologically-based
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security maintainance roles, was dependent upon extending control over
the economy (Earle 1987:294; Wolf 1982:72-100). Although difficult to
subetantiate, the local subsistence economy probably had & low potential
for resource control. Reliance on wild foods and readily abundant socils
would have wade it difficult to effectively restrict access to the means
of production.

Participation in the alliance/exchange networks of the 'prestige
goods economy" held greater promise as a strategy for resource control.
At least potentially, access to non—-local materials entering the polity
could be restricted and production, distribution and consumption of non-
local items could be monopolized by an elite. In addition,
alliance/exchange networks provided new pan-regional symbols and
ideologies that could be deployed to further sanctify growing authority.

In the case of the Summerville phases, both production evidence and
wealth items were found to be widespread in varioue contexts within the
settlement system and failed to follow the restricted pattern expected
for economically-based social ranking. Would-be elites at Lubbub Creek
were apparently unsuccessful in expanding econcmic control. Perhaps one
reason for this failure was the inability to compete on an equal basis
with larger polities in the regional struggle for non-local goods.

It would appear that the sanctified, security maintainence roles of
food storage management and leadership in war were a sufficient basis
for formal chiefly authority in small-scale Missiesippian societies such
a8 Summerville, but insufficient to sustain economic social
stratification., Moreover, the failure of Summerville to conform to

Moundville models of social organization and resource control lends
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support to the positive correlation between polity size, degree of
social ranking and restricted access to valued items discussed by
various researchers,

Carneiro (1981) has proposed that one of the most important
processes in gocial evolution was the forced incorporation of a number
of formerly autonomous villages under the centralized control of a
single political structure—a minimal chiefdom. Although Lubbub Creek
displays evidence of institutionalized offices of authority or "chiefs,"
by Carneiro”s criterion, Lubbub Creek was not a chiefdom.

Throughout this study I have refered to each Tombigbee
lucal center/farmstead unit as a polity, in the sense of an independent
political entity. I have assumed that the lack of a three-tiered
settlement system in the central Tombigbee River valley indicates the
absence of a larger umit but our ability to identify political
boundaries or interrelationships is very limited,

A host of other questions remain difficult to answer at the present
time. For instance, did Lubbub Creek and other Tombigbee local centers
participate in a loose alliance/exchange structure with Moundville while
remaining politically autonomous? Alternatively, were they effectively
incorporated directly into the Moundville polity as "tribute" paying
subordinate centers? Were there degrees of political integration and
control exercised upon subordinate centers, perhaps affected by distance
from Moundville? The problem is that we still do not have adequate
information on how local centers articulate with the regional center.

The aspatial distribution of local mound centers may reflect the

secale of Mississippian polity interrelationships (Steponaitis 1978;

Bozeman 1982). 1In the Black Warrior River valley, during the Moundville

263



111 phase, the distance between the northern-most (1Tu3) and scuthern-
most {1Grlé4) local mound centers thought to be contemporary is
approximately 40 km. Site 1Grl4 is something of an outlier, and for
much of the Moundville sequence the spatial arrangement of single mounds
was even more clustered, extending approximately 30 km along the river
(Bozeman 1982:Figure 1; Peebles 1987:Figure 2).

This forty kilometer distance may demarcate the effective maximum
size of the Moundville polity. Hally (1987) messured distances between
& large number of Mississippian centers in Georgia. He discovered that
mound sites were "spaced either less than 17 km apart or more than 3} km
apart” (Hally 1987:8). The average distance between clusters was 44 km.
Hally concluded that the maximum diameter of Mississippian chiefdoms was
approximately 40 km. Noting that a similar spatial pattern
characterizes other middle~range eocieties world-wide, Hally (1987:5)
suggests that distances beyond one day s travel by foot from chiefdom
center to border (20 km) "represented the practical limit to which
effective administrative control could be extended."

