University of Southern Mississippi

ARCHITECTURAL.CORRELATES OF MISSISSIPPIAN CHIEFDOMS:
A CASE STUDY OF THE MOUNDVILLE AND LUBBUR CREEK CHIEFDOMS

by

Richard Lawrence Herndon

A Thesis
Submitted to the Graduate School
of the University of Southern Mississippi
in Partial Fulfillment of the Reguirements
for the Degree of Master of Arts '

Approved:

Director

Dean of the Graduate School

August 1995



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
There are several individuals and organizations to whom I
would like to extend my thanks and appreciation. Most of
alI_I am sincerely grateful to Dr. Edwin Jackson for his
guidance in the completion of this research. Additionally,
I would like to thank the othér members of my thesis
committee for théir suggestions and support, Drs. James
Flanagan aﬁd Marie Danforth. I would also like to extend my
thaﬁks to Dr. Bruce Roberts who contributed many hours of_
work in the preparation of this thesis. Special thanks to
Andrew Bradbury for his advice and help on computer
generated graphics and to Cultural Resource Anayysts for the
use 6f their facilities. I am also grateful to the
Moundville Research Center for extending the use of their
faéilities. Most of all thank vou to Kriste fér.her advice
and support. Without the help of these individuals the

completion of this thesis would not hafé been possible.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DEDICATION . o o o o v o e e e e i
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . . . « . o v e e oo e o i
LIST OF TABLES . . .+ + « v v v e it it s s i
LIST OF FIGURES. . . . . © o v v v v e e o o e e L vid
CHAPTER | |
I. INTRODUCTION. . . v + « v v v e v e e e e s e

IT.

ITI.

Iv.

Research Objectives ‘
Applications of the Approach
Overview of Mississippian Culture
Rank in Mississippian Culture
Summary of the Chapters

ELEMENTS OF ARCHITECTURE . . . . . . . .« .« .« . . 12

Cultural Influences on Architecture

Style and Architecture
Architectural Variables in the Archaeclogical Record

Architecture and the Use of Location and Space
Public and Domestic Architecture

- Summary

CHARACTERISTICS OF CHIEFDOMS. . e e e e e 29

Authority and Legitimation in Chiefdoms
Economic Bases of Chiefdoms
Ideological Bases of Chiefdoms

Political Organizations of Chiefdoms

Rank Indicators in Chiefdoms: An Archaeological
Viewpoint

Summary

MISSISSIPPIAN ARCHITECTURE: A FIRST APPROXIMATION

THROUGH ETHNOHISTORIC ACCOUNTS AND PREVIOUS

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCEH e e e e e

Ethnohistoric Insights into Architectural Varability

Symbolic Association of Architecture Location and its
Manipulation By Elites

Summary

52
J =

iv



V. THE SAMPLE . . . . . .« . . o o o, . 66
Lubbub Creek
Moundville
Methods of Excavation
Methods for Assigning Structures to Occupation
Periods :
Methods Tor Assigning Artifacts to Structures
VI. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS . . . . . . C o e e e e e e 38
Analysis
Expectations :
Methods for Grouping Material Correlates
Methods for Examining Location in the Sample
Methods for Architecture Size
Lubbub Creek
Moundville
Results
VII. DISCUSSION. . . . . . « v v v v e e e o e v o 115
Differential Use of the Built Environment
A Comparison of Architectural Stvle Between Two
Chiefdom Svystems
Incorporating Architectural Style into Current
Interpretations of the Moundville and Lubbub Creek
Chiefdoms
Elites., Power, Religion, Social Control and the
Built Environment: Concluding Remarks
Conclusion
APPENDIX
Al ARTIFACTS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH STRUCTURE C e e 129
REFERENCES CITED . . . . . .« v © v v « v v o c e e 137



Table

LIST OF TABLES

Summary of Archifecture Floor Area (m%
at Lubbub Creek . . . . . . . . . . . .
Summary of Architecture Floor Area (m%
at Moundville

Lubbub Creek Structures: Material Correlates
of Funection . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Lubbub Creek Structures: Material Corre;ates
of Function and Structure Floor Area (m*)

Lubbub Creek Structures: Material Correlates
of Function and Structure Location

Lubbub Creek Structures: Material Correlates
of Function. Structure Location and
Structure Floor Area (m*)

Moundville Structures: Material Correlates
of Function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Moundville Structures:; Material Correlates
of Function and Structure Floor Area {m‘)

Moundville Structures: Material Correlates
of Function and Structure Location . . . .

Moundville Structures: Material Correlates
of Function. Structure Location and
Structure Floor Area (m“).

Page

77

33

95

96

98

102

103

104

105



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure
3.1 Location of Sites Used in the Research
5.2 Distribution of Summerville I Structures
at Lubbub Creek .
5.3 Distribution of Summerville II/ITI Structures
- at Lubbub Creek.
.5.4 Distribution of Summerville IV Structures
at Lubbub Creek e e e e e e e e e
5.5 Distribution of Structures at Moundville

vii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Incorporating architectural studies.in the
interpretation of past societies is becoming a more ceﬁtral
objective in many archaeological :esearch agendas. Until
the 1980s, interpretations of architecture in archaeology
was generally viewed as having a secondafy role in the
underStanding of past societies. In most cases. these
prevalent interpretations of architecture relegated the
built envirohment to a sheltering mechanism against
environmental influences. Although therinf}uence of the

natural environment on architecture design is important

(Whiting and Ayres 1968: Branch and Fitch 1969)., it is the
social or behavioral aspect of architecture that is |
emphasized in this research. This thesis is an attempt to
examine architecture as an active influence in cultural
processes, Specifiéaliy, architecture is seen as a device
that transmits social information on statusiand identity in
ranked societies as a means of promoting rank differences
between social groups through visual cues.

The social reole of architecture in'prehistoric
Mississippian societies in present day Alabama has never
-received much attention. However. incorporating social
-aspebts of architectural analvsis has proven a valuable tool
in the study of past sociocultural systems in other
geographic regions of the world, like the Southwestern

1
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United States (Adams 1983;.5111 1970: Lowell 1991: Reid and
Whittlesey 1982: Saile 1977). the Near East (Kramer 1982).
and Latin America {(Arnold and Ford 1980: Ciiff 1988: Evans
18983: Flannery 1976a. 1976b: Stanish £992). A studyw
comparabie to these. such as the present one. may provide
similarly useful infcrmaﬁion in the interpretation of
Mississippian societies in Alabama.

Some attempts have been made to include architecture in
the archaeclogical analyéis of Mississippian cultures in
other parts of the Eastern Woodlands. The Snodgrass site.
excavated by Price and Griffin (1979) in southeast Missouri.
provides a.good example. ‘A central issue in ‘their work is
correlating archifectural sizé.with other categories of
material culture (i.e. pottery, subsistence. and Status
objects) in order to define elite and nonelite areas of
residence. Other seminal works include Lewis and Kneberg
(1946).and'Polhemus {1986) from the eastern Tennessee area.
providing a comparative data base for discuésions on
Mississippian architectural floor size variability.
Similarly. Chapman (1976) attempts to reiaté architecture
size to status through location of st:uctures within the
settliement. i.e propingquity to stockades. plazas. etc.

Other reseafch involving architecture includes Paukstat's
(1987! descriptive account with his descriptive account of a
Cahokian domestic structure. and Hargave's (1991)

selectionist perspeciive on the interpretatiocn of
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Mississippiaﬁ architecture. using as a sample the excavated
Structufes of the FAI-270 Project.

Historic southeastern architecture of the Mouse Creek
phase in the eastern Tennessee area is discussed.by Sﬁllivan
{1987)}): however. this mainly includes an ecological
approach. incorporating seasonal (wiﬁter/summer} house
construction. Along this same line. Faulknef {1977)
discusses the chronological seguence of winter houses in the
Upper Duck Valley of Middle Tennessece.

In the Alabama area, research by McKenzie (1964).
Jeﬁnings (1941), and Marshall (1986) provide the only
atfempts at discussing archaeological architecture dating to
the Mississippian period. However, these studies have
merely provided descriptive accounts of architectural
variability, without further investigating the possible
social implicationé once the descriptive process has been
finalized.

T

Research Objeptives

The aim of this thesis is toc demonstrate the usefulness
of architectural analysis in the anthropologiéal
interpretation of past societies. Specificallv, I seek to
ook for community-patterns that indicate the use of
'_architectural stvles within chiefdom level cémmunities
during the Mississippian period of Southeastern prehistory.

Furthermore, attempts will be made to demonstrate how the



built environmeht is ihterconnected with status. religion.
and social control in the negotiation of political power. A
central focus discusses how the built environment was
‘manipuiated by emerging Mississippian elites as a means of
legitimizing or consoiidafing positions of authoritv. The
elite were able to spin an elaborate web of political.
fefigious and economic threads in order to control peonle
and communities. When viewing architecture as an active
participant in social processes, it is most profitable to
situate it within the tofal built environment and aot as
individual buildings. Instead. individual buildings are
part of a "system of signs" deéigned to communicate. control
and reinforce preferred behavior as dictated by dominant
groups {(Rapoport 1969: Sanders 1990},

This research is not a descriptive review of
architecture in prehistory, but rather an attempt to situate
architecture as an active, systémic aspect of culture
process. There has been a tendency to end with descriptions
without invesfigating how the sﬁatial and stylistic
manipulation of aréhitecture affects ﬁuman behavior. or how
human behavior affects architecture. However., it is at this
juncture that the active meaning of architecture becomes
observable. Research involving social aspects of
architecture. such as a means of enhancing status or
prometing cuitural'idenfity. are often subsumed within the

broader field of svmbolic studies. When architecture is
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observed as active rather than as passive., new guestions
concerning social confrol¢ amoﬁg others. can be presented.
Architecture as a means of social control has been discussed
by Monks (1963) and Fritz (1978) in other areas of the

world, providing a comparative framework for this approach

tothe study of Mississippian architecture in Alabama.

Information incorporated into architectural stvies which
communicate messages of superiority or dominance can be

coded in both religious and political terms.

Applicatigns of the Approach

Structures from the Lubbub and Moundville ceremonial

sites in the Alabama area dating to the Mississippian period
are examined in an attempt to define how and to what degree
architecture was used to communicate messages of social
control. These sites were chosen because large areas of
these settlements have bsen excavated; providing a usefﬁl
data base from which to work. These sites were alsc chosen
because they represent two separate chiefdohs, inciuding !
both tvpes of chiefddm political svstems (s{mple and

compiex). enabling a comparison between two svstems and

possible variations that thev may exhibit.

Overview of Mississippian Culture

The emergence of the Mississippian Culture circa A.D. 800 in

the Central Mississippian Valley marked the
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beginnings of a new lifestvle for large areas of the Eastern
Woodlands. From this general aresa of-origin,'its spread to
the majority of the Southeast by A.D. 1000 or 1100 is
documented from ethnohistoric accounts and data obtained
through archaeologicél contexts {Smith 1884, In areas.
outside what has traditionally been fermed the Southeast,
complexes Such‘as Fort Ancient and thé histofic Oneota
exhibited many Mississippian characteristics. Fugther'
south. archaeology has defined"threelmain Mississippian
complexes: the South Appalachian Mississippiaﬁ (Ferguson
1971}, the Plaguemine Mississippian; and the Middle
Mississippian (Griffen 1967). ‘Ethnohistoric accounts
indicate that the Caddo. the Natchez. and the Apaiachee
rossessed many Mississippian characteristics up to Eurcpean
contact. During the Mississippian period, impressive
centers such_as.Cahokia. Moundville, Spiro..Etowah, Kincaid.
- the Angel Site, and others were built;

. The term Missiésippian was introduced by Holmes (1903)
as a descriptive term for a new shell~tempefed pottery thaﬁ
was being found thrdughqut the Southeast. Holmes wés not
attempting to define or.give definition to a past culture.
but merély to classify a new ceramic tradition. The term
Mississippian soon became associated with the culture that
produced the shell-tempered pottery; Muller (1983:311)
applies the term Mississippian to

those Late Prehistoric societies along the major
river valleys in the area from Natchez to St.



Louis and from Memphis to Knoxville that buiit

substructure mounds and made pottery with crushed

shell added toc the clav,

In using this definition.'Muiler continues to apply ceramics
as an indicator. but adds a geographical dimension settisg
off the Southeast as the core of the Mississippian Culture.
Implicit within his definition is the rank order exhibited
in the social and political organization of these societies.
Blitz (1993:5-6) and Steponaitis (1986) explicitly state
that Mississippian sccieties have intensive maize
“agriculture, sedentary communities centaining platform
mounds arranged around a plaza., large trade networks.
established religion. and a hierarchical social
organization. Walthall {1980:185) suggests that the
emsrgencs of the Mississippian culture was marked by the
appearance of distinctive potftery., usually shell tempsred,
platform mound constructions that were built for tempiés.
elite residences and council buildings. and plazas located
in the middle of ceremosial centers. Scarry (1880:173-176)
focuses on the political srgsnization that Mississippian i
societies exhibited due to their substantiai divergense from
the preceding periods of.southeastern prehistory.

Smith {}978).refers to the Mississippian in slightly
different terms by incorporating a more ecological basis.
Instead of identifying individual culture traits as
indicative sf Mississippian. Smith (1978:486) opts to

explain the Mississippian "as a ranked form of social
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orvanization..[that} had developed a specific éompiex
adaptation to linear. environmentallyw circﬁmscribed
floodplain habitat zones." These zones were occupied for
maize agriculture due to the ability of the.soil to renew
itself from the nearby flowing waters. These zones. which.
were envirtonmentally ciréumscribed. would warrant boundaries
and the defense of those boundaries. if necessarv. to
protect the limited arable land {Smith 1978:482-483}. Using
this definiticon of Mississippian, Smith.circumvents the
tricky problem of identifying individual traits as being
Mississippian and relies instead on subsistence procurement.
The change frbm food gathefing.to food production allowed
Mississippian societies to supply an expanding population
and/or permitted popuiation concentiations. In either case.
the existeﬁce of-chiefdoms-ié directly connected to the
prbductioh of sufficient food resources. |

For the'purpose.of this paper and taking intoc account
the above definitions of what constitutes a Mississippian
society, I'propose the following. Mississippian is defined
as a ranked form of sociopoiitical organiza%ioﬁ that was
based on food production f{usuzlly maize) that encompassed
multicommunity polities controlled by hereditary elites
whose authority was legitimized by ideological and
cosmological precepts. This is not meant to be a holistic,
comprehensive definition which can be eveni& appiied to all

Mississippian-like manifestations in the Southeast.



Nevertheless. the use of this definition effectively
emphasizes those aspects most important to the Alabama area

and the present studyv.

Rank in Mississippian Culture

The sociopolitical organization characterizing the
Mississippian period reached a complexity indicative of
chiefdom level'soéieties. Institutionalized ineguality
manifested itself according to two divisions within society,
elites and commoners. Rank was determined byv mahy variables
including age. prowess in warfare. kinship and religion
(Hudson 1976:203). The method.used to detefmine rank Was
variable from one chiefdom to another and between time
pericds.

In pristine chiefdoms. elites used a religious ideology
to legitimize their political and social positions in
sociefy {Anderson 1994). 1In effect. it legitimizes the
first appearance of institutionalized inequality in the
Southeast. This religious ideoclogy pertainéd only to thosé
of the chiefly lineage compesing the highest ranking members
in socisty. Thus, the very high status positions in
pristine chiéfdoﬁs were passed down through kinship lines
tanderson 1994). Vacant superordinate offices. such as that
of the chief., were filled by sefecting from this "affinal
pool"” of possible replacements. A few other administratdrs

and high status warriors may also have had elite status. but
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their rank was not equivaléﬁt to the highest ranking
individuals from fhe chiefly lineage. The commoners.
comprising those not of relation toc the chief or part of the
politicalrapparatus. constituted the Hulk of the population.

In pristine chiefdoms., rank was religibusly based:
however. as they mature secular approaches of acquiring rank
and power become more prevalent (Anderson 1994). This mayv
indicate that commoners wanted access to means of rank
enhandement that was previously, through reliigious ideology.
out of their grasp (Gibson 1974). Wa:fafe may well have
provided this outlet by allowing elites to maintain their
pbsitioné While giving commoners the chance for upward
social_mobility. Chiefdoms that’céuld not make thié
transition declined in power or'eventually collapsed. 1In
sum. it cah be suggested that religion was the most
important aspect of the Mississippian lifestvle. by
providing a base for elite power and high status positions
in pristine chiefdems. As scme pristine cﬁiefdoms mafure,
religion continues'tc be very influential but secular mean$
of obtaining higﬁ status positions are provided by warfare

{Anderscn 19943,

Summary of the Chapters
Chapter II addresses the importance of cultural
factors. such as social complexity and ideclogv. on

architecture. Since individuals and groups actively
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incorporate stvlistic communicativg devices into
architecturé. it reflects culture., while aétively shaping
social behévior. Specifically. it is the stylistic
variables such as architectural location and size which
serve to trénsmit social information within a settlement.

Chapter III gives an iﬁ—depth-look at the inner
workings of chiefdom level societies. incorporating known
information from the Mississippian culture. Discussion
includes their religiously-based ideologv used to
institutionalize éystems of ineguality betwsen elites and
commoners, and the various material manifestatioﬁs of
chiefdem rank order.

Chapter iV discusses Mississippian architecture from.an
ethnohistoric and archaeoloéical perspective 1in thé Alabémé
area. This will provide the data necessary to fofmulate‘
expectations.that will be applied to the sample. Chapter V
describes the sample. including methods used to excavate the
sites and structures found on the sites. Aiso given are the
methods uséd in assigning artifacts and occupation periddsf
to‘structurgs used in ‘the samplep .Chapter bI provides the
the analysis and results from ezach site according'tg the ten
expectations formulated from ethnohistoric accounts.

Chapter VIT discusses the results and how this reflects the
manipulation of architécture bv elites. This chapter also

contains the ceaclusiens drawn from this research.



CHAPTER I1

ELEMENTS OF ARCHITECTURE

Afchitecturg 1s & material manifestation that clearly
cuts across the three classés of artifacts identified by
Binford (1962:219-220): technomic. socio-technic. and ideo-
technic variables. Because of this. architecture provides
an excellent source of.archaeological information for
anthropological research. .Though Binford doces not mention
‘architecture in his explanation of each class, his
~distinctions are appropriate to the present model heing
formuiated. Each of the three provide. although not alwayvs
separatelv. an approach_to aréhitectural research 1in
archaeoclogy,

Technomic objects incorporate all items used by a
society.which directly cope with the physical environment.
Socico-technic artifacts have their primary function in the
defihing and articulating of individuals and groups into a
cohesive societal unit. Chaﬁges in socio-technic items
occur when the social structure is altered.by outside
influences. which Binford saw és being primarily the
environment (1962:219). The third class reflects the
ideological component of society and its members are known
as ideo-technic artifacts. These.are items that

signify and s&mbclize-the ideological

rationalizations for ‘the social svstem and

provide the symbolic milieuw in which individuals
are enculturated. a necessity if they are to take

12
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their place as functional participants in the
social system. (Binford 1962:216-220)

Again. change is int;icateiy connected to environmental
fluctuétinns.

Of Binford's triadic classificafion of material
culture, only technomic aspects of architecture have
received extensive research Ln'American archaeology. until
recently. Architectural data and their interpretation.
especially those of the Mississippian period, have been
mainly viewed as resulting from environmental pressures.
Thus. architecture has been seen primarily as a means of
adapting to the environment. and therefore. must have had’a
passive role in culture. This is most clearly observable in
the research and use of Fitch and Branch’s (1960) cross-
cultural! survey of architecture design and the environment.
Other important research inéludes that of Robbins (1966},
Whiting and Avres (1968). and many interpretations of
Mississippian architecture mentioned in Chabter I.

Martin. Longacre and Hill {1967:135) were the first to\
apply Binford’s terminology direcfly to the:study of |
architecture by stating that |

architecture must be viewed in two cﬁltural

contexts: technomic, for it deals directly with

environmental problems. and socio-technic. for it

reflects the social relationship of the culture.
Foiiowing Binford., Martin. Longacre and Hill., it is expected
that all societiesrincorporate both environmental and social

factors into their architecture. Additicnally. the balance
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between the two changes from one society to another. and
from one environment to the next. An example is the
compariscn of Inuit and Cherokee architecture. The Inuit.
due to their habitation of an extremely cold, harsh. and
resource deficient énvironment, are largely restricted to
the use of snow and ice as building materials in the winter.
Even living in these difficult conditions. social_factors
can still be observed in Inuit architecture. such as fhrough
the arrangement of'interior rooms. The Cherokee. on the
other hand. lived in a much more permissive climate. and
ecological factors have a less direct influence on
architecture. allowing for greater cultural influence
{Rapoport 1969}.

