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ABSTRACT

MODELS OF CHIEFDOM ECONOMY:
PREHISTORIC MOUNDVILLE AS A CASE STUDY

by
Paul Daniel Welch

Chairman: Henry T. Wright III

As a form of sociopolitical organization, the chiefdom has received attention for Being

evolutionarily the earliest form of ascriptively ranked society and as being the form out of

which the earliest states developed. In large part, this attention was generated by Elman

Service’s study of cultural evolution. In Service’s definition, the chiefdom owed its origin
and persistence to the presence of a central office controlling the redistfibution of the
producfs of specialized producers who ei{ploited geographically diverse resources. Other
r.esearch,' hov{vé{rer, shbweci that.n.ot all chief’dofné had redistributionél economiés., and
several alternatives have beeh proposed.

After reviewing the models of chiéfdom economic organization, the models are
compared with archaeological data from a prehistoric chiefdom centered at Moundville,
Alabama, between A.D. 1050 and 1550. The hierarchically ranked nature of this society
has been determined by mortuary analysis, and its geographic limits assigned on the basis
of locational analyses. Extant excavation data from the 'paramourit center and survey
data from other sites in the chiefdom was complemented by excavation at one minor
center, reported here. The data are consistent with local agricultural self-sufﬁciency and
no large-scale movement of foodstuffs. Certain portions of deer carcasses, however,
appear to have been preferentially provided to elite members of the society.. Utilitarian
craft items mostly were made domestically from local raw materials, and there is no
evidence of specialization of production of these goods. Production of both utilitarian and

non-utilitarian goods from non-local raw materials, in contrast, was specialized to some



Idegree; nearly_all the working of non-local materials was restricted to the paramount
center, usually to particular precincts within that site. Distribution of these goods_, as well
as goods made outside the chiefdom, apparently was determined by the items’ function and
social valuation rather than the fact that the raw material or manufacture was non-local.
This economic organization is similar to the prestige goods model of Frankenstein
and Rowlands. Expectations about the dynamic behavior of an économy of this form are

outlined, but limitations of the data preclude rigorous testing of the expectations.
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CHAPTER ]
ANTRODUCTION

This study combines archaeological sii:e catchment and lo.cational daﬁa, stylistic,
technélogical, and functional analysis of artifacts, and analysis of botanical and faunal
remains in an effort to reconstruct the economy of a prehistoric chiefdom, There are |
several reasons for undertaking this study, beyond mefely adding to our knowledge of past
lifeways. Among students of cultural evolution there is widespread agreement that the
chiefdom is the form of sociocultural organization from which the first states evolved (e.g.,
Sanders and Price 1968; Flannery 1972; Service 1975; Wright 1977, 1984; Carneiro
1981). The origin of .the. state being. & per:siste.nt focus of reséarch in. the soci_ai sciénces,
much of the attention focused on chiefdoms has concerned the way(s) chiefdoms may be
transformed into states. On the other hand, archaéological and ethnohistorical feeords
from Polynesia, the éoutheastern United States, and Europe during the Bronze and Iron
Ages make it clear that the chiefdom level of sociocultural integration may be the
dominant form of political organization in a fegion for hundreds or even thousands of
years, with no autochthonous evolution of states. Individual chiefdoms come and go on a
time scale of a few hundred years at most, _buﬁ the region as a thle continues to be
charact;érized by this forrﬁ of poliﬁy. Chiefddms, thus, are of interest not only because they
evolved into states, but also because much more frequently they did not. The persistence
of this form of sociocultural integration is itself a matter Qf interest.

Researchers use the term “chiefdom” to denote non-state societies with ascriptive
hierarchical ranking. A brief review of the history of the term, as well as a more specific

definition, are presented in Chapter I1. That chapter also documents the fact that while



there is consensus on the form of political organization denoted by the term, there is
disagreement about the economic organization of such polities. From an anthropological
perspective, this is surprising. As a noh—market society, the economy of a chiefdom is not
a realm of relationships and interactions separable from other aspects of .social interaction.
This is the basic .tenet of the “suhstantive.” school of economic thought (see Polanyi 19574,
1957b; Fusfeld 1957; Dalton 1961; Firth 1965; Forde and Douglas 1967; Sahlins 1972).
As Dalton (196 1:21) put it, economic relations are the manifestations of social relations.
Since chiefdoms, to use Service’s (1971:145) phrase, are characterized i)y “pervasive
inequality of persons and groups”, material transactions between such persons or groups
are inherently as much political as economic in nature. Therefore, the current situation in
anthropology is that there is agreement about the political structure of chiefdoms hut
disagreement over the structure of their political economies, despite the fact that the
political economy is a material manifestation of political relations.

The debate about the structure of ehiefdom economy has reveazled that the
ethnographic and ethnohistorical record contains considerable ambiguity aboﬁt actual
transactions in chiefdoms. Hawaiian chiefdoms, for example, have been cited as
supporting contradictory economic models, Ambiguity can stem from the naive imposition
of Western concepts on non-Western social settings, acceptance by the observer of chiefly
ideology as an accurate representation of the actual economy, the short time-span and
narrow geographic basis of observations, and probably other factors as well. Since
chiefdom societies can no longer be ohserved at first hand, the only new evidence to bring
to bear on the issue 1s archaeological. This, however, is easier said ohan done.