Although it is not yet possible to determine which central
Tombigbee centers were occupied simultaneously, there are spatial
reqularities in mound locations, Butler, Chowder Springs, and Coleman
cluster together (<17 km apart), while Lubbub Creek and Hilman are
widely-spaced (> 30 km apart)(Chapter 111, Figure 1).

Presumably, the spatial regularities identified by Hally and
replicated in the central Tombigbee and Black Warrior River region
identify sutonomous territorial unite of varying sizes. If 40 km is the

effective limit for political integration, then we should not be
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surprized that Lubbub Creek (56 km from Moundville) produced no evidence
of direct Moundville political control. Not even the formidable site of
Cahokia was capable of extending political contrel beyond approximately
80 km along the Mississippi River (Milner 1990:7-8). 1In light of these
discoveries, the 400 km by 100 km boundary reconstructed for the
sixteenth century Coosa chiefdom (Hudeon et al., 1985), if valid,
probably demsarcates the extent of mere military threat and expedient
alliance, not centralized political control.

Small-scale and large-scale polities such as Lubbub Creek and
Moundville, respectively, are best interpreted as products of regional
competion for resources. Within the mode of production available to
Mississippian societies, demographic success translated into competitive
success and the need for new political arrangements. Viewed from the
perspective of regional social dynamice, if the objective of
Mississippian political stratepies was regional dominance over resources
(especially prestige goods), then the successful polity was the one that
could muster the largest number of people into production or warfare,
Given the apparent correlation between size of polity and degree of
social ranking, within the Moundville 40 km unit we can perceive a
greater degree or range of social ranking and a greater concentration of
non-local prestige items. Beyond the 40 km Moundville boundary, small
polities such as Lubbub Creek may have been dealt out of the arrangement
and placed at a disadvantage in regional competition for non-loecal
items.

The current Moundville modeles of social organization and political
economy reflect a widely-held perception of Mississippian societies as

fixed hierachies of centralized political integration and economic
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control (Peebles and Kus 1977; Peebles 1983b; Welch 1986). Yet it is
aleo obvious that, whether large or small, powerful or weak,
Miesissippian territorial arrangemente were composed of the same basic
modular unit--local center and associated farmsteads., All evidence
suggests that these local center modules were economically self-
sufficient and therefore, vested political interests and loyalties were
probably quite localized. In ocher words, local center/farmstead units
may have been orgaunized on a similar social and economic basis
throughout the region,

An alternative interpretation of Mississippian political
arrangements must be considered. Instead of a politically centralized
and economically controled administrative hierarchy, territorial units
may have been composed of a network of interacting wodules in which
political "administration'" was ritualistic, competitive, segmented and
unstable—in short, a confederation or league of esemi-sutonomous
participating modules {e.g. Johnson 1984; Milner 1990).

In Chapter VIII, no evidence was found that production of highly-
valued items was under the centralized control of a superordinate rank
or that access was restricted to an elite at Summerville phase sites.
It remains to be demonstrated how or if access and control of resources
at Moundville phase sites will differ from Summerville phase gites.

The various possibilities cannot be easily dismissed until tested
by further research. The Summerville discoveries make it imperative
that investigators be sensitive to the possibility that specific
artifact classes may exhibit different patterne of distribution and

association according to status, wealth or functional distinctions.
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Patterns of distribution cannot be narrowly interpreted solely in terms
of status. Teleological reasoning that auvtomatically transforme any
"superordinate” artifact provenience into an "elite" context (by
definition) must be avoided.

Due to the lack of excavation data, we really know very little
about farmstead/local center interrelationships in the Black Warrior
valley, Moundville”s immediate hinterland. Production and consumption
of craft products may be more dispersed and less centralized than our
current models suggest, For example, in the only published excavation
of a Moundville farmstead, Mistovich (1987:167) found evidence for tool
manufacture from non-local stone, contrary to ;xpectations that
production will be limited to the Moundville site (i.e. Welch 1986:155-
157),

Similarly, seasonal and logistical aspects of Moundville phase
local resource mobilization remain poorly understood. If these
characteristics should parallel Summerville phase patterns,
farmstead/local center social dichotomies and consumption patterns may
be more intertwined than we now perceive. The provisioning of "noble"
elites with subsistence products by farmstead "commoners" may be
embedded in & ritualized cycle of population aggregation at the local
center in such a way as to complicate current assumptions about what
constitutes elite and non-elite middens or contexts. The man standing
in his farmstesd maize field in June may be the same individual who
consumes "choice cuts" of venison with his kinsmen in a ceremonial
building atop a mound at the local center in December.