This thesis focuses on the cultural facfors fesponsible
for architectural variability. I take as a starting point
the notion tﬁat architecture is "a reflection of behavior or
the use of space which. in turn is a reflection of culture”

l{Kent 1990a:3). Used in this manner. architecture is seen
as very culturally oriented and considers ecological factors
as only "limiting” in a very broad'sensé {Rapoport 1969:
Kent 199Ca). For the cases mentioned. environmental
differences should play a minimal role within the sampie
since they occur in a geographic zone with moderate or mild
climatic coﬁditions {Cole 1983:18-19}. This is not to
relegate the importance of envirconmenta! factors on

architecture to an insignificant role, but by holding this
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variable constant and expanding on cultural factors. new and
possibly better suited interpretations of architecture and

consequently behavior can be made.

Cultural Influences on Architecture

Shelter is cne of the basic necessities for human
survival., but given a particular level of technology the
manner in which shelters are built is largely cultural.
This thesis-focuses on two main cultural influences in the
formation and use df architectﬁre: 'sociopoli%ical
complexity and ideology as seen througb religion. Other
important culfural variabies such as marriage and kinship
organizat;on alsc affect architectural variability by
dictating struéture size and community settlement., stc.
While these variables are not incorporated in the present
study,_their centribution to the intefpretation of
architectural attributes is potentially immense. Another
obvious source of architectural variabilitf 1s the intended
function of the structure. Because of this latter point.
there will be sbme attempt at brpadly defining and |
differentiating functions of architecture within the

communitv.

SocioPolitical Complexity and the
Built Environment

One of the most salient cultural factors on

architecture is the degree of sociopolitical complexity



i6
within a community. Human sociefies exhibit a wide range of
variétion in sociopolitical complexity that can be arranged
along a continuum from societies with little to no
differéntiation at one end to societies with stratified.
hierarchical. and specialized sacieties ét the other.
Social complexity partly'determines thé organization of
.space and the built environment.  Increase in complexity
produces a more varied and segmented use of space and

architecture (Kent 1990b).

Egalitarian Societies and Architecture. Kent IIQQOBY

proposes thaﬁ in egalitarian societies. where the lack of
formal leadership positions or stratification exists.
architecture and the use of space will tvpically be
characterizéd by uniformity and homogeneity. Additidnally.
there will be few to no designated special—pﬁrpose buildings
or activities areas (Trigger 1968:55-56}. This is
consistent with tﬁe\notion that little or no rank
differentiation exists between individuals ih egalitarian l
societies. so differentiation in material cérrelates will

not exist. Examples include the Mbuti. Hadza. Agta.

Yanomamo {Kent 1990b).

Ranked and Stratified Societies and Architecture. Unlike

simpler societies. chiefdoms and states exhibit an increase
in variability and heterogeneitv in architecture. Societies

such as the Mava have greater differentiation of structure



form and size due to-the nead to differentiate between
individuals and groups (Cliff 1988). and secondliy to
accommodate a greater number of specialized functions.
Unequallaccess to resources. which is a characteéristic of
complex groups. can take the form of land. valued objects.
esoteric knowledge. etc. These sociai differences provide
the.basis for stratification or rank in society. which
leads to formal variation in architecture. Thus.:
architecture variability is often dependent on the rank and

status of the occupants.

Ideology and Architecture

A second major cultural influence on architecture is
ideology. The role of ideologv in the'construction and
'piacement of architecturé takes many forms. The aspect of
ideology that will be pursued further is the manner in whicﬁ
culture instills religicus and cosmological principles into
and through its architecture. Ideoyogy.isrdefined as "the
ability eof a group of individuals to utilize cultural
symbols for certain wilifuily'designed.endsb {Yengovan
1985:332}. In ranked societies, "material goods and their
associated symbols are being used not to represent
relationships but to mask relationships of inequality_and
domination as part of a religiously sanctioned worldview"
(Yengoyvan 1985:332). 1n other words. visual diffe:ences

which are more pronounced in ranked societies as a means to
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demonstrating one's rank are lezitimized by incorporating
religious symbols naturalizing svstems of inequalitv. This
point will be discussed further in the following section and

in Chapter III.

Cosmoiogy and Religion in Architecture. The impact religion
can have on the construction of architecture within a
society is a difficult task to interpret in archaeology.
However. ethnographic research incorporating non-Western
indigenous societies provides a small.but usable pool of
data from which it is possible to .draw some exanmples and

cenclusions which can then be applied to the Mississippian

period. The effects of religion and cosmology on
architecture are observable both at the household and
communityv levels.

| At the household level., individual! structures cah
exhibit reiigious messages both inside. by the placement of
walls and furniture., and outside by'Iocatioﬁ and size
(Trigger 1968:59). Research by Cunningham (1973) on the j
Atoni of Indonesia showed that individual héuses were built
according to, and dictated by. cosmological and political
vieﬁpoints‘ Every part of tﬁe house had a Qarticular name
which corresponded to social and political positions in
society and/or incorporated Atoni ritualism and symbolism.
Cunningham {1973:234) proposes that

the house -- with its constituent parts.
divisidns, form, symbols, and prescriptions
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concerning order, arrangement, and the behavior of
those included and excluded -- may be like a model
of the cosmos as conceived by a people. The Atoni
explicitly express "order” in the house, and .much
in their social and political order is related in
form and naming to it.

Kus and Rahari jaona (1990) observed the same occurrence
in the Betsileo of Madagascar. According to the Bétsileo,
the individual houses of a community were arranged during
construction according to the cardinal directions. The

north is associated with nobility and seniority., and the

south with humility and lowliness. The east is associated
with the sacred and the west with the profane. As such, the
northeast corner of every house is held in high esteem. It

is believed that the layout of the house., and its
association with the other houses within the community, -

plaved a éritical role in the political ordering and control

by elites.
A further example of cosmology and religion in
architecture is found among the Algonquin and Sioux of North

America. In this case the sacred initiatory huts of these

people represents the Universe. Elaide (1981:116i states

its [the hut’s] roof represents the celestial canopy,
the floor represents the Earth, the four walls the four
directions of cosmic space. The ritual construction of
the space is emphasized by a triple symbolism: the four
doors, the four windows, and the four colors signifying
the four cardinal points. The construction of this
sacred hut repeats the cosmogony because this small
house represents the World.

At the community level, the placement of temples and

other religious buildings, as well as various community



structures and dwellings, can be connected to prevalent
cosmologies and worldviews (Trigger 1968:59). Fritz {1978}
maintains that architecture in the Chaco Cényon encoded
messages pertaining to secular and sacred areas within
communities and across the region. Architecture provides
the "organizational basis for theocratic control” (Fritz
1978:54) while coagulating the profane with the sacred, the
commoners with the elites. Research conducted on style
demonstrates that decoration can be used to "guide
encounters between opposed categories" (Braitwaite 1982:80)
which are based on ritual symbolism and function.

Systems of symbols not only express and

communicate, -but also guide and effect action.

They may have a ritual function within the social

and conceptual order to "facilitate passages

and/or to authorize encounters between opposed

orders” and to "authorize...the necessary or

unavoidable breaches of social order" (Braithwaite

1982:81 and her quote of Bourdieu 1977:120 and

124,
Religioﬁs symbols that are carried over to decoration "are
geared to the legitimation and misrebognitidn'éf the real
power relations and to the naturalization and reproduction !
of the social order” {Braithwaite 1982:81).L It stands to
reason that architecture incorporating "symbols" can

communicate this due to its visibility. The effects of

style in architecture will be expanded below.

Stvle and Architecture

Rapoport (1982) proposes that architecture acts as "a

mnemonic device for reminding users of particular types of
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behavior”™ within a society. Thus, aside from its functional
gualities, architecture incorporates variables intended to
_provide information to members of society. Such variables
are styligtic. Style, in the sense ﬁsed here, is defiged as
the "formal variation in méterial culture that transmits
information about personal and social identity” (Wiessner
1983:256). .In this manner, style can be related fo any
aspect of material culture that any Society'produces. Wobst
{1977), Conkey (1978), Conkey and Hastrof (1990) and
Wiessner (1990} include as patt of their definition the idea
that style is an active medium of communication through
which social relationships are defined (Earle 1990:73).
Style Cén be manipulated by ceftain individuals or groués in
a community to communicate legitimacy, social control, and
preferred worldviews, as well as norms and traditions. - In
other words, style is used to infer and su?port status
(Earle 1990; Wiessner 1990). It is expected that
egalitarian societies have iittlé need to use style in this
manner. Ranked societies, on the other hand, tend to use
style, including architecturél style, as a mechanism to
regulate social behavior (Earle 1990).

In order for style to transmit information to society
at large, it must be placed on an object that is openly
visible to:most. if not all. the members in a comaunity,
allowing the transmitted informétibn tb be received'

constantly by society. The value of encoding social
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information in-architectural Style is that (1) it is
available to fhe communify at large and (2) that it.
'transmits messages between individuals and groups without
necessitating direct contact between them (Wobst 1970:328).
It is efficient becausé it constantly transmits the ﬁessages
and-serves to dramatically demarcate:boundafies between
social groups (Wobst 1977: Hodder 1979}. Those in powér
transmit the messages that reinforce their positicn in
society. couching messages in political and/or religious
terms. 'At the same time, these messages work to integrate
the community for continuéd {unjconscious support and
legitimation of eli%e individualé and groups (Wiessner
1990:110). - Style thus acts as "an active medium" or as a
"mnemonic device" for transmitting particular behaviors. and

one that 'is manipulated in ranked societies by those in

control.

Architectural Variables in the Archaeological Record

'Architecturalfstyle, in the sense presented in this
thesis, is an aspect of formal analysis. ~Formal analvsis is
concerned with how people berceive,_conceptualize, and
interact in a visually dominated world through patterns and
cues. Fofmal analysis in architectural research in
archaeclogy seems to point to two main variables relating
behavior with architectural style;_'location and size

{Fletcher 1977}.' Clearly interpretations using:
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architectural data derived from archaeological contexts are
limited by the effects of pbst—depositional disturbances,
bofh cultural and environmental, and by data retrieval
sfemming from complex superpositioning of structures or
ineffective ex;avation methods. However, location and éize
are sufficiently robust'afchaeolcgicai indicators of
architectural variability to allow comparative studies in

many cases.

Architecture and the Use of
‘Location and Space

Proxemics is a term first coined by Hall (1966) and is
defined as the study of.hﬁman perceptions and use of space.
Hali’s.main premise is that the use of space is based on
cultural factors that are unigue for each society. Thus,
the spatial organization 6f a settlement is dictated by how
the community perceives distances between different people
and groups of people. One aspect of §roxemics-used'by
archaeologists involves the analysis of space as a - {
transmitter of information on human differentiation and |
'sfatus fSommer'1969; Fletcher 1977). Donley (1982) reasons
that those in power can use space as a#mechanism to
reinforce undérlying principles in 4 community. She
furthers this point in later research by stating that

powerful péople determine the use, svmbolic

meaning, and form of...space. As a rtesult, the

spaces "loaded with meaning" help to ensure that

the powerful will remain in power. The people in
power make the architectural spaces into mnemonic



devices that cue their superior position. {Donley-
Reid (1990:115) :

Elites are often noted as having preferred areas of
occupation within the settliement. separate from the rest of
the cémmunity {Trigger 19687}, which demonstrates their
distinctiveness and Ttank within society. Phvsical

separation from the rest of society can be presumed to

[}

mirror that distinctiveness.

Whalen (1983) applies this spatial theory to the site
of Tomaltepec (ca. 1500-830 B.C.); lccatéd in the southefn
Mexican highlands. He proposes "that a society’s spatial
organization reflects at least some of the roles, statuses.
dnd distinctidns..;[on]-Which social organizafion is based”
(Whalen 1983:24). This implies that if the community of
Tomaltepec was highly stratified, then the elites would use
space differently from the rest of the community. Whalen
tested this pPropoesition by measuring spatial propinquity
between structures, reasoning that elites would have had
moere distance between neighboring structures than the
commoners. Conversely, if the community was more
egalitarian. then distance between all the structures should
be roughly fhe same. Tomaltepec produced four household
com@lexés—with littie differentiation between the houseshold
groups. THis indication éf egalitarian orgaﬁization was
cdrroborated by the analysis of burials and asscciated
morTtuary program which showed few diffefences. Whalen

concludes that spatial distance is a viable tool in the



explication of social organization and behavior in
archaeoclogy.

Another way space is used to communicate status in-
ranked'societies is through the elite’s association with
those areas of the communitf that would help legitimize
their position in society. This often occurs early in a
political move when power and status are still undefined.
Examples Entlude elite residences located near sacred areas
fhat hold special religious impcrtaﬁce or where . .earlier
community deciéion—making took place. such as old council
houses or temples (Lewis and Kneberg 1958; Rudolph 1984;

Anderson 1994).

Architecture Size

The size of individual structures in ranked societies
is related to the status of the individuals living/working
inside. Kent (1990b) sfates that ranked societies exhibit
forma! differentiation in architectural size that reflects
the status of the individuals using it. Fof axample, in .i
Fiji, house size is determined by the owner’s rank in
society (Kent 1990b:140). Other ethnographic research has
concentrated on quantifying the labor input needed to
construct individual b&iidings (Callahan 1981; Erasmus 1965:
Redfield 1934). Some of this informaticn has been applied

to the archaeological record to support interpretations of

elite power, or lack thereof. through labor (recorded in



person-hours! needed to construct temples and residences

(Abrams 1989, Arnold and Ford 1980).

Ethnoarchaeclogy and Architecture Size. Archaeological

appiication'of the premise that size of architecture is 1in
itself a form of communication can be supported by referring
to ethnographic cases. Ethnbarchaeological reséarch in the
last 20 vears has challenged the long heid assertibn that
indigent people iive in larger structures because they
generally have moré childrenrto_care for (Netting 19829,

New data suggests thHat the affluent members of society have
structure sizes that ére on the average greafer than the
mean of the socie%y (Netting 1982:642): Tﬁé affluent
benefit from having larger structures because of the
prestige and status that it commuhicates to the other
members of the éommunity_(Netting 1982:657). Netting
concludes that variable structure sizes are. an indication of
wealth differential, with larger structures being built and
used by the elite or affluent members of society. Kfamer’§
research in the Neér East {19?9, 1982) has demonstrated a.
_simiiar relationship with the'wealthy (landsd) as usually

having a larger living area than the poorer {landless)

members of the community,
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Public and Domestic Architecture

General terms are used to describe structures and thgir
functions within society: public and domestic architecture.
Im ranked societies; public architecture incorporates those
structures having a ceremonial or political function'within
a community, Doméstic architecture refers to nonpublic
strﬁctures that operate mainly aé a living area for a fTamily
Jar group.

Included within ﬁublic architecture are buildings that
encoﬁpass several functionally diverse categories rangiﬁg
from fairly accessible communal structures to highly
restricted structures. Communal public architecture refers
mostly to council houses, although some ceremonial buiidings
and storage granaries may be included in this category.
Highly restricted public structures should inciude_the
majority of the temples (DePratter 1991) and the charnel
houses, as well as some of.the storage granaries'and other
ceremonial buildings\ This outline will be highly dependent
on the degree of political stratification that exists in f
each community. Ranked communities with a mbderate
political rank order will have more community accessible
structures rtegardless of the function., while highly ranked
communities will have more structures fhat are restricted to
a select few. Because of this, public architecture is

highly sensitive to political and social changes that occur
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within'the.community. making it a valuable tool in the
interpretation of past societies.

Domestic architecture can diso be divided intoe two
groups incorporating structures inhabited by both high.
statusg (elite) individuals and commoners. Residences.of the
elite will be visibly distinct from commoners in highly |
ranked societies where ostentatious displavs of wealth and
powerT confi;m their high position in.society. In ranked
sociéties exhibiting a lesser degree of political contrql,

the residences will be more visibly similar although some

difference may exist.

Summary

Four suppositions have been éstablished at this point.
First. cultural variables are important in the formation of
_architectu:e. Second, two major cultural influences that
affect architecture are sociopolitical.compiexity and |
religious ideology. Third, architecture Bas styie that is
used to {ransmit social informaticn and define intefaction;
and behavior. Fourth. three cultura} variables influencing
architecture are lccation. size, and intended function of
individual buiidings: In summary, this 1s an analysis of
the segregation of status positions through the use of

architectural styles in public and domestic structures.



CHAPTER 111

CHARACTERISTICS OF CHIEFDOMS

Chiefdoms are defined as ranked prestate social systems
~that have a hereditary elite who consolidate economic and
political functions of a multicommunity polity under a
religious superstfﬁcture. Consolidation.occurs both
geographically, by ﬁaving centralized ceremonial center
lecations. and by having the chiefly eiite perform most
secular and sacred'fhnctions of the chiefdom. Having
briefiy discussed the general effects of sociopolitical
complexity, religious ideology. and lunction on architecture
in the previous chapter, this section focuses in greater |
detail on these variables in chiefdoms. Before this can be
~exercised, a better understanding of the intricacies of
chiefdom evolution needs to be addressed.

Chiefdoms are an intermediate stage in the evolution of
Ccultural systems from acephalous societies to stratified,
- bureaucratic states. In other words, chiefdoms were the
-first to inétitutiohalize inequality and they are an
important link in the understanding of the emergence of thig
process and its fufther élaboration in state level
societies. Inequality in chiefdoms can be simplifiéd by

distinguishing two broad levels within each society: elites

and commoners.



Authority and Legitimation in Chiefdoms

Max Weber proVided some of the earliest-detailed
accounts of the tenuous relationship between elites and
commoners in ranked pre-state societies by describing what
he {erms-traditional autbority. Traditional authority is
one aspect of Weber’s thrwm—part-taxonomy based on the level
of authority and legitimation that the'pblitical
organization attains. 'The first level, labeled charismatic
authority., describes authority in small-scale societies.

. The second level, traditionai authority,'is svnonvmous with
chiefdom-level societies. The third level, bureaucratic
auvthority. is eguivalent to StateFlevel societies. . Of
direct interest to this thesis are Weber’s views on
traditional authority. For Weber,

authority will be called traditional if legitimacy
is claimed for it and believed in virtue of the
sanctity of age-old rules and powers. The masters
felites! are designategd according to tradztlonal
status. (Weber 1968:226)

Hs zoes on to observe that

so far as his [elite] action follows principles at ;
all, these are governed by considerations of :
ethical common sense,.of equity or of utilitarian
expediency. They are not formal principles. as in
the case of legal authority [bureauvcraciesl. The
exercise of power is oriented toward the
consideration of how far master [elite] and staff
can go in view of the subjects’ [commoners]
traditional compliance without arousing their
resistance. When resistance cccurs, it is

directed against the master [elite] or his servant
personally, the accusation being that he failed to
observe the traditional limits of his power.
Opposition is not directed against the system as
such - it is a case of "traditicnalist

‘revglution.® (Weber 1668:227)
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Weber (1968:237) also states that traditiomal authority
"cannot use the administrative machinery against the membérs
of the group and hence is strongiy dependent for its own
legitimacy upon the safeguarding of tradition in every
respect.” Thus, in order for elites to retain and reinforce
their positions of aﬁthqrity, all rules and power must be
defined within the confines dictated by the tradition. This
excludes the use of physical force as a légitimizing
mechanism, making other_legitimizing approaches essential to
negotiate power struggles. Two broad approaches have beeh
proposed tc explain the manner in which poiitical inequality
was established and maintained in chiefdoms. The fi;st
involves economic factors while the second approach-pursues

ideological factors as important in this process.

Economic Bases of Chiefdoms

Much of the research dealing with chiefdom politicai
formation and stability have centered on economic factors.
Earle (1987:291-298) identifies two approaches within the
'_materialist_framework. those who favor a mahagerial role and
those who emphasize the contro! of economic wealth.

One of the components of the managerial role in
chiefdoms is the coﬁcept of redistribution. Sahlins (1958)
and Service {(1962) both propose that redistri5ution unifies

geographically, politically, and economically diverse
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regions within chiefdoms. Service (1962:143-144) claims
that

more frequently. and in all cases importantly. the
rise of chiefdoms secems to have been related to a
total envirconmental situation which was selective
for specialization in production and
redistribution of produce from a controlling
center.