For archaeological data to be of help in determining how chiefdom economies were
structured, the data must meet certain criterta. First, it must be shown that the data
derive from a society 'that_was organized as a chiefdom. This demonstration must be made
on the basis of non-economic criteria, in order to a{roid logical circularity. Second, the

archaeological data should be as direct as possible. Archaeological data are never fully



direct evidence of past behavior, but rather byprodubts of, or patterned to.some extent by,
past behavior, However, so_n_’lé data are less indirect than otheré: the identification of
preserved agricultural field patterns and recovery of macroscopic remains of domesticated
plants, for example, prévide meore direct evidence of an agricultural economy than does an
association of settlements with fertile soils. A third criterion that must be met is that the
archaeologist must be able to determine what social context the data providé iﬁformation
aboﬁt. For examﬁle’, it is important to know whether a refuse déposit conté.ins refuse from
a chiefly residence or debris f'rom a low-ranking household. A fourth criterion is related to
this point; there should be data from as many distinet social contexts as possible. - Since
the cb_ntroversy over chiefdom economies concerns the pattern of movement of goods
befween settlements as well as between Jevels in the social hierarchy, there should_be data
from each type of settlement in the settlement system.

Few sets of archaeological data meet these criteria. In effect, what is required is

, mulﬁidisciplinary ana}jrsis of data frdnﬁ multiple sites, Whei"e chroﬁélbgy and political

geography are understood, and where there is a sound, non-economic basis for inferring
the férm ol political organization. Such sets of data.are most likely.to' be generated when
researchers with complementary interests and skills work under the guidance. of an
integrated research design. Just such a group of scholars has studied the Misgissippian
chiefdom centered at Moun(iville, Alabama, Information they have furnighed, in
combination with data from my own fieldwork, make the Moundville case one of the few
sets of archaeological data that meet the criteria outlined above, The archaeological record
of the Moundville chiefdom 1s examined te provide, as fully as possible, answers to the
classic questions of political economy: who produces what for whom, and how is it
transferred from producers to consumers? In order to focus these questions more sharply,
and cast them in terms appropriate to chiefdom economies in particular, the debate over
the structure of chiefdom economies is reviewed and those models extant in the 1iteratﬁre_

are outlined. The contrasts between the models serve as the source of the questions



explicitly posed of the archaéological data. A model of the structure of the prehistoric
Moundville economy is then built from the answers to these questions; and the logical
implications of this structural model are explored.

This is essentially a case étudy. It is not designed to provide an indication about
how all chief’dorn economies were structured. Rather, the goal is to deterfnine how one
particular chiefdom was organized. With this information in hand, further issues can then
be addressed, sucﬁ as determining what factors might lead to instability and collapse of
this economy. This study is merely one step towards the goal stated at the opening of this
chapter, namely, elucidating the causes of persiétence or transformation of chiefdoms.

The s_ﬁudy is organized as follows. The controversy over chiefdom economies is
reviewed In Chapter IL. Alternative models are described and their contrasting features
made explicit. Chapter TI1 introduces the archaeclogy of the Moundville chiefdom and
describes the stre.ngths and. weaknesses of the extént data. The excavations I directed to
complemén‘s thesé daﬁa are also déscribed. Subsistence data aré analyzed iﬁ Chapter TV,
including catchment analysis énd analysis of faunal and botanical remains from the
Moundville paramount center and a subsidiary site. The production and distribution of
craft items is examined in Chapter V. The final chapter, VI, summarizes the results of
the study and addresses two further issues: the external economic relations of the

- Moundville chiefdom, and the dynamic behavior of the Moundville economy.



CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Introduction
The term “chiefdom” came to have a technical meaning in. anthropology during the
1950s. Carneire (1981) has recently reviewed this process, and interested readers are
referred to his article for details. Briefly, Oberg (1955) and Steward and Faron (1959)
first ﬁsed the term in a defined sense, to denote ranked, multi-village polities headed by a
paramount chief. It was Elman Service, howev.er, who firmly establishe& the term in our

lexicon when he used it to denote one of the four classificatory/evolutionary stages in his

highly influential Primitive Social Organization (1971 [1st ed. 1962]). Service’s definition
of a chiefdom is too protracted to quote in its entirety, but the main points are present in
the folowing passages:

The mest distinctive characteristic of chiefdoms as compared to {ribes
and bands, is, as discussed earlier, the pervasive inequality of persons
and groups in the society. It begins with the status of chief as he
functions in the system of redistribution. Persons are then ranked
above others according to their genealogical nearness to him.
Concepts invelving prescriptions, proscriptions, sumptuary laws,
marriage rules and customs, genealogical conceptions, and etiquette in
general combine to create and perpetuate this sociopolitical ordering,
and in turn have an effect on social structure and status terminology
and etiquette behavior. (1971:145-146) '

The basic ordering of society, then, is hierarchical. The society is
composed of individuals, families, kin groups or villages, and lineages
which are unlike each other. The relations, expectations, forms of
etiquette, frequently even the kinds of dress and ornamentation
prescribed for each extend, make explicit, and emphasize social
differences. (1971:148)

A chiefdom occupies a level of social integration which transcends
tribal society in two important respects. First, a chiefdom is usually a
denser society than is a tribe, a gain made possible by greater
productivity. But second, and more indicative of the evelutionary



stage, the society is also more complex and more organized, being
particularly distinguished from tribes by the presence of centers which
coordinate economic, soctal, and religious activities. (1971:133)