One of the advantages of turning our attention to local

center/farmstead comparisons is that Mississipplan societies such as
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Moundville may take on a very different chsracter when viewed from the
bottom up., In this study I have attempted to 1llusetrate how small-scale
Migsissippian societies such ae Summerville are critical in furthering
our knowledge about Mississippian organizatiomal variadbility. Careful
comparison of small-scale and large-scale Mississippian societies help
place both systems in comparative perspective. Awareness of this
variability, in turn, provides insights into cycles of chiefdom

formation aud fragmentation.
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APPENDIX. MISSISSIPPIAN CERAMIC TYPE AND VARIETY DESCRIPTIONS.

Thie appendix provides brief descriptions of the Mississippian
pottery recovered during the Lubbub Creek excavations so that the reader
may identify those type and variety names discussed in the text. This
appendix is not intended to replace the detailed type-variety analysis
in the original report (Mann 1983). Researchers should consult Mann
(1983) for serious comparative study, illustrations and bibliographic
references.

Presented below is a glossary that l1ists ceramic type names in
alphabetical order. Each type description is followed by associated
variety names (underlined). All types and varieties are shell tempered
unless otherwise noted. Associated vessel shapes identified in the
Lubbub Creek sample are listed when known. Table 29 presents a summary
chronology of ceramic types, varieties, vessel shapes and other
attributes. Table 30 tabulates production-steps for selected types as a
relative measure of pottery production "coste."” Vessel shape counts and
percentages in Lubbub Creek village and mound samples are summarized in
Table 31, Finally, basic vessel shape classes are illustrated in figure

54.

Glcssary of Ceramic Type and Variety Descriptijions

Alsbama River Applique: The principle diagnostic marker for the
Summerville IV phase. This type exhibits multiple, applique strips or
residual (false) handles placed vertically around the vessel neck. This
type is essentially a rim mode added to Mississippi Plain. Functional
triangular luted handles may co-occur with applique strips or resididual
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handles., Vessel shapes: jars predominant, short neck bowls.
Alabama River: as above.

Alabawa River Incised: This type was used to describe repeated sets of
four to eight concentric circles or stylized hand and triangle motifs
placed from rim to shoulder on interior surfaces of shallow flaring rim
bowls used a8 burial urn covers. Criteria will have to be established
to refine this catch-all category, which overlaps with Carthage Incised
var, Foster. Summerville IV phase.

Barton Incised: This type has rectilinear incised motifs, usually
placed on the vessel exterior neck and shoulder.

Demopolis: & series of parallel lines incised vertically from the lip.
This design mode, executed on various pastes, extends into the early
historic period in eastern Mississippi (Atkinson 1987:Figure 14; Blitz
1985: Figure 7). The small quantity recovered st Lubbub Creek suggests
that this type was very late in the sequence or even post-dates the

major occupation episode.

Bell Plain: A fine mixed shell and grog tempered ware. Burnished
surfaces predominate but burnishing was not a criterion for inclueion in
this type.

Big Sandy: as above. All vessel shapes represented but serving forme
are predominant.

Carthage Incised: A type with & burnished surface and broad trailed
incision, U-shape in cross section.

Carthage: two to five line running scroll on exterior surface of
bottles and bowls or interior rim surfaces of flaring rim bowls.
Foster: free-standing motifs——hands, skulls, long bones on interior
rim surfaces of flaring rim bowls.

Moon Lake: zones of parallel obique lines on interior rim surfaces of
flaring rim bowle and exterior surfaces of bottles.

Summerville: incised lines that form arches on exterior bottle
shoulders or restricted bowls.