This allows the alite to ceﬂtraiize surplus which i1s then
distributed and circulated back to the community at a later
date. The position of elites in Society is enhanced not
because (s)he controlled the distribution, but because by

giving the products back, (s)he could acqguire prestige.

g

Crifiques of the role of redisfribution in chiefdoms
{Peebles and Kus 1977: Wright 1934: Earle 1978, Andérson
1990) have chalienged'this long held wviewpoint. Wright
(1984:45-48}) in particular prefers a more ideological
approach to material transactions by referring to it as
tribute that is 1egitimiied by religiocus overtones.

Earle (1987:293) gives other managerial roles that
could have produced and maintainéd a ranked social order,
including irrigation complexes and warfare.. Irrigation
com?iexes, especially large and extensive systems. reguire
labor forces and planning that are best facilitated by a
centralized managemént system. In time. this éentralized
node. due to its importance, develops into and meintains an
¢lite rank within sociecty. Warfare, as developed by
:VCarneiro {1981), is another factor that may have played an

important rele. The acquisition and retention of land and



labor teo augment agricultural productivity favors those
socleties that are centraiized due to its increased ability
to feed the people. A cenfraliied management systemrwill
also provide a higher deg;fe of protection for highly
productive arable lands from neighboring groups. The
control of e;onomic wealth as a factor in the evolution of
chiefdeoms has also been proposed.  Earle {1987:294) states
that control takes the form of differential access to
productive resources and/or to exchange of wealtﬁ. Control
of productive.;esourtes such as surplus and land permits an
elite segmenf of society to emerge. The distribution and
circulation of surplus through the elites allows for
control. This,controi_is the foundation of elitg authofity
Earle (1987:295-296) identifies sev;ral other mechanisms of

elite control such as new technologies and prestige zoods.

Idegiogical Bases of Chiefdoms

The seéond,major approach used tb expléin the
establishment and stabiiityrof inequality ié ideology. Thé
roles of ideology and religion are fuﬁdamenfal to
understanding chiefdoms and the Miassissippian culture.
Mississippién chiefdoms, as most chiefdom svstems. are
theocratic in nature: theocracy being defined as the

religious sanctification of political power and not

132981, In
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necessarily leadership by priests (Farle !

Mississippian society political and rteligiocus roles were

.
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often incorporated into a single office, with rulers as both
political leaders and religious functionaries. Knight

(1986:685) states that in Mississippian societies

..1t is not really necessary to emphasize a
distinction between political organization and the
organization of cult institutions. These two
aspects of social structure are sc closely
intertwined and congruent among ethnographically
comparable complex sccieties that it makes liftle
analytical sense to treat them as separate
domains...Mississippian institutional religion
might better be seen as providing the context of
Mississippian political power...

In the formation of pristine chiefdoms. a religiously
based ideology provided the means by which ineguality was
institutionalized. Anderscon (1990b:27) states

the development of an ideclogy of power or chiefly

sanctity manifested in both objects and behavior is

widely regarded as a critical aspect to the development
of social ineguaiity.

The religiously based ideology used in'the legitimation of
political power or inequality is known as political or slite
ideclogy. Pauketat and Emerson (1991:920) contend that

an integral! and dynamic component of political
hierarchies are elite ideologies. TFor instance. ‘
the chiefly elites of pre-state hierarchial
formations view themselves as vested with
authoritative political and religious powers and
seek to perpetuate this ideoclcgy; this is
accomplished through the appropriation of
traditional kin-based ethics and cosmological
precepts.

Political ideslozies "were largely responsible for
stimulating and maintaining the centralized or 'chiefly’
aspects” of chiefdoms (Helms 1992:185). Bender (1985:59)

surmised



4 system in which social position is achieved
through the manipulation of social and ritual
power ‘naturalizes’' that power by associaiing it
with the general well-being of the group.

Ideology, through the guise of religion. obscured the
negative oppressive aspects of ineguality in pristine rtanked

ical reason for
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nonstate societies bv providing s cosmolo
the.différence. The chiefly elites were conceptualized as
part of the natural order. an ofder dictating the
inequalities that archaeoiogists and ethnographers find
inhe;ent iﬁ chiefdoms (Earle 1983; Helms 1976, 1983, 19G2),
Aspects of religious ideology used by elites to manipulate
their political positions in society and maintain the

inherent inequalities characteristic of chiefdoms are

discussed below.

Aspects of Political Ideologsies
in Chiefdoms

To define the variéus aspects of politicai ideology in
chiefdoms is a daunting task, a point that is further
reveéled by the fact that the components meﬁtioned in no'wﬁy
demonstrate an exhaustive compilatiqn. 'Howéver, in
reviewing the iiterature on chiefdoms, five Variables seem
to.demonstrate how and why elites were able to establish
peclitical ideclogies. These five components {there are
others not included in this thesis) can be incorporated iﬁto
a broad category known as esoteric knowledge, which includes

affinal ties with celestial powers. the mediation between



‘worlds (supernatural vs. "this" world). the mediation
between people and the environment. the separaticn of purity
and polluticna, and long-distance connections with other geo-

ral.

L
o

political groups and the superna

knowledge in chiefdoms by
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The possession of escte
elites is used to confirm their authority and position in
society. Esoteric¢ knowledgze is defined as the

knowledge of the manning of sacred symbols, sights

into the "meaning’ of life, and understanding of

‘the mystical origins and operaticns of the Ccosmos

whose creative-destructive energies could hbe

controlled for human use by the application of
uniguely human intellect. (Helms 1979:119-120)

The possession of éseteric knowledge by élites-enabies an
understanding of hidden meanings or "hidden things.” Helms
{1979:120) believe? this is a prerequiéite to leadership
positions in most. if not all, societies. Elites. through
esoteric knowledge. possessed a full, deep unde;standing af
the aspects of sacred knowledge and their impact on secular
affairs, while commoners understood only the most basic
aspects (Helms 1979:127). DéPratteI (1991) provides severa}
accounts of the use of esdteric knowledge by Mississippian
elites to gain and retain control of their subjects. The
eiite shrouded in secrecy many tituals and religious
practices, denying access to this information to most of the
population. Seome of the many examples of the use of

esoteric knowledge by Mississippian elites are discussed

below.



Relationship to Celestial Powers. Among egalitarian

socleties., religion is'ﬁeither controlled.ﬁor focused on an
individual or group. Often the immediate manifestation of a
religious funcfionary is bestowed on pért~time.practitioners
called shamans who help and give advice in a limited
capaciiy. Shamans are individuals having personal contacts
with the supernatural or:the myvstical world which can be
used to cure or help make_upcoming decisiéns.
+7I(#37°7%"U37"\"@e case occurred in chiefdoms, with

individuals and groups taking control and utilizing reli

09

ion
and ideology to the legitimation of their authority. At
this point elites did not just communicate with the mystical
realm, but established an ideclogy stating their
relationship to the celestial powers, such as the sun. By
accompiishihg this, ideology portrayed the emerging elite as
sannictified and legitimaie. This is perhaps the mqst salient
aspect of esoteric kﬁowledge generated bv elites.

Both Helms (1979) and Goldman (1970) indicate that the
ruling elite were dirtectly related to celestial powers. I
the Panamanian Isthmus, chiefs are often coﬁsidered direct
representatives of the sun, and as such obtain high social
status within society. This is also evident from myths that
have recorded var;ous culture heroes as arriving from the
sun to earth on a plate of gold (Helms 1979¢:90), Offen
Vthese heroes directed the people on proper social behavior

ranging from the mundane to ritual preparation and obedience



of the chiefs. Polynesian chiefs such as those in Hawaii

and Tonga were considered “"personifications of a god”

(Goldman 197Q:264), In addition., "chiefs and gods met in
the same realms of sanctity and of power...chiefs were
divine manifestations of the gods" (Coldman 1970:218).

Mississippian elites also negotiated similar plovs in
their bid to acquire political power and high status.
Elites were often thought to have affinal! ties to celestial
powers such as the sun. the four windis. or the four cardinal
directions. One of the best examples of this ploy was
recorded in eighteenth century descriptions of the Natchez.
LePetit claims that

the Natchez showed great respect to their chief.

the great Sun. due to his descent from the sun.

As an indicator of this respect, the Natchez

constructed mounds as substructures for both

temple and the chief’'s house. {DePratter 1991:146)
The descendants of this mythic herc continued to rule the
Natchez up to the time of European contact and assimilation.
This ruling group is known as the Sun caste cor clan and
constitutes the elite division in Natchez societvy and were |

the only ones that had direct access to the;temples and

chief’s houses on top of the mounds.

Mediator/Connection fo the Supefnatural. Since the chiefly

elite were often thought of as being directly related to the

.supernatural, it was also presumed that these individuals

could communicate with the supernatural and mediate
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éonflicts between ”this” world and the supernatural world.
The Cuna in Panama envision as part of their cosmclogy the
division of the world into heaven and earth. bofh of Which
are composed of eiéht lavers, .The 2ight lavers of heaven

T2 invisible, while the eight lavers

b
on

above the earth plan
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below the earth pléne visible. Through trances and

rituals. chiefs travel! to these other realms on behalf of

the people to search for useful plants/infermation, or

mediate between the people and the good and evil spirits and

powers (Helms 1979:117-119).

+

In Mississippian society, elites often used their
escteric kncwledge.uf the Supefnatural to mediate on behalf
of the people to keep the éosmclogical balance and ensure
continued prosperity (Hudson 1976). Without order and
balance. it was believed that disasters and illhealth would
fall onto the peop}e; The main method used by the elites to
communicatse with.the supernatural, the sun god, was smoke

created by the sacred fire usually located in templeg on

mounds but also at times in the plaza (DePratter 1991:59) . !

DePratter (1991:61) states that among the Natchez
the sacred fire burning in the temple...was never
permitted to go cut so the smoke from that special
fire, originally brought directly from the sun.
Tose up to the sky carrying the message that the
conditicns for life brought to the Natchez by the
man and woman from the sun were being followed.
In other words. smoke was a critical communication
link between the Sun who resided in this world and
his "brother" who resided far above hin.
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Mediator Between People and the Environment. Mediation aiso

occurs between the pecple and the environment. which, in
some cases can be subsumed under mediation with the
supernatural given their close association.- In chiefdoms.
where population increases demanded h'gier-food'production
levels with decreasing amounts of arable_land1_new frictions
bétween society-and the environment developed. Chiefly
elites were thought to be imbued with esoteric knowledge
received from the gods to mediate this conflict between
nature and culture. Packard_(l?Si:S) describes chiefs as

frequently defined by the members of society as
ritual mediators between society and the forces of
nature. and that...thev were closely associated
with the well-being of the land and scciety and:

with he problem of ecological control.

The Bashu chiefdom identified this elément of elite
ideology in their culture. According to the Bashu the world
is divided into two categories, the homestead and the bush.
The homestead is associated with crops, domesticated animals
_and order. The bush represents the untame and chaotic, vet
powerful medicines and spirits that are useful! to the j

homestead are located in this area. “According to Packard.
while these worlds are ideally separate. the
continuity and productivity of the homestead
depends on the performance of certain ritual
actions that mediate between these two worfdg.and
bring them intoc contact with cone anocther on
specific occasions. This mediation permits the
domestication and inceorporation into the
homesteads of certain spirits., medicines, and
elements of nature. which are essential to the
productivity of the homestead but are associated
in their natural state with the chaotic world of
the bush (198i:6).
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The chief., as mediator during these rituals., negotiates the
interaction between these tWo worlds., A stccessful |
mediation pfoduces stable animal and crop production. An
unsuccessful mediation produces or continues crop failures
due to famines. desiccafien, or other natural disasters.
As.a type of sccial and political organization that
-could support thousands of pegple in concentrated areas.
concern for food production must have been a priorvity for
Mississippian elites. The supernatural connéctions that
elites had were often =mploved to help .in agricultural
issues. Stone statues that have been found archaeclogically
were én important facet of this program (Waring 1968).
Ethnohistoric accounts relate how the stone statues, which
represenfed messengers from the supernatural, were displaved
at special events involving crop fertility. When not in use
these statues were stored in the temple.which was normally
located on a mound (Waring 1968). DePrattgr {1991:110)
asserts that among the Carolina coast groups
statues were diSpiayéd only twice a vear; once at
planting and once during the harvest season. if
the harvest was good the statues were offered
thanks; if the harvest was poor, their assistance
was sought in assuring a better crop for the
following year.
The Calusa believe it was the esoteric knowledge that their
chief.used during ceremonies and rituals that caused the
"earth to produce fruitfully” (DePratter 1991:113).

Powhatan chiefs demonstrate a similar manipuiation of

esoteric knowledge in the accumulation of surplus produced



by the chiefdom. A surplus that was openly displayed close
to elite areas confirmed the sanctity and close connection
of the chief to the supernatural and hence legitimized their

position in society. The close connection to the

[¢V

supernatural enabled the chief te produce enough fodd for

4]

the pecople. a reslationship confirmed by a display of the

surplus (Barker 1992).

Long-Distance Connections. Esoteric knowledge in the form

of ‘long-distance connections as a mechéﬁism of elite
legitimatioﬁ, téok two forms. geo-political cpnnections and
supernatural connections. Geo~pdliticél conneptions to
distant neighbors were used for trade purposes and ma;riage
arrangemgnts. These connections were emploved tc enhance
the prestige. authority, éﬁd Iegitimation of chiefly elites
due to their ability to conta;t distant.éourceé While the
rest of the community couid not. Long distance trade and
exchange of prestige goods meant these itemé_were scarce and
.as such wea;th.items that_could be used for chiefly i
expansion and higher stétus. Often these ifems were
valuable not just because they were scarce but also due to
their symbolic nature {(Helms 1979).

Marriage arrangements between elites of.variaus
chiefdoms were important for the same reascons. Affinal ties

between elites. especially between elites of different

chiefdoms., increased status. As indicated. many elites were



thought of as gods. and marriage between gods enhanced power
{(Helms 1979}, Connection to the supernatural realm is an
aspect that has already been uiécussed and is based on the
idea that only chiefs and other high ranking individuals can
interact with the mystical realms.

Also closely associated with the religicusly based

T
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political ideology utilized by Mfésiséippian eli s 15 the
use of long-distance trade. 7Trade provided an additional
mechanism ﬁanipulated by elites to enhance their status.
Trade was important because of the acquisition and
accumuiafion by elites of "valued tangible items” t“at
demonstrated their centrol! of space (Helms 1942:187}). This
is most evident inﬂiong~distance'trade and the control of
exotic objecfs. Often these ifems were thought torbe imbued
with symbelic power gained through its crafting or through
its association with the supernatural in its raw form (Helms
1992:188). In additicﬁ, through the use of political
ideology, elites were the.ohly individuals able to
communicate with the supernatural. Consequently. elite
individuals had the ability to gain access to symbolia

objects. explaining their freguent inclusion in elite

contexts.

Separation Between Puritvy and Pollution. Goldman (1970:25)

'states that as long as chiefs fulfill their obligations to
the community, the community will continue to acknowledge

the sanctity of the office of chief and its associated
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privileges. Sanctity was instilled and reinforced through
the four variables menticned abové. It was the sanctity of
the e1iteS which separated them ffom the rest of the

nure, because they were
s

community Chieflv elites were
beinz directly related to the geds. and as such, the people

were required to treat them as gods. In Polvynesia this
coutd take the form of ful! prostration or kneeling before
the chief and avoiding transgression of the boundaries of
the chiefly residence. Failure to obey the sanctity of a
chief could result in the death of the transgressor because
the purity of the chief had been viclated.

The theme of sanctity and pollution receives greatest
attention through the work of Mary Douglas. Douglas (1979)
surmises that all concepts of sanctity and pollution are
attempts by individuals or groups to infliusnce other
people’s behavior. Douglas (1979:3) states

political power is usually held precariously and

primitive rulers are no exception. So we find

their legitimate pretensions backed by beliefs in

extraordinary powers emanating from their persons,

from the insignia of their office or from words ol

they can utter. Similarly the ideal order of

society is guarded by dangers which threaten

TANSZTESS0TS.
In other words. the concept of sanctity and pollution/danger
can be used to instill preferred social order or hierarchyv.
In chiefdoms, this preferred social order, which is deemed
natural by the people, is one of the chiefly elites as

rulers and of higher status and that of the rest of the

population as commoners and low status. Mississippian
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society in this regard was no different from other chiefdoms
around the world. Hudson (1976) provides many cxamples of
the separation between purity and pollution in ethnohistoric
cases. Some had historical antecedents within the
prehistoric Mississippian .and may have operated to instill a

preferred social order a2s mandated by elites.

-Political Qreanization of Chiefdoms

In the currtent discussion of chiefdoms two swstems will
Teceive attention:r a two-tiered system and a three-tiered.
System of political organization. The two-tierad system,:
also known as a simple chiefdom. has cnly two ievels of

hierarchy with a single lavel of decision-making {the chief)

o

above the general pbpulation (Steponaitis 1978: Wright 1984;
Blitz 1993; Anderson 1994). In the Mississippian case. a
small ceremonial center acts as a focal point for a number

of farmsteads operating at its periphery {(Blitz 1993,

Farmsteads were generally inhabited by commoners and

3

comprised the majority of the population for sach chiefdonm.

D

8
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{Prentice 1987: Mistovich 1! ). Typically. the center.
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where the elites reside. performs the functions of the
chiefdom but wields little to moderate control over the
inhabitants of that chiefdom.

In a three-tiered, or complex chiefdom. the settlemént

pattern and political organization is more complex than is

the case in simple chiefdoms. As implied by its name, this
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type of chiefdom has three levels of hierarchy with two

levels of decision-making above the general! population

{Steponaitis 1978: Wright 1984). The settlement pattern of
this type of system has farmsteads at the bottom. Azain

these farmsteads are connected to the system at large by
small ceremonial centers: but these centers. instead of

being autonomous. are now under the control of the powerful

L9

civic-céremoniai centers. Civic~-¢eremonial centers are
where the highest ranked individuals live, while other hizh-
ranking kin rtelated alites and some lesser elites regide in
small ceremonial centers located throughout the chiefdom.
Small ceremonial_centefs act as intermediaries between the
first and third Igveis in these chiefdoms. Three-tiered
sysfems display more inegquality between the elites and
commoners than do two-tiered svstems. This is dus to the
need for more authority and ﬁower in order to keep the

various communities under control and maintain political

stability.

Rank Indicators in Chiefdoms:
An Archaeological Viewpoint

As mentiocned above, the social and political
organizaticon of chiefdoms is divided into two general\

olitical.

9]

[

groups. elites and commoners. Elites are the

o]

reiigious and sconomic coordinators of chiefdom socisties.
1.

Commoners provide the resources by which the elites fulfilt

Tu

1

4

the above duties such as providing agricultural surp
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labor. and other important roles. Sumptuary rules provide
the best‘amenities the chiefdom has to offer for the elite
of each polity. This inciludes the best choice of food
stuffs. exotic objecfs, preferred living Iocatisns and
architecture style. The differences between the two social
groups should produce a similar distribution pattern in the
archaecleogical recerd. To be kept in mind is the importancs
of the type of chiéfdom, simple or complex, that is being
discussed. As already mentioned, raﬁk differences are more
pronounced in complex chiefdoms than in simpie_chiefdoms and
should provide a clearer distinctions in material correlates
between elites and commoners than in simple chiefdoms.

Thres indicators of this organization preserved in the.
archaeological reéord'are the mo;tuary programs, skeletai

analysis for health and diet and architecture.

The Mortuary Program

_Peebies and Xus's (1977} seminal work used burials as a
measure of ranking the differentiation that was exhibited in
the mortuary program of over 2.000 individuéls from the
Mississippian center of Moundﬁille-as a means of identifyving
chiefdoms in the archaeological record. From this work,
social ranking subsumes twe clear groups, a superordinate

cne f{elite)., in which social statuses were based on

Giq

enealogy and a subordinate one (commoners), based on

personal accomplishment as dictated by gender and age
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limitations. In addition, Peebles and Kus demonstrated that

the mortuary program could be applied to the chiefdom as a

whole and not just the site of Moundville. Moundville.
which was the major ceremonial center., contained the |
highest-ranking individuals in the chiefdom, based on
associated burial accompaniments. Other high ranking
burials were found at small ceremonial centers within the
chiefdom but associated burial goods demonstrated that all

were of lesser rank than the highest ranking burials at

Moundville. The farmsteads produced, on the average. the

lowest-ranking individuals in the chiefdom.