The increased productivity and greater population density of chiefdoms
are not necessarily due to any particular technological development,
although in some instances it is apparent that such development did
take place. More frequently, and in all cases importantly, the rise of
chiefdoms seems to have been related to a total environmental
situation which was selective for specialization in production and
redistribution of produce from a controlling center. (1971:133-134)

...specialization and redistribution are [not] merely adjunctive to a few
particular endeavors, but continuously characterize a large part of the
activity of the society. - Chiefdoms are redistributional societies with a

- permanent central agency of coordination. Thus, the central agency
comes to have not only an economic role—however basic this factor in
the origin of this type of sociéty —but also serveés additional functions
which are social, political, and religious. (1971:134, emphasis in
original)

Who is the redistributor? This is ebvicusly a position of responsibility
and judgement. Leaders can exist for special purposes at any level of
soclety and tend to rise in any cooperative program of action. The
redistributor in the beginning would be likely to be that person who is
ascendant in community service in the particular endeavor —probably
the man who contributes the most to it. At any rate, when the person
as redistributor is in that position consistently the situation changes.
He begins as redistributer because of prestige achieved as a
contributor or some other role; finally, he holds status because he is
the redistributor. As the system develops and specialization and
redistribution becorne a necessary and integral part of the soeial and
economic scheme, this central office confers very high rank.
(1971:139) ' '

Service argued that redistribution was the cause for the evolution of chiefdoms and
was the way that chiefdom economies functi.oned. Other researchers have called into
guestion the nature or even presence of redistribution in pre-state societies. Service’s
chiefdom concept has proven so'.useful in antﬁropoiogy, however, that even those who
disagree with the importance of redistribution conti.nue to use the term “chiefdom” for
societies with social, political, and religious characteristics more or less as outlined by
Service {e.g., Taylor 1975; Peebles and Kﬁs 1977; Eaﬂ_e 1977, 1978; .St_.eponait.is 1978;
Carneiro 1981). 1 foliow this practice by accepting Wright’s (1977:381, 1984) deﬁnition of
a chiefdom as a sociocultural formation with a decision-making hierarchy lacking intérnal

differentiation and having no more than 2-3 levels above the level of local production and



local soctal process. While Wright went on to suggest a “dominant strategy” for the
economy of such an entity, economic structure is not a component of, nor en_tailed by, the
definition. This leaves the issue of economic structure as a question which can be
answered empirically. Contrasting models of chiefdom economy, including redistfibﬁtion,

are reviewed in this chapter.

Redistribution

In addition to reviewing the history of the chiefdom concept, Carneiro (1981:58-63).
traces the intellectual route by which redistribution came to be a fundamental component
of Service’s chiefdom definition. Briefly, Carneiro attributes the origin of the redistribution
concept to Thurnwald (1932). Polanyi (1957h) elaborated on the concept, and Sahlins,
much influenced by Polanyi, made it an important featufe of his analysis of Polynesian
societies:

Everywhere in Polynesia, the chief is the agent of general, tribal-wide .

distribution. The chief derives prestige from his generosity. In turn,

his prestige permits him to exercise control over social processes, such

as production, upon which his functions of distribution rest.

Consequently, the greater the productivity, the greater the distributive

activities of the chief, and the greater his powers. (Sahlins 1958:xi)
Because Service was “strongly influenced” by .Sahlins’s study, Carneii;o contends,
redistribution was given central importance in Service’s definition of the cﬁiefdom. Indeed,
Service (1971:134) (;ited Sahling’s study as an example of the role of redistribution in
Polynesian chiefdoms.

There is, however, another obvious_reason that redistribution has been seen as a
basic feature of chiefdoms. Many ethnographies and ethnohistories of ¢hiefdom societies
describe a flow of goods that is suggestive of redistribution. Fer example, we find the
following statements about the Bemba of southeastern Af’rica, the Polynesian chiefdom of
Moala, and the Natch_ez of the southeastern U.S., respeétively:

The whole institution of the [sacred kitchen of the chief] illustrates to

my mind that close association between authority and the power to
distribute provisions on which the tribal organization depends. The



~ chief owns the food and receives tribute, and the chief provides for his
subjects and distributes cooked food to them. (Richards 1961:150)

...the chief mobilized not only the labor of his own large household but
likewise that of his subordinate chiefs and their kin. Thus, the
parameunt would collect a significant amount of the surplus production
of the community and redistribute it in the general welfare. In this -
way he achieved prestige and bolstered his political status. Moreover,
in contracting to subsidize the general welfare, his activities
stimulated the general productivity. (Sahlins 1962:294)

Once in the summer, toward the end of July, the people gather by
order of the great chief to be present at a grand feast which he gives
them. This festival lasts for three days and three nights, and each
one contributes what he can to furnish it; some bring game, others
fish, ete. (Le Petit, quoted in Swarton 1911:122)

For Service, however, redistribution did not mean merely the movement of goods in
to the chief and then back out again. Rather, redistribution was a means of coordinating
specialized producers. The chiefdom was seen as being composed of productive units, be
they villages or districts, each of which specializéd in producing a specific set of goods.
Nore of the productive units were self-sufficient, and redistribution was the mechanism by
which each of the units received those goods necessary for survival which they did not
themselves produce. Each unit passed a substantial amount of their products to a central

" location, where the chief recombined the varied products and parcelled them out so that
each unit received the complete suite of the goods they needed.