Mississippli Plain: Thie type name encompasees all undecorated shell
tempered ceramics at Lubbub Creek, whether burnished or unburnished
surfaces occur,

Warrior: coarse shell temper with particles 2 mm or larger. All vessel
shapes occur but unburnished cooking forms are predominant.

Hgle: fine shell temper with particles less than 2 mm. All vessel
shapes occur but burnished serving forms are predominant.

Hull Lgke: originally defined as coarse shell with shell tempered clay
inclusions but the ceramic analyist concluded that the inclusions were
accidental (Mann 1983:67). Thus this variety ies of no analytical
ultility.

Mound Place Incised: This type is defined as two or more parallel lines
incised horizontslly on the exterior rim, sometimes with lines dipping
down as concentric festoons.

Akron: line width lmm or larger. Vessel shapes: bowl forms.

Havana: line width less than 1 mm, Vessel! shapes: bowl forms.
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Moundville Engraved: The principle diagnostic marker for the
Summerville II1/I11 phase. The type has engraved lines executed on bone
dry or fired paste. Surfaces are burnished,

Hemphill: free-standing motifs--death head, long bones, etc. Vessel
shapes: bottles.

Taylorville: running scroll of three or four lines superimposed on a
cross—hatched background.

Tuscaloosa: curvilinear scroll of 15-40 closely spaced lines.

Wiggins: two to five line scroll. Vessel shapes: bottles, bowl.

Moundville Incised: A type with an incised arch motif placed end-to-end
around the upper portion of the vessel. Unburnished surfaces
predominate.

Moundyille: Diagnostic marker of the Summerville I phase. A eeries of
short incisions radiating upward from arch. Vessel shapes: jars
predominate but short neck bowls also occur.

Carroljton: arch unembellished with any secondary design elements.
Vessel shapes: jars predominate but short neck bowls and restricted
bowls also occur.

Snow’s Bend: arches of punctations placed asbove incised arch. Vessel
shapes: Jars and simple bowls,

Parkin Punctated: A coarse shell tempered type with punctations applied
to the vessel surface. Unburished surfaces. Chronological placement

of this type at Lubbub Creek was uncertain but probably very late in the
sequence,
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Table 30,

Ceramic Production-Step Measures.

Type

Production-Steps®

Moundville Engraved

Carthage Incised

Mound Place Incised

Burnished plainware:
var, Hale; Bell Plain

Alabama River
Applique

Moundville Incised

(5

(4

(4

(3

steps)

steps)

steps)

steps)

(2 steps)

(2 steps)

fine paste
smoothed
burnished
engraving
complex design

fine paste
smoothed
burnished
incised

fine paste
smoothed
burnished
incised

fine paste
smoothed
burnished

applique
smoothed

smoothed
incised

8Baged on Feinman et al. 1981.



Table 31. Lubbub Creek Vessel Shapes: Village and Mound Samples
(Identified from Sherdsg

VESSEL SHAPE VILLAGE MOUND

R e N X
Bottle 34 5 16 7
Cylindrical Bowl 19 3 4 2
Flaring Rim Bowl 108 16 46 21
Misc, Bowl 98 15 23 11
Cutslanting Bowl 52 8 19 9
Restricted Bowl 18 3l 6 3
Short Neck Bowl 30 5 9 4
Simple Bowl 125 19 32 14
Terraced Rect. Bowl 5 - 1 -
Standard Jar 173 26 65 29
Neckless Jar 1 - - -
TOTAL Tees T T
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Figure 54. Basic Vessel Shape Classes, Summerville and Moundville
Phases: (A) subglobular bottle with slab base; (B) subglobular bottle
with simple base; (C) cylindrical bowl; (D) deep flaring rim bowl; (E)
shallow flaring rim bowl; (F) outslanting bowl; (G) pedestalled bowl;
() restricted bowl; (I) short neck bowl; (J) simple bowl; (K) neckless
jar; (L) standard jar (Adapted from Steponaitis 1983:Figure 67).
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