Health and Diet
Rank order can alsc be inferred from skeletal! analysis
of burials from secure context. Differential access to

resources, such as foods of certain types and in certain

‘quantities. can affect survival and reproductive fitness,.

Often elites are healthier when compared to commoners due to

better. more secure food sources. This is evident in i

osteclogical work (Armelagos and Hill 1990; Hatch and Willev
1974; Pebbles 1983; Powell 1988) as well as analﬁsis of
faunal! remains (Scott 1983 Jackéon and Scoit 19%3). As
suggested 1n Jackson and Scott {1995), faunal remains may
also provide insights into the svmbelic realm of
Mississippian.life and elite/nonelite interaction. They

argue that elites had access to certain animals that were
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imbued with or symbolized sacred or cosmological precepts.
In each case, only elite had access to fhose specific
species., which include certain birds, black bear, beaver,

etc.

Architecture

Architecture should also follow the pattern as outlined -
above when using architectural style as a indicator.. Both
architecture lgcaticn and size should be influenced by the
structure’s function {(domestic-elite/nonelite. ﬁublic~
communal /highly restricted). FElite residences and highly
restricted buildings {also éiife associated} are
styvlistically différent from nonelite residences and
communal bﬁildings. Variation may also be evident within
the general categories mentioned above.

Cordy (1981} noted in his research of Hawaiian
chiefdoms that the chief’s residence, particularly the
paramount chief, wds architecturally differéntiated from
those of the community. In a generalized survey of various!
chiefdoms throughout the world Earle (1987:291) relates that

“"chiefs can be differentiated cross-culturally by the size,

~construction, and ldcaticn of their houses.” Many examples .

of elite architecture exhibit structural atiributes that the
rest of community will not have, such as porches, platforms,
or other such modifications, operating as status svmbols

within culture-specific contexts.
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Closely associated with this is the energy and costs
that a community is willing to expend on the construction of
elite architecture. <Construction of elite architecture
often requires the service of the_community at large.
Chiefly elites could summon and organize-the large groups of
people necessary to maintain existing elite .architecture ér
to build new additions. This produced two effects. First.
the size and organization of thé labor force indicates the
power and consequent!y represented the status and rank of
the chiefilv elite. Second, a Iérge organized labor force
allows for the construction of_public or 2lite architecture
on gqualitatively more impressive terms than those used byv

commoners, who relied mainly on kinship ties for help in

- domestic construction. This translates into potentially

larger and better constructed architecture for elites. This

is directly supported by research of Mesopotamian complex

chiefdoms (Wright 1984) in which elite architecture is
better made and slightly larger. especially that of the
paramount chief. Cordy (1%81) found =& positive correlation

in Hawaiian chiefdoms between rank and status and the amount
of labor expended con architecture construction. He states

"labor expénditure involved in permanent housing

consiruction positively covaries with the social rank of the
household’s highest member" {(Cordv 1981:86).
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Chiefdom level societies were the first type of
sociopolitical system to institutionalize inequality. This
inequality was produced by a combination of both secular and

sacred variables. with perhaps the sacred determinate being

of primary importance. Individuals who control and

manipulate the secular and sacred means of inéquality are
known as the elites. who resided in ceremonial centers.
Commoners. who mainly lived in farmsteads. comp:ise the
majority of the population in chiefdoms and had Little
influence in seécular and sacred affairs. As such, chiefdoms
in general constitute two social groups,-elites and
commoners. This inequality iIs observable in the material
correlates left behind, such as through mortuary customs and

architecture style.



CHAPTER IV

MISSISSIPPIAN ARCHITECTURE: A FIRST APPROXIMATION
THROUGH ETHNOHISTORIC ACCOUNTS AND PREVIQUS
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Written documents detailing Native American !ife in the
.Southeﬁst during the {protojhistoric period provide sources
of information to help interpret archaeological d;ta from
the_MiSsissippian-ﬁeriod. Although there is a dearth of
information about architecture from the written accounts
leftlbehind, a piecing together of various sources provides
a small body of evidence that applies to the present study.
EthnohiStoricIaccounts from the southeast are a valuable
tool in the archaeological interpretation of the
Mississippian_cﬁiture due to the cultural continuity that

was maintained up to the time of European contact.

Ethnohistoric Insiehts.into Architectural Variability

In this chapter I first outliné four major caiegories
of architecture and their salient features based on
ethnohistoric aécounté; In the remaiﬁder of the chapter, 1
focus on the symbolism attached to space and shape.
specifically as.these relate to two Mississippian

architectural phenomena, the platform mound and the plaza.

I argue that the expression of basic Mississippian

cosmological precepts and their appropriation by the

Mississippian elite are central! to identification and

o
. ld
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interpretation of architectural variability. As mentioned

) : ) L . _ S
. architectural variabilitv i3 addressed hers

e

in Chapter I

4

classes, public and

e
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according to two functionally diff
domestic.  FEach of these can be subdivided on the basis of

tecture

et

social or political dimensions. Public arch
includes two dialectically opposed categories.'cemmunal_
architecture and uiguiy restricted architecture. Domestic
inciudss bhoth elite and nonelite residential buildings.
Thus. four distinguishable classes mavy be defined for the
purposes cof this research. Ethnohistoric references to
publtic {communa! and highly restricted) and domestic {(elite
and nonelite) architecture are reviewed ﬁere in an attempt
to pfovide some fnformation on architectural and material
variability that can be épplied'to the Mississippian

archaeological rtecord.

Domestic Elite Architecture:
Location. Size and Material Correlates

Several . accounts of domestic {residences of both elite

1
i

and nonelite) architecture within Mississippian settlements

were noted by early Europeans. Garcilaso {Varner and Varner

1951). one of the chroniclers of the DeSoto expedition.

provides some of the best descriptive accounts of nonpublic

-elite residences. In one account he states that

the Indians of Florida always try to dwe!ll on high
places. and at least the houses of the lords and
Caciques are so situated even if the whole village
cannot be. But since all of the land is very
flat...they build such sites with the strength of



their arms, piling up very larse quantities of
earth and stamping orn it with great force until
they have formed a mound from twentv-eight to
forty-two feet in height. Then on top of these
places they construct flat surfaces which are
capable of holding the ten. twelve., fifteen or
twenty dwellings of the lord and his family and
the people of his service .... In those areas at

the foot of this hill, which mav be either natural

or artificial. thev construct a plaza. around
which the noblest and most important personages
and then the common pecple build their homes.
(Varner and Varner 195(:170-171)

n

In another account Garcilaso describes the lodging provided

to DeSoto at Coza by the chief, who maintained three houses

+

in variocus parts of the town. In each case the house of the

chief was "elevated so0 as
habitation must have over
Varner 19351:343). " In cne

town of Chisca the Curaca

to have the advantages a lord’s
those of his vassels” {(Varner and
last account he states that in the

[ruler] lived "off to one side of

the town...on a high mound” that was only accessible by two

stairways that reached the top {Varner and Varner 1951:423).

As shown 4above, the highest-ranked elite individuals have

residences that are spatially separate from the community

either hortizontally or vertically by their placement on !

mounds.
Ethnohistoric sources provide some information on

architecture size of eiite residences. Much of this

information pertains to the NatChez, since few specific

accounts describe the houses of other groups. Charlevoix’s

1672 account of the Natchez describes the chief’s house as

located on a mound, and having a larger size than other
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structures located in the Grand Village (Neitzel 1965:64~

63 te's 1700 account adds fo this. relating that
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he chief’s house was approximateiv 25 feet wide and 45 feer

ot

1

long (about 105 m'): although. he does not give sizes of the

‘other buildings in the Village {Neitzel 1965:64). Du Pratz

{1756:333) provides measuremsnts of 30 feet on a side or
about 200 ft2 (S84 mj) for the elite residence on the mound.
Several other accounts from the DeSoto expedition state that
chiefs’ houses were larger than those of the commoners in
several areas of the Southeast (Bourne 1904:52).

Material correlates of elite residences. as indicated
by ethnohistoric and previous archaeological evidencé;
include domestic debris.consisting of faunal and floral
remains left aver from ths preparation'and consumption of
meals, ﬁtilitarian and nonwutilitarian objects, and possibly
some ritual paraphernalia {pipes. feathers. etc) associated
With réligious duties held by the elites (Wyckoff and Béugh
1980). Floral {(Welch and Scarry 1993) énd faunal {Scott

1983; Jackson and Scott 1895) remains mav indicate

preferential choices of foodstuff, while préstige goods of -

both local and nonlocal objects such as shell, mica,
obsidian. some pbttery vessels., and copper may also be used
to identify elite residences (DePratter 1991: Schnell et al.

1981).
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Domestic Nonelite Architecture:
Locaticn, Size and Material Correlates

Inferred from Garcilasco's account, nonelite residepnces

were zenerally located in areas of the settlement away from
the mound and plaza. Du Pratz provides some information on
npnelics

residence size in stating
the cabins of the natives are all perfectly
sgquare. There is not one which measures less than
I5 feet each way. but there are some more than 30.
(Du Pratz 1758:341)

His measurements. as mentioned above, for the elite

residence on the mound were 30 feet on a side suggesting

that nonelite residences were about 15 feet on z side or

"
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about 2235 ft‘ (21 m) in area.
The absence of elite residence material correlates.

although somewhat simplistic in its approach. should

"distinguish nonelite residences. Domestic debris should

consist mostly of utilitarian objects, no prestige goods. no
ritual paraphernalia, and a high proportion of work-related

teels and products {Schnell et al.: 1981}.

Public Communal! Architecture:;
Location, Size and Material Correlates

Communal public architecture is best represented_in
ethnohistoric accounts by council houses and town houses
located within the community. These structures had a quasi-
public function serving as the location for community
oriented meetings attended by much of the commuaity. but

also fairly restricted in access during times of war or



ritual ceremonies {(fHudson 1976) Shapes and sizes for these
structures rvange from circular to- rectangular. and anvwhere
. .l e o1 . .

from 46 m" to 185 @ or more (Sullivan 1987}. Council

houses generally appear in times of consensus-based

of

(]

decision-making or in sccieties with a low deesre

political hierarchy. such as tribal level societies and

-
—
-

simple chiefdom (DePratter 1983 Anderson 1984). These
types of structﬁres-are generally located in the.center of
the community near the pléza or public sqguare (Hudson 1976;
Sullivan 1987) and have evidence of benches running along
the walls and/or clay platforms (Rudolph 1984; Schroedl

1

Ethnohistoric accounts and previous archaeoclogical

v}
{7}
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evidence of material correlates of communal architectu
lacking although some correlates-may be inferred from
descripfion given above. [t can be inferred that domestic
debris should be scarce. given its public instead of
residential function, Religious paraphernalia for-rituais
of various purposes {religious., warfare. marriage, etc.) mﬁy
be present (Hudson 1976) and local prestige goods mav be
_Present. Nonlocal prestige goods shouid be nearly absent

from these types of structures.

Highly Restricted Public Architecture:
Location, Size and Material Correlates

Public architecture that is highly restricted in terms

of access by the community are located in spatially
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separated areas of the settlement. Drawing from
ethnohistoric scurces. Rudolph (1984} and DePratter {(1991)

both believe that structures located on platform mounds must

o

be highly restricted public structures that'developed out of
the counbil house. They argue that this represents a
centralization of political authority. having evolved from
conSensuS—bésed decisionfmaking to decision—making_by a feﬁ‘
usually in‘the hands of a powerful chief and his or her
close kin. In this category arte temples and its associated
burials, charnel houses. and some storaze facilities, and
pe;haps also the mound top residences.of the_elite {included
in domestic architecture because of its nonpublic function).
These types of structure; are part of a broader social aﬁd
political contéxt indicating increésed ineQuality that
should also reveal itself in other materiél correlates.
While mound top architecfure is emphasized here, nonmound
restricted structures are also a possiblility; likely areas
include the plaza and arcund the mouﬁd.' Size df structures,
as indicated in Chapter II, should be mofe representative of
status and wealth of the elite who control éhe political and
4religi0qs apparatus.than size because of comhunity
involvement. This is due to the need for elites to
differentiate themselves from the rest of the community on a

more visible basis. In the case of highly restricted

temples there are no benches lining the walls allowing



reople to congregate, but clay platforms and a dais mav be

present (Lewis and Kneberg 19753;.
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Abundant ethnchistoric and archaeclogical evidence has
been accumulated on material correlates of highly resfricte
publicrarchitecture; While material éorrelates of charnel'
houses and storage facilities are fairly straightforward
{i.e. burials and preserved food surplus respectively ),
temples are a differant matter. Although temple
descriptions are Varied; DePratter (1991} provides a
comprehensive assessment of their major features. Thers
should be little to no domestiz debris in the Structure.,
while bird effigies. skulls from slain enemy warriors,
wealth objects (including loéal ana nonlocal items), a.
palisade or scfeen Surrounding the building. colors/paints
of symbolic value, copper and pipes are often associated
ﬁith these structures. -Also inciuded shoﬁld be an entrance
facing eas%,.a perpetual (sacred} fire, and a very clean

floor (Wyckoff and Baugh 1980).

Symbolic Association of Architecture Location
and its Manipulation by FElites

Ethnohistoric accounts and previous archaéological
research.indicafe two major sacred areas within many
ceremonial centeré of the Mississippian period: mounds and
plazas. By piecing together ethnohistoric and
arcﬁaeological evidence, the religious and svmbolic

importance attached to these areas is addressed.



The Platform Mound

As briefiy indicated in Chapter III. fhe separation
between purity and pollution is an important facet of
esoteric knowledge and Mississippian life (Hudson 1976).
One example of this is in the censtruction of platform
mounds. The original purpose of these moun&s was not to
serve as bases for structures. but as places on which to
perfo;m rituals and sacred dances (Knight 1989b)4 This
.contention is subported_by the presence of mound areas in
communities prior to the Mississippian florescence.  For
instance, platform mounds are present during the Middie
Woodiand at.the Ingomar Mounds in northeast Mississippi
(Rafferty 1990}, .and at the better known sites of Pinson in
Tennessee and Marksville in Louisiana. These areas were

+

very sacred., for they répresented the point at which two
worlds came together, the'"nger Worild" and "This World"
(Hudson 1976). By using these mounds, communication could
occur between the two worlds: thus, purity_ﬁgd sanctity had
to be kept. During the Mississippian. buildings were ]
consﬁructed on these platform mounds. some &f which mav well

have been demestic structures {elite) in addition to temples

(highly restricted), indicating. as I su

09

zest, an attempt byv
elites to asscciate themselves with the supernatural and to
legitimize their control over others.

Another sacred aspect_bf platform mounds is observable

in their reuse and rebuilding over many vears. Throughout
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the southeast. Mississippian mounds exhibit periodic
‘rebuilding. The rebuilding of mounds generally involved one
of two methods: "blanket” mantles and substructural! mound

stages (Lewis and Kneberg 1941:22-23; Waring 1963:58; Blitz

L

1983a:2

1-252). A blanket mantle is a thin covering over

the cld surface of the mound. while substructurs mound
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stages are lavers of earth that add to

ittle 1s known

s

anlar

g

ement of the mound (Rlitz 1983a:252).
about reascns rebuilding took place on mounds or the

=

difference. if any. attached to the use of one method over

[

the other. Schnell et-al..{IQSlrlngE 2) illustrate
through research at Cemochechobee, a historic Creek town.
that blanket mantles mav indicate a renewal and/or
purification ritual thét symbolized tﬁe death of an
important individual(s}-__With the death of certéin elites’
the mound with which those elites were associatéd with Wés
symbolitally cleansed of pollutants.by the placing of earth
over the decreased living and/or working aréa;

Regardiess of the method behind mound building, it is |
_important to realize that the same spot was used over and
over. This ihdicates its probable importance and sacredness

Tor the pec

T3

o)

le, and the necessity of that place for
continued religious and.social orientation. For elites. the
platform mound provided a means b? which thev could gain
centrol over fhé religious affairs. and sanctify inequality

and political power (construction of a political ideologyv).



In shert, mounds were the sum of escteric knowledge which
elites had at their disposal. Krause (1990:91) states

we are among those who view Mississippian mound-
buiiding as an expressive set of boundary-setting acts
which created a place for special events and a
restricted range of behavior, a place to display in
tangible form the ocutward and publicly Vl ible meaning
of ssoteric knowledge.

Quadripartite Symbolism in the
Built Environment

A second aspect of the built environment asscciated
with the sacred is the plaza., which is a reification of fhe
guadripavtite symbolism deeply imbedded in Mississippian
culture. Included are the celestial rowers known as the
fdur winds and fhe_cardinal directions, which are
interchangeable terms. Ethnohistorically, the plaza was
related tc the busk or square grounds. of the Cfeeks,
Kashita, etc. {Waring 1968). The plaza area was often
criented to the cardinal! directions. It ?rovided a place to
build the sacred fire which had four 1ogs ofiented toward
the cardiﬁal points (Swanton 1946), again demonstrating'tha
use of a guadripartite design. The buildiné f the sacred
fire in this manner was also obse Wﬂd among the Caddo
(DePratter 1991). Additicnal evidence of the sacred nature
of the plaza can be seeﬁ in the use of these areas as fields
for the game of chunkey. Originally chunkey was plaved as a
eans of divination; . later. it took on more the role of a

game {Brose, Brown, and Pennev 1985). Given its sacred



aspects., and judging from Garcilasco's accounts, there is
littie surprise that elites would locate tﬁeir residences
and possibly highlvy restricted ceremonial buildings {charnel
houses. sweat Jodges, etc.) on the plaza. This could also
explain the. presence of communal architecture in the plaza

areas. as seen with the historic Creek {(Swanton 1946) apnd

b}

Cherckee (3chroedl (986: Sullivan 1987!. Another line of
evidence for the use of the quadripartite theme in sacread
contexts i1s the platform mound mentiocned above. Many

atform mounds were often constructed in a quadrilateral

o
—

shape instead of an easier circular shape. Knight

- (1982a:287) reasons that guadrilateral mounds were preferred

the "earth icland” as a cosmological entity among
the southeastern Indians was normally conceived as
flat-surfaced and as manifesting four world
directions. A Muskczesz %' 0 :

Ay

~

"@ives of the
earth as both flat and square., dropping off on
four sides. The quadrilateralifiy and flat-topped .
configuration of most Mississippian mounds mayv
express this image concretely in an appropriate
medium. earth.
These "earth islands” were constructed as flat-topped
quadrilateral mounds allowing not only ceremonies to be
performed on top but also te represent the four cardinal
directions. The cardinal directions were an important
aspect of Southeastern Indian cosmology and the

incorporation of this concept into their ceremonial and

ritual! life is not unexpected. it creates an additicnal
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measure of sacredness to the mounds that a circular platform
mound could not have provided.

Archaeological evidence alsoc indicates that on
cccasions the quadripartite design was used to legitimize
elite power and status. Ramev Incised pots from-the
American Bottom provide an example. Cahokian eliﬁes
incorporated the quadripartite theme through the use of

cross-in~circle motifs. "linking the elite with the

cosmological order...thereby smoothing over dominant-
subordinate social tensions” (Pauketat and Emerson
1691:834),

A final example for the use of quadripartite themes in
sacred contéxts can be found in the archaeoclogical research
of the Range Site in the American Bottom (Kelly 1990). 1In
the center of the Range site "fourfold" pit'camplexes that
Kelly believes belonged to a fertility cult were found.
These were religious centér points that not ﬁnly integrated
the community but alsoc provided a connection with the
supernatu;al to.ensure a stébile agricultural cutput. Kelly
interprets the fourfold pit complex, which may be a
forerunner of the plaza. as a variant of the cross-in-circle
motif (fire-sun-deity). This is associated with the
cardinal directions. or the four winds. as defined above.
Through time, the largest structures (whose functions are
unknown. but asscociated artifacts suggest a ceremonial or

elite function) in the community bhecame associated with the
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fourfold pit complex, suggesting an attempt by elites to
affiliate themselves with the religious affairs of the

community.

Bv referring to eﬁhnohistoric accounts and previous
archaeological research. information-regarding ecach cf thes
four functicnally different Categqries of architéctural
variabilitv have been defined,. In each case a set of
criteria (location., size., and material correlates) has been
proposed as.minimally defining that category from eaﬁh of
the'ofher three. These defining criteria will be applied to

my samplie in Chapters V and VI in an attempt to identify

these structures in the archaeological record in Alabama.
This chapter alsc identified two sacred areas within
Mississippian communities. the platform mound and the plaza,
and the reasocons they ares considered s;credf This will be

incorporated into the analysis in Chapter VII.