Redistribution, Service argued (1971:136, 1975:75-78), would typically arise in
settings of sedentary communities in a region of geographically diversified resources.
Several other possibilities were noted, such as redistribution coordinating diversified,
specialized producers in a geographically homogeneous environment (Service 1975:77,
footnote 5), and allocation of the products resulting from communal but complexly
specialized, centrally directed, labor (1971:136-137). Little space was devoted to
describing these alternatives, and Service (esp. 1975:75-78) made it clear that he
considered them informative but atypical.

In its classic sense, then, redistribution is the centrally directed re-allocation of

hecessary goods to non-self-suf’ﬁcient, speciali_zed.producers, typically in a geographically



diversified setting. This pattern of movement of goods is presented in schematic f'orr.n. in
Figure 2.1. The figure dépicts a chiefdom with a paramount center and four distriets each
with a local center. A portion of the p.roduce of each domestic unit is passed to th(_e local
center and thence to the paramount center. There, the products'é.re recombined and sent
to the local centers for distribution to the producers. The goods being moved are labelled
“éubsistence goods”, but in addition to foodstuffs they may include any items necessary for
the physical reproduction of society, such as agricﬁltural and hunting im_-plements, cooking
utensils, and winter clothiﬁg, Movements of items of primarily social or symbqlic value,
such as sumptuary goods, are not shown in Figure 2.1, since Service did not discuss the

production of these goods.

Alternative Models

The redistribution model was widely accepted as the economic structure of chiefdoms
until the mid_-'19705 (see, for example, Fried 1967:116~118), Perhaps the first challenge to
this assumption was made by Taylor (1975). In her comparative study of east and central
African polities, she found that:

The middle-range hierarchical societies of the present sample are not

typically differentiated and redistributive societies as delineated in

the... “chiefdom” model... . In all the societies of this sample,

including most of the centrally organized ones, local groups tend to be

very largely self-sufficient, and to provide most or all of their own

material needs. Chieftainey in this sample is not typically

characterized by the central coordination of the specialized activities of

unlike parts of the whole. (Taylor 1975:35-36)
Curiously,.Taylor’s study was not generally cited in the literature on chiefdoms until the
1980s.

The next two studies to take issue with the redistribution concept were bhoth based
on Hawaiian data and appeared in 1977. Earle (1977, 1978) showed that community
territories in Hawaii were structured so as to maximize environmental diversity within the

territory and minimize differences hetween territories. This, together with the traditional

community social organization, permitted each community to be seif-sufficient. The second
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study, by Kus (Peebles and Kus 1977), marshalled ethnohistorical evidence to show that,
while substantial quantities of food and craft items were provided to the paramount chief
by each com’muhity, these goods were not redistributed throughout the chiefdom, Rather,
they were used almost exclusively to support the paramount, his court, and his army. |
Both of these studies .concluded that the redistribution méd'el was inaccurate, at. least for
Hawaii. This conclusion was particularly significant because Hawaiian chiefdoms were
among the most complex known, and _wére widely taken aé pafadigmatic examples of the
chiefdom construct.

Since 1977 there .have been other studies taking iséue with the presumed association
of chiefdom political structure and red—istributional_ economy. Helmg’s {1979) analysis of
ethnohistorical records from Panama showed that area to hax}e been occupied by a network
of chiefdoms at the time of Spanish contact. The ethnohistorical records, however, contain
no mention of redistribution-like activities (Helms 1979:14_—15). _Similarly,_ Steponaitis’s
(1978:42 1;426) review of th_e relevant ét,hnohistoric inf’orrﬁaﬁen. réveaied thét
redistribuﬁon was not the basis of the political economy in the Society Islands (Tahiti) or
among the Natchez of the southeastern U.S. And, from their comparative analysis of New
World pre-state societies, Feinman and Neitzel (1984:56) concluded:

...redistrib.ution is clearly not the central function of leadership in
sedentary prestate societies. Weak leaders only cccasionally
redistribute; and although the importance of redistribution increases
among strong leaders, this activity is not shared by all of them... Tt~
should be noted that [here], “redistribution” refers to a diverse set of
activities. If by “redistribution” one implies merely the distribution of
food and other goods by leaders {i.e,, classic redistribution], then the
relative importance of tliis task is diminished further.

Ffom theée studies it has become clear that the classic redistribution model does not
accuratelj describe the structure of some, perhaps most, chiefdorh economies. As noted
above, Service never claimed that all chiefdoms were redistributionai, but he did state that
redistribution was the typical economic structure. Moreover, some of the societies he cited

as examples of redistributional economies are among those that other researchers have

argued were not redistributional. Much of the controversy is undoubtedly due to ambiguity



12

in the ethnogr'aphic. and ethnohistoric: fecord_. For example, I quote above a passage from
'Richardé -(196 1) which purports to show that redistribution was importaﬁt among the
Bemba. In fact, however, Bemba chiefs distributed food primarily to “tribute workers,
coﬁrtier‘s, executive ofﬁcials,. of visiting councillors on tribal business” (Richards 1261:147),
rather than to 'ECOnorﬁicallgr diversified outlying communities. The critiques of the
redistribution concept have made it clear that an accurate understanding of the economic
structure of chiefdoms must be based on &etailéd, quantitative information about the loci of
production and use or consumption of goods, combined with information about the mode of - .
distribution. Since such information is not generally availablé in ethnographic and
ethnehistoric records, the issue must be resolved.with archaeological data.