CHBAPTER V

THE SAMPLE

The two sites chosen for the presént research are
Lubbub Creek and Moundville. They were chosen due to the
abundant evidence of structures found on each of the sites
and reported artifact distribution.  Two other Mississippian
sites, Bessemer }bcated in central Alabama and Hiwassee
located in east.central Tennessee, were intitally examined
but were not included in the final analvsis due tohthe
paucity of details published on artifact disfributions in
and around structures at ﬁheée sites. TFew other
Mississippian sites in the Mid~South region provide-the
stfuctﬁre sample size neccessary to examine variability fo:

the current research aims.

Lubbub Creek

. The Lubbub Creek Archaeological Locality {(Figure 5.1)
is located in west-central Alabama about 33 miles west of
Moundville. Alabama. The site was discovered and tested inﬁ
the 1970s (Jerkins 19735} and exéavated in the early 1980s
(Feebles 1983b}. The locality is situated in a bend of the
Tombigbee River that provided a-diverse biotic pool which
groups of people were able to explbit {for a.much moere
detailed account see Ccle 1983). The first intensive use of
the‘site was during the Late Woodland, a period that lasted

from A.D. 600 tc around 1000 in the Gainsviile area. The

[©]
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Mississippian period started around A.D. 1000 and concluded

A.D. 15300, Tollowed by sparser proto-historic ceccupation

&

until! about A.D. 1600.

The Late Wogdland period in the Lubbub area is known as
“the Miller 1I7I cultufe. of which there are several variaﬁts
(Jenkins'1982; Welch 1990).' The analysis of settlement,
subsistencé, and mortuary data indicdte a Tairtly egalitarian
social organization with some mobility from one geographic
area tﬁ another. Higher population densities are indicated
from preceding periods by an increase in the number of bhase
camps. The volume and geograéhic scope of extralocal
objects also steadily increasé during this'fime:(Welch_
1950). Miller 11T architecture. not present at Lubbub. can
be found on nearby sites in the Gainsville area. Structures
were typically circular, and ranged in size from 18-28 mk
(Krause and Jeﬁkins 1936). Toward the Terminal Léte
Woodiand éeribd'some guadrilateralily shaped_structures
appeared, indicafing some Mississippian infiuence. Although
quadrilaterai structures made their appearance, circuiér .
structures were still'used in some cases,. Wfth sizes |

1

(whether circular or quadrilateral) remaining about the

s}

same.

-The Mississippian occupation at Lubbub can be divided

i

into two periocds., accordinzg to ceramic chronoloeyv:
Summerville I and Summerville IT-1I1 (Peebles and Mann

19831, Summerville I has been radioccarbon dated from A.D.
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1000 to 1200, Summerviile II/III from A.D. 1200 to 1500. A
third occupation episcde., Summerville Iv;.can alsc bé
defined by ceramics. This prote—hiétoric compeonent dates
from A.D. 1500 to about A.D. 1600.

The Summerville 1 period marked tﬂe beginning of the
MiSsissipﬁian lifestyle around A.D. 1050 and lasted to
aroﬁnd A.D. 1200. Tt was during this time that the use of
sheli—fempering in pottery became the preferred ceramic
mahufacturing technique. Other firsts included a moderate
degree of social ranking and maize dependsncy (Blitgz 1983},
The built environment alse changed around this time. with
quadrilateral! wall-trench architecture replacing the
ubiquitgus circular structures of the Woodland period.
Noniocal objecté'which continue to be brought in from

distant ources. zre found mainly in elite burials (Blitz

[y

993). Settlement organization was structured by the
placement of a central mound and a plaza that bordered it on
the east. Both the mound and pPlaza were surrounded by a

innetr palisade that was rebuilt two or more times during

=

3 1is inner paligade

y
).

&
L

e

this period (Cole and Albrisht 1
may have functioned more tc demarcate social boundaries than

for defensive purposes due to the total exclusion of

domestic structures within these palisades until the very
last construction (Cole and Albright 1983; Blitz 1093%. The
plaza was largely defined by an absence of domestic debris

and architecture. Most of the six known stages of the mound
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were destroyed by pést—occupational disturbénces,.so only
the premound structures survived. The sii.mound stages were
identified from remaining portions of the mound base.
Several of the very first stages belonged to the Summefviile
I period with the last thfee or so belenging te the
Summervilie II/IIT period.

S5ix premound structures were féund dating to the
Summervilié I period, comprising three two building
construction phases superimposed on each other. All three
building phases were'surroundéd by a curtain wall or privacy
screen (Blitz 1993). The earliest pair (S# 3 and 4) had
fioof areas of'26z# and 10 ml respectively. The second

pair {S# 2 and 5A) had floor areas of 31 m' and 107 m . The

{09

tast of the three pairs (S# 1 and 3B) had floor areas of 36
' and 85 mi. All premound construction episodes were in an
area completely devoid of débris angd artifacts. Threé other
.stfuc{ures (S#-i; 2 and 4} were located outside the mound-
plaza-inner pafisade complex in various areés of the
community (Refer to Figure 5.2). The 8.5 ha community was |
enciésed by_an outef palisade that protected the oniy
approach by land to Lubbub.

Social ranking in the Summerville I population is
re%ealed through a comparison of burials from an elite
cemetery and burials found inrthe village. The elite

burials contained mainly subadults and older males. most-of

whom had grave goods. half of which contained nonlocal
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items. Blitz (1993) believes these burials indicate a
formal office and/or highly ranked group of emerging elites.
About.43 percent of the village burials contained grave
goods, most of whiéﬁ were pottery vessels. No nonlocal

items were found with the village burials. A formal

g

cameterv was desigﬁed for buri of Summerville I e}ites at
Lubbub. & design that may indicate use by the chiefly
.iinéage. Nonelites of Lubbub weré buried in the_vilLage
perhaps in close associatién to their housgs.
Summefviile'fl—lli (A.D. 1200-1500) at Lubbub retained
much of the built environment from the preéeding period.
The mound—plaza-inner palisade cémplex was still being used,
at least in the early part of this peridd.r.The tatter half
of the of the Summerville I1/I11I the inner palisade wﬁs no
longer being rebuilt (Cole and Albright 1983). The outer
palisade was also abandoned sometime dufing this period.
Diagnostic sherds, found in association with remnants of the
ﬁpper mound stages indicate that the mound-was nbt ocbupied

past this period. However. this trend mav have occurred ,
fairly early within the Summerville TI/TTT period. It is my
belief that all these events occurred at‘approximately the
same time, and are indicative of broad changes that were
occurring within the Lubbub chiefdom. Two access ramps
existed before moun& abandénment, one on the south side and

the other on the eaSt‘Side, providing the only means by

which to reach the summit.
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Four structures (8% 1, 3, 4. and 7) were found outside
the complex and two (S# 6 and §) were founé within the
complex fRefer to Map 35.3). These appeér only after the
inner palisade was no longer being used. A third structurs.

excavated by Jenkins and Ensor (1981), was located on the

northern side of the plarza and can be considered within the

r4
ot

res 6 oand 'S, This structure is no

0

same category as Structu

bt

e maps orf included in the analwvsis. The

represaented on t
four structures located outside the complex range in size

3
~

from 42 m' to 56 m”
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78 m2 and-SO m2 respaectively.

Artifacts in dated burials from this.period indicate &
signifipanf decline in nomniocal items from the preceding
period {Blitz 1993}, In additien, the imports of Meoundville
trade items such as finewares (i.e. Moundville Engraved,
etc.) and rectilinear pottery vessels increase during this
time. Taken fogether, the breakdown of existing Summerville
social organizaticon as Shown above may indibate a
significant Mcundville influence on a.once autonomous !
community. It.was during this period. espeéialiy toward the

later half of the periced. that Moundville increased in size

arnd power throughout west-central Alabama. Peebles (1987
and RBlitz {19931 both advodate an economic alliance more so
than a military takeover in Summerville’'s felation with
Moundville, althcugh it seems that this may be just one

facet of the overall changes fthat Moundville caused st Lubbub.



FIGURE 5.3

74



151

Summerville IV (A.D. 1500-1600) represents the fina!l

[
O
[
o
]

rervicd of occupation at Lubbuk. 0Of the five str es

4

dated to this period., Structures 1 and 3 were locatsd along

the plaza. while Structures 1, 2. and 3 were found awav from
the plaza (Refer to Map 5.%4). Structure § had three

1 .
construction episodes. Structures ! (39 m‘l and 5 {(whose

[

. ) .
floor areas ranged from 27 m* to 49 m“) were located near

the plaza along the scuthern edge indicating its continued

use. Structures 1. 2 and 3 were located northwest of the
mound and away from the complex. They had floor areas of 4§

p

? i . . . e
‘m*. 12 m', and 22 m* redpectively. It is difficult to state

with any certainty that the mound continued to act as the
focal point of the community. Diagnostic ceramics of this
period were not found associated wifh the mound and no inner
ralisade was found between the residentiél area and the
mound. The settlement was surrounded by a ditch that
operated as a defensive line. No nonlocal items were found
with burials dating to this period. Towardé the énd of this
period Moundville bégins to wane and eventuélly to ;
disintegrate aitogéther. Table 5.1 summariﬁes all of the
structures according to their respective time periods at

Lubbub Creek.
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SUMMARY OF ARCHITECTURE FLOOR AREA (mh AT LUBBUB CREEX

Structure
Structure

‘Structure

Structure
Structure
Structure
Structure

Summerville

Structure
Struciure

Structure

Structure
Structure
Structure

Summerville

Structure
Structure
Structure
Structure
Structure
Structure
Structure

Summerviile [

#3
#4
#2

#3A

#3B
1
$2

11/
#1

$3

#d

#7

#6
#8

v

#1
#2
#3
#1
#5A
#5B
#5C

IT1

(SE)

Mound Precinct

26
10
31
107
35

Nonmound Areas

48
i2
22
39
- 49
27
35
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Moundville

The site of Moundville is iocated about 15 mites south
of the present day city of Tuscaloosa {Figure 5.1). If
represents cne of the greatest and most significént
manifestations of the Mississippién culture in the
Soﬁtheast. Many of the exCaﬁations at Mouridville were done
~in the 1930s and 1940s under several government programé.
including the WPA. This work went unpublished until
compiled by Peebles in the 1970s (Peebles 1971, 1978, 1879},
At its height of power, the site of Moundville controlled a
region approximately 33 km from its anthern to its southern
end., and can accuratély be labeled a complex chiefdom. The
site itself contained more than 20 mounds arranged around a
30 ha plaza that was situated in the middle of the_
community. A stockade was built around thersettlement
encompassing an area about 100 ha in size. As many as 3,000
peopie may have lived at the site, with as many as 30,000
individuals living within the chiefdom in the Black Warrior
River.basin. Using ceramics, Moundville can be separated
into four time periodé (Steponaitis 1983). The chronology
is as follows: Moundville I (A.D. 1050-1250), Moundville 11
(A.D. 1250-1400), Moundville ITI (A.D. 1400-1550) and |
Moundville IV (A.D. 1500-1600). Moundville IT and III can
be separated into early and late subperigds Within each

period.



Around A.D. 1050 the site of Moundvillé rose from a
fairly egalitarian West Jefferson phase culture to a
Mississippian sﬁciépoliticai system containing a nascent
elite social group. Definite aséociation of one platform
mound. including possibly a few others, and the beginnings
of the plaza Were'constfuctéd at-this time (Pgebles 1987).
Few imported objects are found.with Moundville I elite
burials..all of whom were adults and none of whom showed
signs of trauma or malnutrition {Peebles 1986; Powell!l 1983).
Three Dthéf sites located near Moundville had significant
West Jefférson settlements that developed into Mississippian
centers at this time. Afl four were singlé mound centers,
each representing fairly equal simple chiefdoms (Peebles
1978, 1987},

Archaeological evidence from Moundville II (A.D. 1250-

1400) represents a more complex sociopolitical system Trom

the preéeding period. Three new mounds were constructed

during this period giving the basic outline of the soon-to-
be.30 ha plaza. A superordinate rank was now fully f
deveioped, represented by elaborate burials 'of males.and
females of all ages {Pesbles 1986), Imported objects and
craft specialization increased during this period (Peébles
1688) and.the health of the population continued to be good,
especially thgt.of tﬁe elites.(Peebies and Schoeninger
1881}. "It is at this point in time that Moundvilie expanded

to include large areas of the Black Warrior River basin
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including the three former Moundville I centers and several
new cénters with.their surréunding populations.(Peebles
1986). These single mound centers acted as focal points and
interlocutors between their surrounding populations and
Moundville itself. Moundville at this time may be
considered a complex chiefdom.

During Moundville III {A.D. 1400-1500) phase the
Mcundvifle chiefdom ﬁontinued to expand by adding new lands;
Much of this expansion came through military conquest
{Anderson 1994). Internal growth is observed in the
construction of the last 16 mounds presently found on the
site and the addition of the first archaeologically known
palisade (Peebles 1986). Portions of the'palisade'excavaféd
by Vogel and Allan {1984) revealed sevéral palisade systems,
some of which exhibit extgnsivé rebuilding. Peebles (1986)
indicates that-during-this period, if not before, spatial
arrangements iﬁdicative of status and rank become apparent.
Residential areas for elites and commorners are found as well -
as specialized areas of the community for craft production !
and activities. Exotic imports continued to be_important to
the ”prestige'goods‘economy”,and elite control. However, hy
the end of this phase the Moundville chiefdom collapsed and
the site of Moundville declined in importance.

Moundville IV (A.D. 1500-1700), also known as the
Alabama River phase, is the last recérded coccupation of the

Moundville site. This period is generally not considéred
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Mississippian although many Mississippian characteristics
were still apparent. During this period no mound
construction occurred and the ihportation of exotic
materials and craft specialization decfease markedly
(Peebles 1986). The population of the former Moundvilie
chiefdom was now disperséd throughout the basin., Moundville
IV populations suffered from-malnutrition. diéease. and in
many cases substantial increases in tréuma (Peebles 1986).

Table 5.2 shows all structures found.at Moundville and
their'corresponding sizes and locations. Figure 5.5 shows
.ﬁost of fhe various excavations that have taken place at
Moundville over the last 100 yédrs.' Individuél areas
mentioned below can be keved into the site by using this
map. Since the focus of this reéearch is specifically
architecture, only those areas containing complete structure
patterns are included and applied-to'the analysis in the
following chapter. The followiﬁg areas are of concern:
Roadway Excavation (Figure 5.5:Area 1). Museum Parking Area
_Excavationé (Figure 5.5:Atea 2). West of P _
(Figure 5.5:Area 3), Roadway Excavations {Figure 5.5:ATea
4}, Roadway Excavation (Figure $.5:Area 5). Roadway
Excavation (Figure 3.5:Area 6}, Roadway Excavation (Figure
5.85: Area 7)), Adﬁiﬁistfation_Buifding Excavations (Figure

5.5:Area 8), South and Southwest of Mound G {(Figure 5.5:Area

%), Roadway Excavations (Figure 5.5:Area 10), Roadway
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TABLE 5.2

SUMMARY OF ARCHITECTURE FLOOR AREA

(m!) AT MOUNDVILLE

4

€3

(%)

Administration Building Excavation
Structure #1 :
Structure #4
Structure #5

Museum Parking Lot Excavation
Structure #1A
Structure #1B
Structure #2
Structure #3
Structure #4

Rhodes Site
The Rhodes Structure

Roadway Excavation
Structure #2
Structure #3
Structure #4
Structure #53.
Structure #7
Structure #3
"Structure #9%
Structure #10
Structure #11
Structure #12
Structure #13
Siructure #16A
Structure #16B
‘Structure #17
Structure #18A
Structure #18B ®
"Structure #20 ' i

South of Mound G
Structure #5°

Southwest of Mound G
Structure #2a
Structure #2B
Structure #2C
Structure #3
Structure #4

West of Mound P’
Structure #1

Floor

Area {m‘)}
30

12

21

14
25
i1
[
11

344

18
18
9

"
g

17
44
40

22
22
24
16
20
96
26
16
17
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Excavations {Figure_S.S:Area 11}, Rhodes Site (Figure
5.5:Not shown but iocated in the extreme northeastern

section of the site}.

Methods of Excavation

The qguality of the excavations and previous research at

- Lubbub Creek and Moundville is variable not just between

sites but also within sites. Moundville was excavated in
the middle of this century, before present advances in field
techniques and_resea:ch designs had been develogped.

However, Moundville excavations do include a wide array of

excavation techniques that were used over the course of its

archaeological investigative history (Peebles 1979). Data
retrieved from Lubbub, on the other hand, were more
thoroughly documented by today’s standards, and conseqﬁently

produced more detailed information. This is not to suggest

that the Moundville information is unusable. On the

contrary, by careful analysis and by realizing the
limitations of the data, the information can be applied fo;
present arcbaeblogical research in a meaningfu} mahner.
Thus, this thesis is not only an attempt at reinterpreting
the uses of architecture in archaeclogical research, but
also a bid to integrate previous reseafch that in the
majority of cases remains unexplored. A potential bias iies
in the use of sités for which there are varying.degrees of

detailed information pertaining to material remains.
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Nevertheless, it is necessary to work with the available
information., since it has the potential to offer a wealth of
data about prehistoric architecture variability and

function.

Lubbub Creek

The well-documented results of the Lubbub Creek project
-~ was made possible by the efficient reéording of most of %he.
excavated materials. All features-and insitu artifacts ﬁere
piece plotted and extensive notes were taken on all
remaining artifacts. When possible. associations between
features and artifacts were made including associations with
structures; When a strqcture was encountered in the
excavations it was divided into four guarters by-two 20-cm-
wide balks placed in éligment with the grid system (Peebles
1983a). Much of the material was shovel skimmed and_
troweled in natural levels within the structure. However,
In some cases bulldozers disturbed the'uppef portions of
strﬁctures making it difficult fo'map distribution and
tater. in comparing structures with each other. When
possible, piece”plots were taken of in situ artifacts and

asscciated features were water screened.

Moundville B

As noted above, Moundville excavation methods changed

during the course of its archaeological historyv. The



excavation, analysis énd incorporation of artifacts and
features into published'reports was mainly confined to
large-sized objects and other cultural manifestations thét
were deemed noteworthy. Most excavations, until the 19608;
did .not include the screéning of matrix or the piece
plotting of individual artifacts and features (except for
burials and recognizable struéture patterns). As such.
correlating material remains to spécific'struqtures must be
considered tenous._ Additionally, no known extra precautions
were used in the excavation of structures leading to the
complete loss of insitu cultural maferiai. Although this
may be true. enough was probably recorded to provide some
bases for interpreting thg function of each structure
included in the sampie. Much of the informatioﬁ that Qas
used from Moundville was ‘taken from Peebles’ (1979)

painstaking write-up from the original fieldnotes.

Methods for Assigning Structures to Qccupation Periods

Structures at Lubbub Creek were assigned to an :

occupation.period according to two sometimes overlapping

metheds: radiocarbon dating and ceramic associations. Seven

structures produced reliable ré&idcarbon dates from Lubbub
although none of the dates were cofrected {Peebles
1983&:77).- From this. ceramics were seriated 'into the
chronology_presented under the Lubbub Creek Site

discription. As such, the rest of the structures that did
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not have raﬁiocarbon’dates were chronologically placed
according fo associated ceramic tvpes. |

Radiocarbon samples were not taken during the original
excavations at Moundville, so assizgning structures to a time
period is based almost entirely on céramics found in burials
associated with structures. Given.that tﬁis-would be a
daunting task. all structures will be treated synchronically
here. Ceramics found in burials assobiated with structures.

will provide a general chronological marker for some

structures, where the data appears to warrant it.

Methods for Assigning Artifacts to Structures

_Artifacts were assigned to structures based on three
methods: if an artifact was found insitu in the structure.
if features containing artifacts could be asscociated with a
strucfure,\or if unprovenienced artifacts were deemed
associated with a structuré,' Due to the excellent field
recording at Lubbub Creek. most assignments'of artifacts and
features to structures for the present research were by the,
fermer two methods.. However, because of the paucity of |
aécurate p:bvéniéncing at Moundville, method three proﬁided
gt times the only means of assigning.artifacts to
structures. In some cases Peebles (1979) was able to
assdciaﬁe'artifacts with specific structures and when

applicable this data was used {(see Appendix A).