In addition to casting doubt on the ubiquity or presence of redistribution in
chiefdoms, the studies cited above (plus others) proposed alternative models .of chiefdom
economy. Unlike the redistribution medel, these models deal with the produc'tioﬁ and
distribution of craft items and prestige goodé,. as well as with food and utilitarian items.
Though there are two contrasting models of the preduction and distribution of prestige
goods, both models posit the same pattern of subsistence economy. This pattern is one of
local gelf-sufficiency with mobilization of tribute.

" The reassessments of ethnography and ethnohistory that cast out redistribution
(Taylor 1975; Peebles and Kus 1977; Earle 1977, 1978) .concur in finding that local units
in a chiefdom are largely or wholly self-sufficient in average years. Exchanges between
units were hased on réciprocity and did not involve the administrative'hier-archy {Peebles
and Kus 197’7_:424—425; Earle 1977:224-225). Chiéfs did receive tribﬁte of foodstufls
{Taylor 1975:37-39; Peebles and Kus 1977:425-426; Earlé 1978:187-190Q), or labor to
produce food for the chief’s use (Helms 1979:14). Figure 2.2 schematically diagrams these
flows of sﬁbsistence goods. Following Earle (1977:2 15-216; cf. Dalton 1961) I refer to

this economic model as mobilization.
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One aspect of the economic model outlined by Earle and Peebles and Kus is not
shown in Figure 2.2, specifically, buffering against environmental fluctuation. The most
general buffering mechanism in chiefdoms is the maintenance of large stores of féod by the
chief, which are used to support individuals in need (Taylor 1975:38; Peebles and Kus

1977:430-431; Helms 1979:11). In times of subsisténce shortfalls exeeéding.the buffering
capacity of the chiefly stores, chiefs may also e;{ploit external political connections to
obtain “disaster r.elief” (e.g., Sahlins 1962:36%; Spilliu.s 1957).  As a component of the
" - mobilization model, buffering would be shown in Figure 2.2 _as movein_ént of subsistence
goods from the i)aramount center to individual domestic units. Buffering (in til.e form of
chiefly storage) was also a component of the redistribution model (Service 1971:139). This
episodic movement of subsistence goods has been left out of Figures 2.1 and 2.2 in order to
make clear the contrasts between these two diagramé.

Just as there are mode.ls of the movement of subsistence goeds, there are models of

the p.r.oduc:.tion Ia.nd distribﬁtion of craft itemé. Two ccﬁtrasting.m(jdéls have. b-een. .
articﬁlated by Wright (1877, 1984; see also Peebles and Kus 1977) and by Frankenstein
and Rowlands (1978). Before reviewing these modeis, a short discussion of noménclature
is necessary. Since these models are referred to repeatedly in this study, it is convenient
to have short, simple names for them. Names for these models are not yet established in
the literature, aﬁd the most obvious candidate terms do not intrinsically convey the
significant distinctions between the two models. Frankenstein and Rowlands (1978) refer
to their model as a “prestige goods economy.” Rather than proliferate terms, I follow their
lead; however, it must be kept in mind that “prestige goods medel (or economy)”
specifically designates the Frankenstein and Rowlands model and not just any model of the
_ prestige goods sector of an economy. Wright (1984) uses the term “tributary economy” in
connection with his model of Hawaiian political economy. Though he did not use the term
in a deﬁnitional éense, I adopt “tributary” as a label for the model he presented. Though it

has the disadvantage of sounding as if it denotes the economy of a tributary polity, which
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is not intended, it has the advantage of focusing attention on the movement of tribute
goods. |

The tributary model outlined by Wright (1977:381-382, 1984) is explicitly.a re-
expression of Peebles and Kus's (1977) interpretation of Hawaiian economie structure,
Aside from presenting the model in more abstract terms, it differs from the Peebles and
Kus formulation only in focusing on the direct and, particularly, the indirect feedback
mechanisms inherent in the model. Wright (1984) describes the model with admirable
clarity:

[While] food and goods are extracted as tribute from producers, actual
distribution is characterigtically to lesser figures within the chiefdom,
rather than to the whole populace, and the redistributed items are
often goods made by specialists, either part-time specialists locally
supported by commoner production or full-time specialists supported
by chiefs using some of the tribute extracted from producers. One can
reason from this that if local production falters, then local subsistence
producers would have to spend more tirne in more intensive food
producing activities and less time on craft work. At first the
movement of eraft goods upward toward the paramount would
decrease; if the crisis deepened, the flow of subsistence goods also
would decrease. The first general material manifestation of a local
problem would be a decrease in the exhibition of chiefly generosity to
the lesser nobility and their followers (cf. Wright 1977:382).
Similarly, decreases in the distribution of centrally produced goods
would signal falloff'in the paramount’s income and therefore a
deepening production or managerial crisis, and decreases in goods
imported from other polities would signal falloff in inter-chiefdom
exchange and thus diplomatic failures. Such deficits could be expected
t0 motivate either chiefly reforms, internal rebellions, diversionary
declarations of war on neighbors, or various other responses,
depending on the particular local situation. Any of these actions Would
lead to a new adjustment between production and tribute demands,