CHAPTER VI
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The first part of this chapter anaiyzes the

intefrelationships of the three main variabies discussed in
Chapter IV (material correlates of function. structure
location. and structure floor area) based on the Lubbub
Creek and Mouhdvillé structures included in the sample. The
final part of the chapter discgsses the results of this
analysis, which leads to an in-depth examination of the

built environment in Chapter VII.

Analysis

The first objective is to give the artifact
-distributién for each structure in the sample. All
structures were cliassified into four'categories! Structures
with only utilitarian items comprise the first category,
while the second cétegory consist of those with'on}y
prestige goods. The third category includes those
structures containing both wtilitarian items and prestige
goods. Finally, structures exhibiting no éftifacts were r
‘placed in a fourth category.

To examine the second main variable, architebturé
location was sorted into two categories, structures located
within 20 m of a mound or plaza, and those located ho;e than
20 m from a mound or plaza (see Appen@ix A for specific

distances). These categories were cross-tabulated against

o]
]



‘the material correlate categories of function outlined
above. For example, "all structures with only utilitarian
artifdcts located within 20 m of a mound or plﬁza,” or "all
structures ﬁith oniy utilitarian_artifacts located more than
20m from a mound of plaza." |

Next, categories created bw the'fifst c:oss-tabuiation
were then cross-tabulated against the third main variable.
structure floor size. For example. "floor sizes of all
structures with only uﬁiiitarian artifacts iocated within 20
m of a mound or plaza.,” or "floor sizes of all structures
with only utilitarian artifacts located more than 20 m from

a mound or plazs."

Expectations

The four main functional categories identified through
ethnohistoric ac;ounts are as fbllows: elite residences.
nonelite residences. cqmmunal_public structures and highly
restricted public architecture. For Set I, it is expected
that Mississippian - ' ' ._ ' ;

1) elite residential architecture should be
identifiable by the presence of utilitarian objects
associated with activities of daily life. Prestige
goods consisting of both local and nonlocal
objects, as well as some possible ritual
paraphernalia,. should alsc be present.

nonelifte residential architecture should be
identifiable by the presence of a preponderance of
utilitarian objects. Non-utilitarian objects
should be few. No ritual paraphernaliia or

prestige objects should be present.

[ %]
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public communal architecture should be identifiable
by the presence of a few utilitarian objects,

while consisting of large amounts of non-
utilitarian objects. Multi-ritual paraphernalia
should be present, as well as some local prestige

goods. Nonlocal prestige items should not be very
abundant. and little domestic debris should be
apparent. Non-stylistic architectural attributes

may ‘include evidence of benches running along the
walls (inferred from internal postmolds) and
possibly internal platforms:

4) highly restricted public architecture should be

identifiable by the presence of ceremonial

" paraphernalia such as the bones of ancestors, bird
effigies, pipes, copper. and various other symbolic
items. There should be some evidence of both local
and nonlocal prestige goods, but no domestic debris
should be present due to the religious nature of the
buildings. No benches should be found along the
walls: however., internal clay platforms and/or a
dais may be present. ‘

Oﬂce functibn has,been'inferred, Set IT expectations
can then be tested by examining the locafiogs of eabh
structure in each functional class. For Set II, it is
gxpected that Mississippian

5} elite residences should be spatially separated from

the rest of the community and located near a mound

or plaza.

6) nonelite residences should be located in areas of
: the community which are away from a mound or plazaﬁ

7) communal public architecture should be located on
the plaza.

8) highly restricted public architecture should be
iocated near a mound or plaza.

Structure size will next be considered by the third set (Set
I1T) of expectations. Specifically, it 1s expected that
Mississippian

9) elite residences should have a larger floor size
than nonelite residences.
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10} publiic architecture., both communal and highly

restricted, should have the largest floor sizes
at the site.

Methods for Grouping Material Correlates

All artifacts are categbrized into one of two groups.
utilitarian/domestic debris and prestige goods. which
inciudes both local and nonlocal ébjects‘ Utili#arian
artifacts are objects that_weré used in the course of
completing daily aétivities. and would inciude such items as
cooking vessels, serving Vesséls. Work tools. etc (Costin
1991). Inciuded within the prestige sub4group:are ritual
objects. This is due to the fact that a clear division
between prestige goods and rituatl paraﬁhernalia is not often
easily obtainable, if it exists at all. Nonlocal prestigs
goods for the sample area includes copper., mica. paints,
some extra-local cherts, greenstone celfts, marine sheil
ornaments and a variety of other objects (Peébies 1978:
Steponaitis 1986:; Welch 1991; Blitz 1993; Welch et al 1993).
Most prestige artifacts are non-utilitarian in function.. |
Lecal prestige goods for the sample area can include pipes.
décorations made from animal bones. black bear tooth

péndants. and freshwater beads (Peebles 1971; Blitz 1993).

Methods for Examining Location in the Sample

The location of'individuai structures are evaluated in

terms of their spatial associations with mounds and/or



plazas. Structures either on mounds or on plazas can be
situated in a fairly straighfforward manner. To
differentiate other structures with respect to relative
proximity to these areas., an arbitrary distance was
established, creating two categories. those "near” and those
"distant." Given that visual cues are important, a visuéi
association between a structure and a mound or plaza is more
.readily perceivable when the distance is short. rather than
long (Fletcher 1977). Thus, an arbitrarily defined distance
of 20 m or less is used to defined whether an aééociation is
visually perceivable. I.believe that 8 distance.greater
than 20 m between a structure and a mdund/plaza provides too
much space between entities to be visually perceivable as
being associated. In other words. I believe that.structﬁres
within 20 m.of mounds and'plazas can be considered visually
associated, while_thcse over 20 m cannot be considered
visualiy associated with a mound or plaza. _In using such a
distance., I am not stating that it is a concrete limit that
is always applicable or that Mississippian societies were f
even neccéssarily cognizant_of ﬁsing_it in their built |
environment. However. some definition of distance must be
made in order to measure possible associations between
‘entities and the 20 m limit provides a éonvenient starting
point for this anlaysis. fiowever1 it should be noted that
the data demonstrated a natural break at around 20 m.

providing not only a convenient starting point but also
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establishing a firmer connecticn bétween the arbitrarily

defined distance and the data base.

Methods for Architecture Size

Only structuresrthat are'compfete or nearly complete
are included in this thesis in order to get meaéurements as
accurdte as possible. To evaluate architecture size, all
structurérmeasurements are consistently reported to the
closest meter. Since the architectural data from Moundville
were reported-in feet, these measurements were converted to
the metric systém'using a standafdized conﬁersion tabléf
Floor sizes of all structures are given in interval
measurements of square meters rather than transferred into
arbitrarily defined nominal data. This is necessary becéuse
arbitrary categofies potentially mask variability-Within the
sampie by pigeon-holing data.

Within quadrilateral stfuctures, floor -area is
calculated by measuring the iength and widtﬁ from the inside
portien of cone wall to'fhe inside portion of the opposite
parallel wall. In circular structures the ﬁeasured diameﬁer
is used to calculate floor area. Data on size of structures
is examined according to site and time pefiods within sites
{where possible} in order to éssess both chronclogical and

stylistic variability.
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Lubbub Cresck

Material Correlates of Function

Of the twenty-~one structures included in the Lubbub
Creek sample. 20 had associated a:tifacts {See Table 6.1 and
refer to Appendix A for spécific artifacts along with their
citaticns). The exception was Structure 3 of the premound

'precinéf, which showed evidence of having been ritually
cieansed. Structures 1, 2, and 4 also showed evidence of
having been ritually cleansed (Blitz 1983a and 1993}.
Structures with utilitarian aftifacts represent 86 percent
(n=18) of fthe structures in the samﬁie. of thesé eightaen
structures. 83 percent (n=15) exhibit only utilitarian items
and domestic debris, while 17 percent (n=3) had both
utilitarian artifacts and prestige goods. - About 10 percent
(n=2) of the structures contained only pfestige goods,
including_Structures #5A and #5B of the mound precinct. both
of which were alsc Ttitually cleansed. Thus. prestige goods
were associated with 24 percent (n=3} of thé structures. or
30 percent of the artifact bearing Structurés.

Material Correlates of Function
and Structure Floor Size

Of the eighteen structures containing utilitarian
artifacts the average floor size was about 39m° {see Table
6.2 for each structure and its corresponding flcor size).

The fifteen structures that have only utilitarian artifacts



TABLE 6.1

LUBBUB CREEK STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION

A.

Utilitarian Artifacts: (n=18)
Summervillé 1 ‘ :
Summerville I1/111 .

Summerville IV

Only Utilitarian Artifacts: {n=15)

Summerville I

IT/111
iv

Summerville
Summerville

Prestige Goods and Utilitarian Artifacts:

Summerville I _
Summerville IT/TTL :
Summerville IV ) :

S# 1. 2

S¢ 1. 2, 4 (Premound)

S# 1, 3, 4, 6, 7. 8

S 1., 2..3, l{8E}, 5A. 5B,

3C

3% 2 - .

S# 1, 2, 4 (Premound)

S# 1., 3. 4. 6. 8

S# 1, 3, L{(B8E}, 5A., 5B. 5C
(n=3)

S&1

S#7

S#2

Only Prestige Artifacts: (n=2)

Summerville I ' :

Summerville IY/IFI :

Summerville IV :
No artifacts {(n=1)

Summerville I :
Summerville II/ITI :
Summerville IV :

5# 3a, 5B
None

None

S 3
None
None

L]



TABLE 6.2

LUBBUB CREEK STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORREL@TFS OF FUNCTION
AND STRUCTURE FLOOR AREA (m

A. Only Utilitarian Artifacts: (n=15)

Summerviltile I : S5# 2= 35m2
. 4 1l=36m!

S# 71 31q

s# a4lz100

1
1

1

Summerville TI/TIII : S# 1=42m
: : S# 3=42m2

S 4=52m1

S# 6=78m

S# 3=30mt

Summerville IV : S# 1=48m§
' T S# 3=22m 3
84 1{3E}= EQm
Y SA 49m2
: S# 3B=27m

S# 5C=36mk

B. Prestige Goods and Utilitarian Artifacts: {n=3)

Summerville I - ;S 1=35m§
Summerville II1/1I1 1 8% 7=56m2
Summerville IV T84 2=12m

D. Only Prestige Artifacts: (n=2)7
Summecville I 1 S# S5A= 8*m22

S# 5B=107m

Summerville II/ITI None
Summerville 1V None

E. No artifacts (n=1)
Summerville [ Sz 3=26m2
Summerville 11/171 None

Summerville IV



TABLE 6.3

LUBBUB CREEK STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION
AND STRUCTURE LOCATION '

A. Only Utilitarian Artifacts (n=15)

More than 20 m from Mound/?laza {n=6)

Summerviltle I : : S# 2
Summerville TI/III : S# 1, 3. 4
Summerville TV 84 1, 3

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=9)
Summerville I T 34 111 21, 4!
Summerville II/III : S5# 6., 8
Summerville IV : S# 1{SE}, 5A., 5B,

5C

B. Both Utilitarian Artifacts and Prestige Goods {n=3)

More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: {(n=3)

Summerville I : S# 1
Summervilie II/T71 : S% 7
Summerville IV : SE 2

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=0}

C. Only Prestige Goods: (n=2)

More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza {n=0)

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=2) 1
Summerville I i 8% 5a°., 3B
Summerville I1/111 :  None ;
Summerville IV _ : None

D. No Artifacts: (n=1}
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=0)

Less than 20 m from a Mound/Plaza: (n 1}

Summerville I : - 3t
Summerville 1I/711 : None
Summerville IV :  None
Superscript structure numbers indicate mound precinect
architecture. This is used to differentiate S#1 nonmound

structure from S#! mound structure.
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TABLE 6.4

LUBBUB CREEK: MATERIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION,ZSTRUCTURE
LOCATICON, AND STRUCTURE FLOOR AREA (m")

A. Only Utilitarian: (n=15)
More than 20 m from Mound/?laza {n=6)

Summerville T : S# 2 = 35m2
Summervilie TI/III . S# 1 = 42m2
| s# 3 = 42m!
S# 4 = 32m?
Summerville IV T - =‘48m§
S# 3 = 22m*
Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=?) :
Supmerville I : S# S# 10 = ?Gm
B¢ 2, = 31m2
: 8# 4 = 10nm
Summerville II/IIf : S# 6 = 78m*
| S¥ 8 = 50m’ )
Saemmerville IV : 8% 1{SE) = £9m
S¢ 5A = 49m
s# 5B = 27m!
8% 5C = 36m”

B. Utilitarian Artifacts and Prestige Goods: (n=3)
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza' {(n=3)

Summerviile T T SE 1 o= 35m7
Summerville II/ITT : 84 7 = 36m;
Summerville IV _ : S% 2 = 12m®

Less than 20 m from Mound/PLaza:‘(n:O);

C. Only Prestige Goods: (n=2)
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=0)

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=2

Summerville [ 1 5% SAI = lO?mﬁ
S# 58" = 835m°
Suommerville IT/TII : None
Summervilie 1V _ : MNone
D. No Artifacts: {(n=1) _ .
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: {(n=0)
Less than 20 m from a Mound/Plaza: {(n=t)
Summerville I : 8% 3° = Zem”

Superscript structure numbers indicate mound precinct
archltecture
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have an averagé floor size of nearly 4Om3. The three

structures containing both prestige goods and utilitarian

[y

artifacts had an average floor size of about 34 m‘. Those
structures associated with only prestige_goods had an
average floof size of about 96 ng. while the only structure
with no associated artifacts had a floor size of 286 me

Material Correlates of Function
and Structure Location '

Of the fifteen structures bearing only gtilitarian
artifacts, 40 percent (n=6) of them are located furtﬁer than
20 m from a mound or plaza, and 60 percent (n=9) are located
wifhiﬁ 20 m.of the mound-plaza (Refer.to Table 6.3},
Structures containing only prestige goods {n=2} were located

he three structures

ot

within Eo'm of the mound-plaza. Of
coﬁféining béfh utilitarian 5rtifacts and prestige goods.
100 percent were located more than 20 m from the mound-
plaza. These three buildings are Structures #1 (S.I}), 547

(SIT/ITT). and S#2 (S.IV).

Material Correlates of Function., Structure
Locaticon and Structure Size

Of the six structures containing only utilitarian
artifacts located more than EO'm from a mound or plaza,
sizes ranged from 32~52m2 with a mean of 40m2 {Refer to
~Table 6.3 for individua! structure sizes). The other nine

structures containing only utilitarian artifacts located



within 20 m of a mound or plaza had floor sizes ranging
between 27—78nﬁ with a mean of 40m2. The two structures
containing only prestige goods located within 20 m of a
mound or plaza had floor areas of 107m2 and Ssz. fpr a mean
area of 96m’. Of the three structures containing both-
utilitarian artifacts and prestige goods located more than
20 m from a mound or plaza. floor area ranged from 12*S6ma
with a mean area of 34m? The cne structure that was devoid

of artifacts had a floor area of 26m?

Moundfiilg

Material Correlates of Function

Of the thirty-three structures included in the -
Moundville sampie..all but two contained artifacts (See
Table 6.5 and refer to Appendix A for specific artifacts).
Of the thirty-ons grtifact—beafing structures 80 percent
(n=25) contained only utilitarian artifacts, 16 percent
{n=5) had both utilitarian artifacts and préstige goods, and
5 percent (n=1) had prestige goods but no utilitarian }
artifacts. Thus., prestige zoods were assocfated with only

9 percent of the structures with artifacts {18 percent of
. ‘

(S

the total strucfures).

Material Correlates of Function
and Structure Floor Area

The average floor size of the twenty-five structures

. a
- i

containing utilitarian artifacts is 33 m* (see Table 6.6 for
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each structure and their corresponding sizes). OFf those

having only utiiitarian artifacts; the average structure

Y

floor area lowers to 19 m*. In the five structure
containing both prestige goods and utilitarian.artifacts,
the floor area is 99m2.’rhe one structure with only prestige
gdods associated with it had a floor area of 53 mg. while
the two sfructures with no assocaited artifacts has an

. 2
average floor size of 42 n,

Material Correlates of Function
and Structure Location

Of the twenty-five structures that contained oﬁly
utilitarian artifacts. 96 percent (n=24) were located mofe
‘than 20 m from a mound or plaza (Table 6.7). The other 4
percent {n=1!) containing only utilitarian artifacts were
‘located withiﬁ 20 m of a mound or plaza (S#17). Of the five
structures consisting of utilitarian artifacts and prestige
goods, 20.percent (n=1) were located more than 20 m from a
mound or plaza. The other 80 percent (n=4).were locatéd
Within_EO m of a mound or plaza. The only §tructure
containing just.prestige goods was located within 20 m of
the mound or plaza. The two structures containing no
.artifacts were also Iocated within 20 m of a mound or plaza.
In other words, the cne structure #ith only prestigs gopds
was located within 20 m from a mound'dr plaza, and five of
six structures that had prestige goods as part of their

assemblagé were found within 20 m of



106
TABLE 6.5

MOUNDVILLE STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION

A. Utilitarian Artifacts: (n=30)
Administration Building Ex. S#g 1, 4, 3
Museum Parking Lot Ex. S 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4
Roadway Excavations S# 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10,

1t 12, 13, 16A., 163B.
17, 18A. 18B

South Mound G T 84 3 ,
Southwest of Mound ¢ v S# 2A, 2B, IC, 3, 4
West of Mound P’ : S# 1 '
Rhodes Site

B. Oniy Utilitarian Artifacts: {n=25)
Administration Building Ex. : S# 1, 4, 5 :
Museum Parking Lot Ex.- 84 la, 1B, 2, 3., 4
Roadway Excavations : 8S# 2. 3. 4, 5, 7, 10,

. 11. 12, 13, 17
South of Mound G : 8% =2
Southwest of Mound G : S#-2A. 2B. 3C. 3, 4
West of Mound P’ o 8¢ 1
~C. Prestige Goods and Utilitarian Artifacts: (n=5)

Roadway Excavations : S# 16A, 16B, 18a. 18B
Rhodes Site

D. Only Prestige Artifacts: (n=1)
Roadway Excavations : S# 20

E. No artifacts (n=2)
Roadway Excavations S5# 8. 9
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TABLE 6.6

MOUNDVILLE STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORRELA?ES OF FUNCTION
AND STRUCTURE FLOOR AREA (m

A. Only Utilitarian Artifacts: (niZS)

Administration Building Ex. : §# 1=30m?
- : s# 4=t2m’
S# 5=21mt
Museum Parking Lot Ex. T S# 1A=14m3
- ' : S# IB=ZSQ“
S& 2= lmg
: 84 3=18m
;. S# 4=1im?
Roadway Excavations : S# 2=18m3
_ : S# 3=18m”
S# 4=9m"
S# 5=13mt
s# 7=17m!,
S# 10=22m5

S# 11=22m
S$ 12=24m’
S# 13=16m’
S# 17=26m?

2

Southwest of Mound G : S& 2A= Jlm2
T S# 2B=27m;
. 8% 2C= 30?

S# 3= 72?