The tributary model of production and distribution of craft items is shown in Figure
2.3. The pattern is superficially similar to that shown in Figure 2.1, but in addition to
dealing with different kinds of goods, there are three ways in which this pattern differs
from Figure 2.1. First, the four districﬁs do not produce mutually exclusive éets of craft
items. Second, all four local centers receive from the paramount the same set of craft
items, and this set includes only a subset of the range of items available to the paramount

either from tribute or from exchange with external polities. The third difference between
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this pattern and that shown in Figure 2.1 is that none of the items distributed by the
paramount to the local centers reach;es the le\fel of the domestic units. Ingtead, all the
distributed craft items are kept by the local nobility.

Unlike the models described above, the prestige goods model of Frankenstein and
Rowlands (1978) .is not presented as an ethnographic or ethnohistoric cé.se study. It is,
rather, presented as a logical construct based on the observation that political power is
often associated With control ovér access to foreign goods which hgve been assigned high

status:

The specific economic characteristics of a prestige goods system are
dominated by the political advantage gained through exercising control
over access to resources that can only be obtained through external
trade. However, these are not resources required for general material
well-being or for the manufacture of tools and other utilitarian items.
Instead, emphasis is placed on controlling the acquisition of wealth
objects needed in social transactions, and the payment of social debts.
(Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978:76)

...a.dominant chief can reinforce control over the internal circulation of .
wealth objects by narrowing down and monopolising the range of items
acceptable in social transactions within his domain. The use of
domestic wealth objects will be devalued and restricted to relatively
minor social transactions, and a sphere of foreign wealth objects will
be formalised to tale their place. The exchange of luxuries consumed
by emergent elites, reinforced by sumptuary laws, will form an
important part of the process. By controlling the size of payments or
the form in which payments are made and the supply of elite status
items, leaders confirm their superordinate status over the heads of
segments within their own descent groups and over other dependents.
The chief’s control over external trade in wealth objects is absolute so
that he alone obtains commeodities from a foreign source which he can
then redistribute in the form of status insignia, funerary goods,
bridewealth, etc, (1978:77) '

This serves to emphasise the importance of political control over the
domestic resources that form the source of exchangeable wealth for -
external trade. Under these conditions, there will be a tendency to
select for those resources that are not found to be distributed evenly
and can therefore be more easily controlled. The exploitation of
metals, salt, shells, stone, etc., within a domain would be controlled
and the produocts passed up as tribute through the political hierarchy
to a superordinate chief, who would use them in external trade.
(1978:77)
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This model is diagrammed in Figure 2.4. Note that locally produced crafts passed to
the paramount as tribute do not circulate within the chiefdom, and that only a subset of

the non-local prestige goods available to the paramount are distributed to the local nobility.

.The models diagrammed in Figureé 2.1 — 2.4 are, of course, not the only
conceivable models. There is a large number of ways to draw arrows between the boxes
which represent levels of the_settlemeﬁt hierarc.hy.. .For example, the patterns do not have
to be symmetric; one local center. might stand out in contrast to thé others, or the nature of
tribute flows and redistributed goods might vary with distance from the local center to the
paramount site (¢f. Steponaitis 1978:444-449), f‘urthermore, each of the diagrams
represents only oﬁe sector of a functioning economy, either the prestige goods sector or the
subsistence sector. These partial models can be éombined in four discrete ways—many
more if the combinations are mixed or asymmetric. Actually, both Wright (1977, 1984)
and Frankenstein an& Rowlands. (1978) argue that their models of preétige good production
and distribution are associated with subsistence economies of thé moﬁilization type. Thus,
there are actually only three discrete models in the literature: the classic rediétribution, _
mdbilization + tributary, and mobilization + prestige goods models.

Despite the dif_ferences in their structure, each of these models focuses on roughly
the same set of issues. Minimally, these issues include the following:

1) Are the settlements within a chiefdom self-sufficient in production of food and other
necessai"y economic goods, or is there complementary specialization of the
production of these goods?

2) If there is complementary specialization of production of necessary economic goods,
how are the goods distributed? Specifically, are the goods transferred by direct
exchanges hetween producers and consumers, or is the distribution effected by a.
central manager {the chief)?

3) Is there mobilization of subsistence goods to support the elite?
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4) Is there specialization of production of craft items? How are craft items |
distributed?

5) Is the mode of production and distribution of prestige goods different from that of
utilitarian itemé?

6) How do non-local goodé enter the chiefdom and how are they distributed?

By obtaining answers to these questions from any particular chiefdom, we can
determine ﬁrhich aspects of the economic models are.accurate' in _that particular instance.
The goal of such. research, however, shouid not be to determine which model is the “real” .
economic structure of a chiefdom. These models are ideal types. Historical, contingent
factors in specific ﬁast sociocultural formations can be expected to result in economies that
differ from these ideal types., Moreover, the reason for construeting models is not to obtain
a complet,ély accurate representation of an actual economy. Models are logical constructs
' that have.calewlable properties given certain theoretical assumptions. To the exteﬁ§ that
an actuai econb_ﬁy Conf6rms to a particuiar :model, We. Wéuld expect.the ?fopérties o.f the
model also to apply. By evaluating thése expectations against actual economic data, we
can determine whether our theoretical assumptions are in need of revision.

As logical constructs, the models discussed here have contrasting imphcations about
the causes of stability and ch.ang_e in chiefdoms. For example, maintenance_ of the social
hierarchy in a chiefddm.with a mobilization + presﬁige goods economy is dependent upon
continuing external exchange. In contrast, exteérnal exchange is not required for a classic
redistributional economy. The models also differ in terms of whether econ@mic stability
would be perturbed by such factors as localized crop failure, geographically uneven
demographic change within the chiefdom, and intentional manipulation by competitors for
the paramountcy.

To anticipate the results of the Moundville case study, the economy of the
Moundville chiefdom differs sufficiently from each of the models discussed ébove_ that the

implications for the dynamics of the economy differ from the implications of each of the
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models. In recognition of this, discussion of these implications is deferred .until a model of
the Moundville economy is .presented iﬁ Chapter V1. This definitely does not mean that
discussion of the .models in the present chapter has been a sterile exercise. Without having
examined ti_le models it would not be clear what to look for in the case study, Moreover,
the value of models, and their study, is not determinéd by whether they accurately
represent a particular case. Models are not the goals of research, but rather a source of

questions.



CHAPTER III
THE TEST CASE

The Moundville Chiefdom

The Mississippian chief'doﬁx centered at Moundvilie, Alabama, during.the 1ith to
16th centuries A.D., was chosen as a test case hy reasori_of several properties rarely
éneountered n archae.olog"ical examples of chiefdoms. First, an unusually large. quy of
data on the chiefdom already exists, both in the literatufe and in museurﬁs. Second,
previous analyses of some portions of these data document the society’s organization as a
cdmplex chiefdom, as well as many aspects of settlement pattern, culturé history,
économy, diél.b,.etc. The thi?d .bfopitious féc_tor is that as é ﬁrehistofic politj’ it has clear
geographic boundaries, with archaeological coxﬁpouents of the chiefdom clustered within 20
km of Mouﬁdvilie. 'Beyo_nd this radius the area was largely unpopuléted. This allows us to
distinguish between components of the chiefdom and nearhy polities which. had some other
political relation to this chiefdom. Finally, the center of one of the nearby polities has been
extensively excavated and thoroughly reported. Since much of the extant information on
the Moundville chiefdom is published in widely available sources, the following review will
focus -(;n the conclusions drawn by pfevious analyses rather than on details of data and
ahalytic technique. Such details will be included, however, in the descripti.on of the new

research that forms the core of this study.

Environmental Setting

Settlements of the Moundville chiefdom were located along a 40 km stretch of the
fioodplain of the Black Warrior River below Tuscaloosa, Alabama (see Fig. 3.1).

Tuscaloosa is the location of the river’s fall line, below which the river meanders in an

22
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alluvial valley 5-8 km wide. As Peebles (1978a:388-393, 1978b:43) has emphasized, this
location provided members of the chiefdom with easy access to oak-chestnut .and rﬁixed
meséphytic forests in the Cumberland Plateau and Tennessee Ridge and Valley
physiographic provinces, prairie.s of the Black Belt, bottomland hardwoods of the floodplain
itself, and the oak-pine forest of the Fall Line Hills (see Fig. 3.2). The flicodplain forests
surrounding settlements of the Moundville chiefdom were a rich and compiex

interdigitation of stands of bald cypress (Tax_ediurﬂ distichum) in permanently inundated

soils, sweetgum (Liquidambar styracifiua), holly (llex sp.},. and black gum (Nyssa

sylvatica) in permanently wet soils, large tracts of oaks (Quercus sp.) in seasonally wet
soils, and mixed hardwoods on natural levees and terrace edges (Scarry 1986). In
conjunction with aguatic fauna of the river énd its oxbow lakes, this rich floral assemblage
and its fauna provide moderate to high densities of all major non-agricultu.ral foodstuffs
exploited by historic Indians of the Scoutheast (Swanton 1946:265-381).

The Black Warrior ﬁood?léin is zﬂso highl;r ﬁz*oduéﬁiv_e for. agr.icult.ure., using eithér
prehistoric or modern technology. The most ferf,ile soils (under early twentieth century
management practices—see Peebles 1978a:400-403) are loams, most of them eas.ily
tillable with aboriginal technology. The frost-free growing season exceeds 200 days 9
years out of 10 (Johnson 1981:77; Edwards et al. 1939:4). Precipitation during the
growing season averéges 8-12 cm per month, though during the summer rainfall is
unpredictable in location, amount, intensity, and regularity. This variability can bé
buffered, however, by planting in a variety of soils and locations (cf. Chmurny 1973). This
general descg‘iption of the physical environment will be augmented in the chapters on

exploitation of specific resources.