S# 4=7m

South of Mound G : S# 5=33m

West of Mound P’ _ : S# Izllm2

B. Prestige Goeds and Utlll*arlan ArtlfactS' (P*S}

Roadway Excavations 1 S# 16A=20m,
: 5# 16B= 96m;

S# 18A= 16m2
: S# 18B= 17m2
Rhodes Site. o =344

C. Only Prestige Artifacts: (n=1) )
Roadway Excavations ;0 8# 20=533

D. No artifacts (n=2) 2
Roadway Excavations : 8% 8= 442
: . : §% 9=40
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TABLE 6.7

MOUNDVILLE STRUCTURES: MATERTIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION AND
STRUCTURE LOCATION

A. Only Utilitarian Artifacts {(n=23)

More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=24)}
Administration Building Ex. : S% 1. 4. 3

Museum Parking Lot Ex. > S5# 1A, 1B, 2. 3, 4

Roadway Excavations : S 2. 3, 4. 5, 7,
10, 11. 12, 13

West of Mound P’ : 54 1

South of Mound G : 8% 8

Southwest of Mound G : S# 2aA, 2B, 2C, 3, 4

~Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=1)
Roadway Excavations _ : 5% 17

"B. Both Utilitarian Artifacts and Prestige Goods {(n=35}

More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=1})

Rhodes
Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=4)
Roadway Excavations : S# 16A. 16B. 18A,
18B

C. Only Prestige Goods: (n=1)
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=0)
Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza {n=1
Roadway Excavations :
D. No Artifacts: (n=2)
More thanm 20 m from Mound/Plaza {n=0)

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=2)
Roadway Excavations : S%# 8., 9
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TABLE 6.8

MOUNDVILLE STRUCTURES: MATERIAL CORRELATES OF FUNCTION,
STRUCTURE LOCATION, AND STRUCTURE FLOOR AREA (m’)

A Only Utilitarian (n=25) B
More than 20 m from a mound or plaza (n=24)

Administration puilding Ex. Roadway Excavations
S# 1 = 30m’ - S#2 = 13m!
5% 4= 12m, S#3 = 18m;
5S¢ 5 = 2im S¢4 = 9w’
: S#5 = 13m;
Museum Parking Lot Ex. SET = 17m,
S% 1A= l4m: S#10= 22m;
S# 1B= ZSm; S¥ll= 22m;
SE 2 = Llmg S#12= 24m;
S# 3 = 18m; S#13= 16m”
S# 4 = 11m- \ .
West of Mound P; South of Mound G
54 5 = 11im’ S¢ 5 = 33m
Southwest of Mound G )
S# 24 = 31lnm’ $# 2B = 27m,
S# 2C = 30m: S¥ 3 = 22m
S 4 = Tnm*

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=1)

Roadway Excavati?ns
St 17 = 26m°

B. Utilitarian Artifacts and Prestige Goods (n=3)
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=1)
Rhodes Site

Less than 20 m from Moﬁnd/Plaza (n=4)2 5
Roadway Excavations: S# 16A= 20m S# 16B= 96m£;
S# 18A= 16m*” S# 18B= 17m

C. Only Prestige Goods {(n=1)
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=0)

Less than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=1),
Roadway Excavations: S# 20 = 53m‘

D. No Artifacts: (n=2) :
More than 20 m from Mound/Plaza (n=0)

Less tham 20 m from Mound/Plaza: (n=g} 4
Roadway Excavations: S# 8 = 44m° S¢ 9 =40m-



was located within 20 m of a mound or plaza and had a floor

10

N

& mound or plaza. Only one structure with no prestige goods

was located near a mound/plaza.

Materiai Correlates of Function, Structure Locaticn. and
Structure Size

ot the twenty-four structures containing only
utilitarian artifacts locafed mere than 20 m from a mound or
plaza. éizes rahge from 9f33ﬂ£ with a mean'of abou; 19m2
(Téble 6.8J. The remaining structure containing only -
utilitarién artifacts was located within 20 m of a mound or
plaza and had a size of 26m‘. The mean size of all |
structures containing onlf utilitarian artifacts is about
19mt. Of the four structures confaining both'utilitarian
and prestige goods located within 20 m of a mound or piéza,
floor areas range from 17-96m* with a mean of 34m2. The one
structure containing both utilitarian and prgstige goods
located more than 26 m from a mound or pldza had a floor
area of 344m2. The one structure with only‘prestige goods
areas of 53Hﬁ. The tﬁo structures with nd a;tifacts that }

were located within 20 m of a mound or plaza had floor areas

. of 44m2 and 4Om2.

Results
Using ethnographic and archaeological data, two areas
within Mississippian settlements were initially identified

as being elite/sacred areas, the mound and the plaza. These
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sources also indicate that elite'architecture was generally
larger. Conversely., nonelite architecture generally had
smaller floor sizes and was located in nonsacred areas of
the settlement. It has been proposed in this research that
-Mississippian architecture belonging to elite and nonmelites
would be simiiarly distinguishable by thsir sizes and
locations wifhin a settlemsnt."Thus; it is expected that
Mississippian_elites would be located in sacre& areas and
have larger floor sizes. The reasdning‘is that elite wealth
and high Social standing in Mississippian societies was
generally expressed by access to visibly larger structures.
In addition. elites as members of chiefdom society had a
political aunthority based on a religious superstructure. a
theme that may have translated into access to sacred
locations (Mound/Plaza}.

Archaeologically, and for theupurpose of this thesis.
the presence of only utilitarian artifacts is considered to
be indicative of nonelite residential structures, while the
presence of both prestige goods énd utilitarian artifacts i's
-regarded to be consistent with that expecte& of elite
residential strﬁctﬁres. Structures accompanied by prestige
goods with an absence of utiiitarian goods are deemed to be
public architecture. The presence of local prestige goods
are believed to be indicative of communal architecture. A

general absence of artifacts is consistent with public

architecture.
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Lubbub

At Lubbub, it is expected (according to Expectations
#5. 6 and 9) that nonelite residential buildings shouid be
located more than 20 m from a mound or plaza and comprise
the smallest structures. while elite residential buildings
are located within 20 m of a mound or plazé and consist of
the Iargest residential structures at the site; I't is also
expected (according to Expectation #% and 10) that public
architecture is located within 20 m of a mound or plaza and
generally the largeét structures at the site. |

About 60 percent of.the nonelite residential structures
were located within 20 m of a mound or plaza (this does not
count S#-l,'E, and 4 of the premound precinct due to these
structures having been ritually cleansed, an elite
activity). All thfee of the elite residential structures
were located more than 20 mrfrom a mound or plaza. In
addition, the average residential floorrsize éf nonelite
buildings is_%ﬁ more in area than their elite counterparts
(43n@'to 34m2). The two examples of'public architecture }
(S#5A and 5B} are located within 20 m of a ﬁound-or plaza.
No public architectﬁre cccurs mere than 20 m from a mound or
plaza. The two public structures have the largest floor
plaﬁs found at Lubbub, 10753 and 85m2 respectively. Given
this evidence. residential architecture does not fit éur
expectations. while public architec:ure does meet the

expectations.
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In reviewing each time period according to the

expectafibns, the results become varied. buring the
Summerville I period. a total of eight structures were
included. One nonelite residential structure {S#2). one
elite resideﬁtial_étructure {(S#1)., thres possible elite
residential structures from premound precinct (S#i. 2. 49
two public structures (S# 54 and 58). and one structure with
no artifacté from fhe premound precinct (S# 3). Neither the
nonelite residential building. nor the ane known.elite
residential building was located within 20 m of a2 mound or
piaza. Both of these residential strucfures had the same
floor sizes. about 35m'. ¢n the other haﬁd. the public
architecture was located within 20 m of the mound or plaza
and had very large floor sizes, 107m? and SSmi. These two
strucfures.produced the largest floor sizes ét Lubbub. The
three possible elite residential structures of the premound
precinct, along with Structufe 3 which has no artifacts, a
special situation in itself, were all located within 20 m of
the mound or plaza. Thése Summe:viile I structures, excepﬁ
for S#4. seem to bé residential structures given the cliose
similarity in-floor sizes between them and the other two
examples of Summervillé‘l residential buildings and their
corresponding artifact patterns (See Appendix A). Structure
#4 has been tentatively interpreted as a possible storage
facility due to its smali gizé. no hearth. and botanical

evidence of maize (Blitz 1993). Given this evidence. it can



be suggested that the Summerville I community favors the
expectations, but dces not provide'definitive results. It
favors them because the nonelite residentiatl stfucture.was
located away from the.moﬁnd or plaza: public afchitecture
was located near mound or plaza: public architécture was
visually larger than other struétures; and the artifact-free
buildings., possible elite residences or public-oriented
structures. were loccated near a mound or plaza. ©On the
other.hahd, elite and nonelite residehces were basically of
the same floor size, thus not supporting the expeétations.

A total of six structures were associated with the

Summerville II/IIT period. Five structures were nonelite
residences {S# 1, 3, 4, 6 and 8), while one was an elite
residence (8#7). Three structures (S# 1., 3, 4) occurred

away from the mound and plaza, while two structures (S#6 and
8} weré located near the mound or plaza. The latter two
nonelite residential structures consist of some of the
largest flocor sizes fouﬁd at Lubbub (éxcept for $#4 5A and
5B} and practically equal in size to the coevai elite
residential structure (S#7), which itself Wés located away
from a mound or plaéa. .There ig little evidenceAto_support
.the current expectations from the Summerville II/III
community, because nonelite residences occur near a mound
or élaza, nonelite residences are larger in floor size than
the elite residence (or visually equal}, and the elite

residence is located away from the mound or plaza.
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A total of seven structurés date to the Summerville v
period. 8ix structures were nonelite residences {(S#1. 3. 1
(SE). 34, 53 and 5C)}. and one elite residence (S#2).
Structures # I[(SE). 5a. fB and 5C were 1ocated within 20 m
of é_mound of plaza, while Structures #1 and 3 were lbcated
more than 20 m from the mound or plaza. The elite

iel structure was located more than 20 m from =a

o+

residen
mound or plaza. In comparison, all nonelite residential
structures were much largef in fioor size than the cne slite
‘resident{ai structure (8#2). The Summerville IV community
dQes not fit the expectatioﬁs as outlined from ethnohistoric
accounts. Nonelite résidential structures are located near
the mound—plaza,.the gelite residence was 1ocated_away ffom
mound or plazﬁ. and nonelite residénces have considerably
larger (a size difference that is'visually percgivable)
floor sizes than the elite residence. The iﬁplications of

the Lubbub data will be examined in the following chapter.

Moundville

For Moundville, the same expectations ﬁere tested: that
nonelite residential buildings are located more than 20 m
from the mounds or plazas and comprise the smallest
structures, while elite residential ﬁuildings_are located
within 20 m of a mound or plaza and consist of the largest

residential structures at the site.. Public architecture is
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also expected to be located within 20 m. of d mound cr plaza
and generally the largest structures at the site.

Of the twentv-five nonelite residential structures.
twenfy—four are.located-away'from a mound or plaza and one
is located near a mound or plaza. The aver&ge floor size of
the nonresidential structures is 19m’. Four of the five
elite residential structureé fS#lGA, 16B, 18A, 18B). are
‘located near a mound or plaza with an'average filgor size of
34m2, a visually berceivable difference. However., the one
elite residential structure located away from a mound or
plaza (the Rhodes site)-has a floor size of 344m2. The one -
public building {S#ﬁO} is Iocated near a méund or plaza and
has a floor size of SE@Q, as are the two bpildings (S#8 and
9) with no artifacts. A closer examination of these two
buildings and reviewing earlier published materials (Peebles
1671, 1979) indicate that Structure #8 was a sweat lodge,
while Structure #9 was. a charnel house. The sweat lodge had
double walls encompassing a very hard packeﬁ perhaps heat
treated clay floor with two hearths located in the center. |
One hearth was round and basin shaped (faifiy typical at
Moﬁndville) and the cther was sguare, basin-shaped., with the
corﬁers o:ientéd to the cardinal directions. The charnel
house contained a great deal of burials scattered inside the
structures as well as a few located within a few meters on
the'outside of the structure. Both of these structures are

regarded as public buildings and perhaps given their



functions and location should be considered highly
restficted_public architecture.

In sum, Moundville mostly supports the ethnohistoric
built expectations ![Expectations #5. &. 8. 9. and 10). Only
Sone naneiite structure is located near a moﬁnd or plaza and
all but one elite structure is located near a mound or
plaza. One of the apparreﬁt discrepancies, the elite
structure (thé Rhodes site) located awav from a mound or
plaza can be_accounted for by its close associafion Wifh-the
upper Rhodes Site. The Upper Rhodes Site contained various
features indicating that it was part of ritual ceremonies.
The area Iacked middens and garbage pits. which were
frequéntly encoﬁntered at the Rhedes site and much of
Moundville. In addifion, shéll beads, mica. a spatulate
celt, pipes. and a shell disc were found indicating an elite
and/or ritual setting. Perhaps fhe.best evidence
demonstrating its ritural function was the presence of three
large hearths. Features #9, 14. and 17 (Peebles 1979). Both
Feature #9 and 14 had burials. both infant and adult.
situated around their circumfefences. At oéher.iocations at
| Moundville infant burials were often used as correlates of
high status or ritual and the same secems to be true with the
Upper Rhodes Site. If the Upper Rhodes Site did fuﬁction in
this capacity. then the =2lite structure at the Rhodés Site
was associated with a sacred area of the communitv. By

including the Upper Rhodes Site. Moundville’s structures
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(except for S#17) perfectly fit the expectations as oufiined
from ethnohistoric sources. The differences in floor sizes
bétween nonelite and elite residential structures arte
visually apparent as are the larger sizes of thé public
architecture.

Lastly, this Tesearch {Lubﬁub and Moundville) produced
no discérnible.examples of communal_érchitecture as
described by ethnohistoric'accqunts. Although large
structures were found on plazas at both sites, none
accurately fulfill the expectéd results. "None of the
~structures were circular, nor did any.contain evidence of
interior benches running along the interiorrwaiis. The.
presence of nonlocal prestige goods iﬁ some structures also
precluded idéntification as.communal public architéctufe.

As such. Expectation #7 dealing with communal architecture.

will not be included in the Discussion chapter.



CHAPTER VII

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research is to integrate the built
environment as én active participant in the interpfetation
of cultural processes. From this analvsis. two points need
to be addressed concerning this issue. The first matter
concerns the differential use of architectural styles
(location and size) by elitésktd legitimize.power. The
second point addresses the differential use of architeétural
styles by elites between political svstems. i{e.the
comparison of a two-tiered chiefdom with a three—tiered
chiefdom via architectural styvles. The end cf the chapter
incorporates this information into existing interpretations
of Moundville and Lubbub Creek and how elites used the built

environment for political aspirations and social control.

Differential Use of the Built Envirconment

According to ethnohistofic accounts, élites may have
used two methods in the manipulation of architectural style
to hel? legitimize emerging or solidify est?blished forms éf
poli{ical aunthority. One was based on the use qf
architgcture location and the second invdlvéd the use of
architecture size. According to the expsctations formed
from the ethnohistoric accounts and the results of the two
sites included in the sample. architecture locaticn and size

were not necessarily used to equal degrees by elites.
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At Lubbub Creek, the elites seem to have adopted

severalldifferent approaches fo the manipulation of
architectural style to help convince the commﬁnity‘of elite
power. In the Summerville I community, elites, as inferred
by the placement of their residences (S# 1, 2, and 3 of the
premound precinct) and public buildings (S# 5A and 5B also
of the premound precinct). used sacred locdations {the mound
and/or plaza) in the legimitation of authority. The one
example of a nonelite Summerville I residence was located
well away from sacred locations. However, a possible elite
Summerville I residence, Structure # 1 in the village area,
was not associated with the mound/plaza. Judging from the
presence of only local prestige goods (See Appendix A}, this
structure may have belonged to lesser elites than the ones
associated with the premound precinct. A comparison of
architecture size produced little visiblé difference between
eiite and nonelite residences and in fact ran contrary to
expectations. On the other hand., public buildings were much“
larger in floor area than the residences. As such., elites
during the Summervilie I period seem to have used structure
Iobation but_not structure size t§ visually communicate:
their higher rank (however the data for the public
structures suggests size may have been important for these
structures tvpes). This would suggest that the office that
these public buildings arelassociated with may have been

very important. but the average size of elite residences may
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indicate that the high-status public offices may not have
entirely translated into high status and power for the
elites or possessors of thesgs dffices (an alternative to
this will be discussed below).

The Summerville TI/11I community displays no
recognizable patterns of architecture use as far as the
current expectations are concerned. _Nonelite residences
(2/5: S# 6 and 8) are'unexpectedlyrlocated near sacred
locations (mound/piéza), while the elite Summsrville II/III
.residence (S# 7). is located away from sacred areas. No
public buildings were found. Considering structure size.
eiife and nonelite resideﬁces are basically:similar in floor
.area. Judging from this, elites wefe not able to manipulate
architecture style (location or size) to their benefit
during the Summerville.II/III period.

The,Summérville IV community follows the same
architectﬁrai.pattern as the preceding period.. The only
example of an elife residence (S#.E) was.loéated away from
the mound/plaza. while nonelite residences (4/6:54 1 SE. 54,
5B, and 3C} were iocated'near these sacred areas. Again.
structure sizes were not nbtably larger for eiites_and in
fact were much smaller in area than their nonelite
counterparts. If the assumption that elites manipulated
architecture stvle to bolster their authorityv is essentialiy
correct. than the Summefville I community elites used only

~location. not including the public architecture (as



mentioned below architecture size may have operated to
bolstér élite_status but in a slightly different manner).
Summe:ville IT/111 communit& elites did not manipulate
location or size. and the Suﬁmervi}le IV community elites
also did not use.loéation or size to their advantage.

At Mdundville, elites used both architecture size and
location to help displavy and reinforce their authority. 1In
all cases elite residences and public buildings are located
near sacred areas, whiie'nonelite residences are rarely
(only one nonelite structure at Moundville) found located
near these areas without some degree of distance ér
partiticning involved. 1In considering structure size. elité
residences and.pubiic buildings afe much larger in floor
area compafed to nonelite residences. This high degree of
difference would have been visibly perceivablie even to the

casual observer.

A Comparison of Architectural Style Between Twc
Chiefdom Systems

As inferred from Chapter VI and the first part of this
chapter. Lubbub Creek does not follow very well my original
exrectations, while Moundville’s data conforms fairly well.
This does not mean that my analvsis or expectations dre
necessarily flawea. Cn the contrarv. when consideration is

given to the two vervy different political systems in which

each community existed. a partial interpretation can be



developed to explain the aherration in tbe Lubbub Creek
data.

Moundville developed into a three-tiered or complex
chiefdem early in its histofy thereby emphasizing rank
differences between elites and commoners and adding
pressures on elites tryving to consolidate power and maintain
this difference. In this case, more visual! cues were needed
to enhance elite authority, including larger residential
strucﬁures; Iarger public structures, and locations for
these structures near sacred areas. The architectural data
from Moundville support these assertions. Thus the use of
both structure 1obation.and size may have heen important
variables in the early and rapid emergence of Moundviile’s
elites.

However, since Lubbub was a simgle chiefdom (two-~
tiered) there should be few rank differeﬁces between elite
and nonelites., and consequently li;tle need to heavily
depend on visual markers. The data from Lubbub Creek
reflects this when comparing structure size and stTucture
location (except possibiy the public bui[diﬂgsrof the
?remeund precinct buildings during the Summerviile I
period). To some degree. Summervilie I eliteé used location

of public structures and their residences more 5o than size
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of their residential structures to legitimize emerging forms

of political authority. During the Summerville II1/I11 and
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IV periods. Lubbub elites used neither location or size to
their advantage. |

However, one ofher ekplanation needs to be mentioned
when considering 'the data from Lubbub Creek. In many simple
chiefdoms, eiites must ofteﬁ distribute much of their wealth
in order to retain power or high status positions. In manay
céses elites are unable to maintain elaborate residences
(especially large structdres} or keep prestige godds in
their immediate vicinity. 'In such cases the 3rchaeological
Tecord may produce‘results that run counter to expected
'patterns and cause.misintefpretations) If this is true for
Lubbub Creek then the smaller size for elite residences may
in itself be a &emonstration of elite status and power and
noet a flaw - in the research design. Although this is
dxff1cult to prove and consequently will not be actively
pursued in this research,. it is an interesting but'seribus
point that should be kept in mind when éonsidering t he
architectural data at Lubbub Creek.

In light of the following information., I tentatively f
suggest that architecture location may have been the first
architectural style manipulated by éiites-to legitimate
political DOWET . In support of this. both Lubbub
(Sumﬁerville I} and Mcundvilie elite structures were located
near sacred areas. In addition, Mississippian elites. 4as
already noted. often used = feiigieus idéology to legitimate

power. so the placement of elite structures in sacred areas
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to belster or reinforce their posi{iOn in society is
understandable. T further prpose that architecture size is
expressive of political/socioeconomic status more so than
a;chitecture location. This type of power, as would be
indicated by prestige goods; etc.. is acquired in many
Mississippian societies after initial fgcognition through

sacred means.

Incorporating Architectural Style into Current .
Interpretations of the Moundville and Lubbub Creek Chiefdoms

Lubbub Creek

Blitz (1993) states_that a simple chiefdom developed at
‘Lubbub iﬁ response to subsistence/population pressures and
.increases in warfare. Formal leadership offices formed to
manage warfaré activities and control of surplus. with éeme
evidence that preferential distribution of foodstuffs were
given to those holding office. This seems to have occurred
from the beginning of the Summerville I period., ending
sometime during the Summervilie II/ITI periéd. - i

According to the architectura; data présented-in this
thesis. I suggest that Lubbub elites situated their
residences and associated public buildings during the
Summervillie I peribd near the sacxed'mound/plaza-to help
legitimate their emerging political authority. Howsver.
except for the public huildings structure size was.not or

could not be manipulated (or. according to the data given
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above. smail architecture 51ze may have been a status symbol
for elites because their small sizes indicated that much of
their wealth was distributed to the community and could not
be used to acquire larger architecture),

Both Blitz (1993) andg Welch (1991) believe that
sometime during the Summerville II/IIf period. émervino
elites were unable to exert control over nonlocal tradlnO
that could have been used to firmly establish their initial
success. This is observed in both the marked decline 6f the
nonlocal trade items during the Sﬁmmerviiie II/IYI and 1V~
periods. and their even distribution in all contexts during
the entire occupation of Lubbub Creek. Some researchers
believe that Lubbub elites were not able to control extra-
local trade due to\the-expansion.of Moundville during the
Summerville II/TII period. Although there is the
possibility of Lubbub Creek being politically or militariiy
éontrolled by Moundfille, most researchers {Psebles 1987;:
Welch 1991: Blitz 1993) conclude that Lubbub was controlled
ecénomicaiiy rather than being under direct politicgl or

military control. If this was true, then Moqndville’s

control of extra-local trading would have undermined

attempts by the Lﬁbbub elite to acquire these items [Rlitz

1993). By not being able to demonstrate a control over
spatial distance and consequently to demonstrate their close

connections to the supernatural, elites at Lubbub were not



.
£
9%

ébie to support-their rank and power in society and soon
declined in power.

If this model isg essentiaily correct, then the resulits
of the architecture distribution ét Lubbub Creek after-the
Summerville I/early Summerville II/III period can be partly
éxplained, During the mid to late Summerville 1I/I11 and
Sumﬁerville v periods, elite residences containing ncnlocal
items are found away from the mound-plaza and some non-elite
residences located near the mound-plaza. Given the
expansion of Moundville’s influence.and power. during this
time énd its demand for extra-local items, the decline of
extra—locél items at Lubbub. the disappearance of
fortifications at Lﬁbbub; and the diSappearancé of
‘separations between sacred and secular areas at Lubbub
indicatesra fairly coeval ccllapée of_existing religicus,
economic, and perhaps peolitical institutions at Lubbub at
the hands of Moundville. Thus, elite residgntiai
architecture Wés no longer associated with sacred areas
(because'thé elite connection to the sacred was being
undermined) and non-elites could build theif homes in anv
location at the site. This would alsoc support the evidence
that little to no differences in struéture size was noted
between elite and nonelite structures. In sum. an econémic
coliapse'at Lubbub could. and very-weII may have. led to a

religious and political ¢ollapse as well.



As alréady mentioned, Moundville rose fairly quickly
from a simple to a complex chiefdem. DPeebles {1937} and
others indicate that cne.of the main catalvst for this rapid
transformation was the ability of Moundville eIites_to
control nenlcéal trade networks. This occurred from perhaps
the léte Moundvilie.I period to the iate'Moundvilie 1171
period. This is also the time period that most of the
structures included in the current sample most likelv belong
fo‘ Thus, the architectural data indicate that this was
also the period wheﬁ Moundville elites had their structures
1oﬁated ﬁéar sacred areas and of larger size than the rest
of the community. This suggests that elites used both forms
of architectural styles to communicate their high status and
power. By the beginning of the Moundville IV period. -
Moundviilie was already collapsing énd its elites were no
longer in control or bringing in nonlocal goodé.
Architectural stvles used.in the commﬁnication of high

status were no longer being built during this time.

‘Elites, Power, Réligion, Social Control and
the Built Environment: Concluding Remarks

The pattEfn'of evidence from the Luﬁbub and Moundville
cefemoniai centers in the Alabama area suggests that elites
may havg used architectural style {location and size} as
means to legitimize their political authority during the

Mississippian. Sanctification can be used by itself as an
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initial means of legitimizing authority or it can come later
and legitimize established political and econcmic roles
(Anderson 1994). Authority will often become san;tified
through a religicus ideoiogy 2s a means to legitimate their
.réle and position in society. I suggests this includes the
placing of their homes and offices in areas of the community
that would represent their.sanctity, furthering legitimation
of itself. This is clearly observable at fhe community
level with mounds and plazas possessing structures
contaiﬁing prestige goods (Appendfx A} and in some cases
large floor areas (the smaller floor areas of elite
;esidences.during the Summerville I period at Lubbub Creek
may have served as a similar mafker).

The built environmgnt ex?reésed this "natural order”
with elites occupving saéred areas and Commqners nensacred
areas. Architecture location and size acted as a mnemonic
device that expressed the rank order of Mississippian
spociety and visually remindéd all inhabitants of that rank
lorder.‘ Mounds have long been associated with elites and
this does not come as a surprise. But, theiplaza is an
aspect of elite control fhét has not bheen pfoperly
addresszed. From mv reséarch‘ plazas were gsed as a
Iegitimizing factor of political power due to the sacredness
that plazas héd_in Mississippian religion. This was seen at
Lgbbub before its dfsintegration (Summerville I and perhaps

ear!ly Summerville II/III). and at Moundville by the placing.
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of all public architecture and many elite residences. This
pattern seems obvious in my sample_and provides an
interesting starting point for further research in other
aréaé of the Southeast dﬁring the Mississippian.

Perhaps the Eest example of the built environment being
used as a social control is Lubbub. During Summerville I
and early Summerville IT/ITI the built envirenment at Lubbub
expresséd a highly'dichotomous relationship_between the
sacred (elite areas) and the profane (nonelité areas). To
proceed from the profane to the sacred required several
steps. First, one had to pass through the inner palisade
that surrounded the complex: this ﬁould allow access to one
part of the compiex. The more sacred areas of the complex
sucﬁ'as the (pre)mound structares required a further step;
The premound structures (elite residences, public
architeéture and a storage facility) were surrounded by a
curtain wall. while the later mound structures were only
accessiblé_by'two rémps that could be used'only by entering
the complex. Thus, elite controlled the movement of peoplé
and_organiﬁed a series of steps that had to be completed to
enter various areas of the sacred complex where the elite
lived and were buried. However., this separation éeems to.
have disintegrated sometime during the Summerviile IT/111
period and continued until the end of Mississippian
occupation. Partitions were no longer being rebuilt and

nonelite structures were found near the mound or plaza.



At Moundville. partitions were'uSed to separate
neonelite areas that were located close (just outside the 20
m limit) to a mound or plaza. This would have effectively
maintained the separation between purity/elite and
‘pollution/commoners. This is reinforced by the fact that
all demonstratable elite structurés never were partitioned

from mounds or plazas.

Conclusion

Architetture has long been portraved as a secondary,
passive dimension of the archaeological record, especially
in the southeast. To acCommodate a primary, active
interpretatién of architecture requires a move from
ecological models to those that include a more symbolic
approcach. The importance of architeqture within this
behavioral framework was suggested in this research by its
inferred active participation in the negotiation of rank and
statﬁs. Architecture lccation and size were stylisfic cues
used by elites to communicate their higher social position!
in society} Tt is suggested‘that architectﬁre size.
according to this research. is more clésely tied to
political or social pbsitibn in society, or, in other words.
to rank differences. Architecture location seems to be more

closely tied to achieving sacred connections to legitimize

=

0

political power. This explains why location was used b

both Lubbub and Moundviile elites. while only Moundville
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elites used size (howeﬁer, a8 noted in Chapter VII.
Summerville I elites ﬁt Lubbub may have used architecture
size in providing stylistic cues of power but in a different
manner than Moundville elites}. At Lubbub, where rank
differences were minimal. ties to sacred locations
{mound/plazas} were more useful t¢o demonstrate Tights to
power. At Moundville. where rank differénces were much more
pronouncéd, both larger structures and manipulation of
sacred Iocatiqns werelused to maintain political power.
Future research exploring the active role that architecture
can have on culture needs to follow similar rasearch
questions and research designs. The value that this line of
approach can have to understanding past cultures is
potentially immense but until recently has not received much

attention.



APPENDIX A

ARTIFACTS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH STRUCTURE

Lubbub Creek

Structure # and Artifacts and
Distance From their
Nearest Mound/Plaza References

Local Prestigze Goods :

Dog (Jackson and Scott 1995)
.Beaverskull {Jackscon and Scott 1995}
~Bear Remains {Jackson and Scott 1995)

Utilitarian Artifacts

486 Sherds (Blitz 1993}

Mussel Shells (Blitz 1983b)

Faunal Remains (Blitz 1983b) ,
Charred Botanical Material (Blitz 1983b)
Several Shell Tools (Blitz 1983h)

Lithic Debris {Blitz 1983b) :
Unmodified Sandstone Chunks (Blitz 1983bh)

S# 2 {40m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Charred Co6rn. Cobs (Blitz 1983b)
333 Sherds (Blitz 1993)
Faunal Remains (Blitz 1983b)
Stone Discoidal (Blitz 1983b
Unmodified limonite, Sandstone. Chalk. and
Hematite (Blitz 19831}

- Chert Flakes {Blitz 1933b)
3 Microliths {(Blitz 1983b)
2 Small Abraders (Blitz 1983b)
Rounded Hematite {(Discoidal?} (Blitz 1983h)
Sandstone Discoidal {(Blitz 1983b)

'
]

.
S# 1 {(0Om) Utilitarian Artifacts
" Sherds . (Blitz 1983a)
Chert Flakes (Blitz 1983a)
Shell (Blitz 1983a)

S%# 2 {0m} Utilitarian Artifacts
Animal Remains (Blitz 1983a)
Charcoal (Blitz 1983a)
" Lithic Debris {Blitz 1583a}
Sherds (Blitz 1983a)
Discoidals made of Hematite (Blitz 190%83a)
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S#

[#8)
o
=

Nene (Blitz 1983a)

S 4 (0Om) Utilitarian Artifacts
Botanical Remains (Corn?) (Blitz 1983a)
Sherds (Blitz 1923a)
Lithic Debris (Blitz 1983a)

Nonlocal Prestice Goods
 Mica (Blitz 1993)
Greenstone Celt (Blitz 14993)

[ £2]
A
tn
=Y
<
3

5# 5B (0m) Nonlocal Prestige Goods :
' Sandstone Disc Fragment (Blitz 1993)

Local Prestige Goods
Human Infant Burial {(Blitz 1993)
Frog Effigy Vessel (Blitz 1993)

Unassociated Artifacts From Mound _
Paint Pigments in Etceptlonal Quanities (Blitz 1993}
Several Species of Birds Unique to Lubbub {Scott 1983}
Terraced Rectangular Vessel (Blitz 1993)

IT/111
S# 1 (100m} Utilitarian Artifacts
: Fauna! Remains (Blitz and Peebles 19823)
Mussel Shell {Blitz and PFeebles 1983}
778 Sherds (Blitz 1993)
Charred Corn Cobs (Blitz and Peebles 1983)

5.

S§ 3 (60m) tilitarian Artifacts
Faunal Remains (Blitz and Peebles 1983)
Mussel Shell (Blitz and Ppebles 1883
2,337 Sherds (Blitz 1993)

S# 4 (100m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Charred Corn Cobs (Blitz and Peebles 1983}
789 Sherds (Blitz 1993}

54 & (0m) Utilitarian Artifacts
- Faunal Remains {Biitz and Peebles 1983)
Quantity of Sherds (Blitz and Peebles 1983)
Lithic Debris (Blitz and Peebles 1983}



S 7 (22m) Nonlocal Prestige Coods :
Sanstone Disk Fragment (Blitz 1993)

Utilitarian Artifacts

Botanical! Remains (Blitz and Peebles 1983}
Mussel Shell {(Blitz and Peebles 1983)
Fire-Cracked Rocks (Blitz and Peebles 1983)
1,491 Sherds (Blitz 1993)

2 Small Points (Blitz and Peebles 1983)
Abrader (Biitz and Peebles 1933) .
Ground Sione, Limonite, Hematite (Blitz and

Peebles 1983)

S# 8 (Om)  Utilitarian Artifacts
' Quantity of Sherds (Blitz and Peebles 1983)
Fauna! Remains (Blitz and Peebles 1983)

S, IV .
54 1 {70m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Hematite Object {(Albright 1983)
1,065 Sherds (Blitz 1993}
Hammerstone {(Albright 1983)
Pitted Stone (albright 1983)
Prilled Hematite Object (Albright 1983)

S# 2 {50m) Nonlocal Prestige Goods
Nonlocal Chert Drill Fragment (Albright

1983)

Utilitarian Artifacts

Charred Nut Concentration {Albright 1983}
Lithic Flakes (Albright 1983)

Ground Sandstone Fragment (Albright 1983)
Faunal Remains {(Albright 1983}

. S# 3 (40m) Utilitarian Artifacts _
Steatite Fragment (Albright, 1983}
1 Drill {(Albright 1983) '
2 Biface Fragments (Albright 1983)
I Uniface Fragment {Albright 198&3)
Unmodified Rock (Albright 1983)
Lithic Flakes (Albright 1983}
Fauna! Remains {(Albright 1983}
454 Sherds (Blitz 1993)
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S# 1 SE(OmYy Utilitarian Artifacts
I Triangular Point (Albright 1983)
Nutting Stone (Albright 1983)
Hematite Discoidal {Albright 1683)
Fauna! Remains (Albright 1983)
A Quantity of Sherds (albright 1983)
Sandstone with Three Drilled Holes (Albright
1883} :

g3 (0m) Utilitarian Artifacts
A Quantity of Sherds (Albright 1983)
I Flake {(Albright 1983)
Unmodified Rock, limonite, hematite, Chalk
{Albright 1983}
Fire-Cracked Rocks (Albright 1983)
1 Ground Sandstone Fragment (Albright 1983)
Faunal Remains - Deer {Albright 1983)

€]

S# 5B (Om) = No artifacts could be associated with this
structure :

S# 35C (0Om) Utilitarian Artifacts
Faunal Remains - Deer (Albright 1983)
A Quantity of Sherds (albright 1983)
Hickory Remains {Albright 1983}
Wood Charcoal (Albright 1983)

Unassociated Artifacts Found With Structures
Sandstone Discoidal {Albright 1983}
1286 8herds (Blitz 1993)
Bifaces {Albright 1983)
Faunal Remains {(Albright 1983}
Freshwater Bivalves {Albright 1983)
Flakes {Albright :983)

Moundville

Structure # and ' Artifacts and Théir,References
Distance From 7 (Peebles 197% Unless Otherwise
Nearest Mound/Plaza Stated)
Admin. Building Ex.- Area 8 on Map

S# 1 {76m) Utilitarian Artifacts

Stone Discoidal

2 8mall Triganular Point
Bone Bead

Pottery Effigy

Bone aAwl

S S# 4 (7em) Unknown



i
ta2
(%)

{76m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Worked Rock .
$ Small Triganular Pocints
2 Pebblehammers
Pottery Discoidal
2 Bone Needle
Pottery Effigy
Worked Stone

S#

A

Unassociated Artifacts Found in the ABEX
Cane. Red Paint., 2 Bone Awls. 7 Small Triangular
Points. 2 Stone Discoidals. Peebles Discoidal. 2
Pottery Discoidals, Bone "Tool", Sandstone Axe
Fragment, Worked Stone, Lump of Hematite, Pottery
Effigy., Bone Needle, Pebblehammer, Projectile Point.
Worked Bone, Stone Mortar (Paint Grinder), Water
Bottle. 2 Red Paint Rock. 3 Sandstone Abrader, 4
greenstone celt fragments. 2 Hematite Fragments,
Charred Corn Cob. :

Museum Parking Lot Ex - Area 2 on Map {(Externsive Midden
{Peebles 1686} .
S# 1A {168m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Worked Stone
S# 1B (168m) Uﬁknown
S# 2 {168m) : ~ Unknown
S# 3 (168m) Utilitarian Artifacts

3 Pebbleshammers

Bone Needle

Fragment of Greenstone Celt
Charred Corn Cobs

S#4 {168m) Utilitarian Artifagfs
2 Stone Mortars

Unassociated Artifacts Found in MPLE
12 Stone Mortars. Pottery Tool (Trowel?}, 6 Pottery
Effigies, 5 Fragments of Greenstone Celts, Greenstone
Tool., 3 Pieces of Mica, 22 pebblehammers, Small
Pebblehammer. 19 Small Triganular Projectile Points., 3
Projectile Points. Stone Knife Fragment, Large
Projectile Point, Piece of Coal, 2 Whetstones, 15
Worked Stones, Chalk Implement, 15 Pottery Discoidals,
4 Stone Discoidals, Limestone Discoidal. Greenstone
Discoidal. Flint Discoidal, Tortoise Shell Tool, Horn
Tocl, Stone Pendant, 2 Charred Corn Cobs, Shark’s
Tooth, Lump of Pottery Clay, Red Paint, Large Bowl.



West of Mound P’- Area 3 on Map

S# 1

(23m} ' Unknown

South of Mound G - Area 9 on the Map (Peebles 19836 states
this area contained midden comprised mainly of nonelite

domest
S#5

ic debris)
(23m) - Unknown

Southwest of Mound G - Area 9 on the Map (Peebles 1986

states this area contained midden comprised mainly of
nonelite domestic debris)

S#2aA {23m} Unknown

S#2ZB (23m) Unknown

S#2C (23m) Unknown

S#3 (23m) Unknown

S#4 (23my Unknown
.Roadway Excavations - Areas !. #-8, 10, and 171
Aresa 1 (See Map) - {Peebles 1986 states this area contained
midden comprised mainly of nonelite domestic debris)

S# 2 {130m) ~Unknown

S# 3 (130m) Unknown

S5# 4 (130m) ' Unknown

54 3 (130m) Unknown

S# 7 {(130m) Unknown
Area 4 (See Map) . : : ‘

34 8 (Qm) Burials Associated with Charnel f

House o '

Area 5 (See Map)

S# 9 {(Om) Sweat Lodge., No Information on

Artifacts

ATea 6 {See Map) - (Peebles 1986 states this area contained
midden comprised mainly of nonelite domestic debris)

S#10 (31m) Unknown

Sl (31m) Unknown
Area 7 {(See Map) - (Peebles 1986 states this area contained
midden comprised mainly of nonelite domestic debris)

S#12 {61m) Unknown



S#13 {(69m) Unknown

Area 10 (See Map) - FPeebles 1983b maintained this was

elite area that contained caches of skulls and paints,

usual correlates of high status.
S#l6a (8m) Nonlocal Prestige Goods
S ‘ - Mica '

Local Prestige Goods
Stone Pipe Fragment
Utilitarian Artifacts

Stone Axe
Bone Needle

S#16b (8m) Local Prestige Goods
Potterv Pipe
Pottery Pendant?

Utilitarian Artifacts

2 Effigy _

2 Pottery Discoidals
Flint "Spear" Point’

2 Small Triganular Points
FPebble Discoidal

S#17 {(8m) Utilitarian Artifacts
Small Triganular Point
Pottery Effigy

S#18a (8m) Utilitarian Artifacts
' Bone Tool

Projectile Point
2 Small Triamgular Point
Stone Discoidal
Charred Wood
2 Pottery Discoidal
Sherds

S$#18b (8m) . Neonlocal Prestige Goods
: Piece of Copper

-Utilitarian Artifacts
Piece of Axe
Bone Tool
2 Small Triganular Point
Bone Awl
Pottery Discoidal

- Pottery Ornament
Worked Stone

135
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Area 11 (See Map) - Peebles 1983b maintained this was an
elite area that contained caches of skulls and paints, the
usual correlates of high status.

S#20 (15m) Unknown

Rhodes Site (Not on Mapi .
Nonlocal Prestige Geods
Copper Object

Local Prestige Goods
2 Pipes

Utilitarian Artifacts
Projectile Point

Fot

Sherds

Charred Corn Cobs
Pottery Discoidal
Small Water Bottle
Human Effigy Bowl
Small Bowl

Unassociated Artifacts From Rhodes Site
2 Bowls, Water Bottle, 2 Dishes, Discoidal Pottery. 4
Pebblehammers, 9 Whetrock, Stone Disc. 3 Discoidals
Ceremonial Axe, Stone Pendant in the Shape of a
Monolithic Axe., Quarzite Pestle, Obsidian. Copper
Fragments, 2 Bone Awls., Deer Bene.
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