History of Research

The extensive field research in the Moundville area has been described in several
publications (Peebles 1879, 1981; Bozeman 1982; Steponaitis 1983a, b), so this review

focuses on the nature of the extant database, its strengths, and its weaknesses. The
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Moundville site itself (see Fig. 3.3) has been excavated sporadically for over 140 years
(Peebles 1979, 1981; Steponaitis 1983a,- b). The bulk of our information about Moundville
comes from the efforts of C.B. Moore (1905, 1907} and D.L. DeJarnetie (see Wimberly
1956; Peebles 1979). Moore attacked all of the visible mounds and large parts of the site’s
high status precincts. His reports and field notes almost exclusively provide information
on mortuary associations. In contrast, DeJarnette’s excavaﬁions focused on the non-mound
area and provide information on non-mortuary aspects of the site. Excavations by
DeJarnette and his successors é.t the University of Alabama have continued to the present,
with the WPA labor crews of the 1930s being replaced in more recent times by field school
students. These extensive excavations (roughly 5 Ea) in general lacked tight stratigraphic
control and, as sedimeﬁts were rarely screened, artifact recovery v#as strbngly biased
toward complete, large, and unusual items.

The allure of _the large, impressive Moundville site has not forestalled investigation
of 1ts envireﬁs. Moore. .( 1905). tested ha.lf' &{ dozen. platform moun&s 6n the Black Warfiér
floodplain between Tuséaloosa and Eutaw, Alabama, finding nothing to iﬁterest him. In
the 1930s the Alabama Museum of Natural History began compiling aﬁ archaeological site

file. In addition to visiting the known Warrior floodplain sites, the Alabama Museum also
excavated cemetery areas; at two single-mound sites near Moundville (Dedarnette and
Peebles 1970; Jones and DeJarnette n.d.; DeJarnette, field notes on file at Mound State
Monument). Aside from a few, very minor salvage expeditions and the excavation of some
Protohistoric cemeteries not of concern here, the outlying sites received no further
attention until the 1970s. At that time many of the floodplain sites were revisited and
small surface collections taken {Nielsen et al. 1973). Subsequently, John Walthall directed
the intensive survey of a 6 km? section of floodplain and valley margin as well as
excavation of a small poftion of a Late Woodland occupation (Walthall, field notes on file at
Mound State Monument; Bozeman 1982:157-159). This was followed by controlled

surface collections and mound stratigraphy testing as part of Christopher Peebles’s
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Moundville project (Bozeman 1982). Another section of the floodplain (4.45 kmz)_ was
intengively surveved by Lawrence Alexander (1982). Further, informal site surveys by
both professional and avocational archaeologists have covered much of the renlainin,c;,r
floodplain. In short, we have good survey coverage of the floodplain near Moundvilie, but

few excavation data.

Current Status of Research at Moundvillé

Qur current understanding of the Moundville chiefdom is largely the product of
research conceived, directed, and executed by Christopher Peebles. .It was he, in the late
1960s, who first attempted to 6rganize the vast bulk of the excavation records from
Moundville into 2 coherent account of the excavations and their results (see Peebles 1979;
an earlier attempt by Douglas McKenzie [1964, 1965, 19661 was far less detailed).
Having organized fhe excavation records, Peebles analyzed the Moundville mortuary
program, demonstrating its conformity to the expectations for a complex chiefdom (Peebles .
1971, 1972, 1974; Peebles and Kus 1977). This was followed by analyses of the location
of settlements within the chiefdom by Peebles (1978a) and Steponaitis (1978). These
locational analyses ultimately had to be re-done as a result of information from the next
phase of Moundville research (Bozeman 1982).

As one result of Peebles’s analyses of the extant archaeological data, several major
gaps in the data became obvious. The most serious problem was the inability to make
chronological distinctions within the temporal span of the Moundville chiefdom. This span
was thought to be 300-400 years (A.D. 1100-1200 to 1500—1550 {Peebles 1878¢c:33]),
which in retrospect is an underestimate. To resolve this problem Peebles proposed the
construction of a ceramic chronology through seriation of vessels from gravelots, with the
analysis to be performed by Vincas Steponaitis._ Steponaitis’s analysis (1980, 1983a)
resulted in a tripartite division of the Moundville era—now seen as 500 years long—into
Moundville I (A.D. 1050-1250}, Moundville IT (A.D. 1250-1400), and, not surprisingly,

Moundville IIT (A.ID, 140G0-1550), Further, “early” and “late” distinctions were made
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within these phases. Stratigraphic and chronometric support for this chronology was
provided by deep stratigraphic excavations at Moundville directed by Margaret Scarry.

Scarry’s excavations at Moundville were the second focus of Peebles’s research
project. The excavations were designed {0 provide the first systematically collected
subsistence remains, using both fine-mesh waterscreening and flotation (Scarry 1981a, b;
Michals 1981). A secondary goal of the excavations was to provide stratigraphic anci
chronometrié verification of Steponaitis’s ceramic seriatidn. As a result of the nature of
the depésits sampled, most of Scarry’s excavatio.n data come from the Moundville 1 phase.
Further, her data come principally from an area at the north edge of the site which on
grounds of the spatial symbolization of status at the site (Peebles 1974, 1979) might be
presupposed to be a non-commoner precinet. Data from the excavations, discussed in
Chapter V, bear éut this latter point.

The third focus of Peebles’s project was collection of information about the
chronoiogy and size of outlyﬁﬁg settleme.nts.. This was éccomplished by mapping, cbntrol]ed
surface collection, and mound stratigraphy test excavation. These data .Were analyzed by
Tandy Bozeman (1982), resulting in considerable revigion of our picture of the Moundville
settlement system. Briefly, we can now trace the development of the Moundville
settlement system from small Late Woodland (A.D. 850 or 900 to 1050) villages, to four
early Moundville I simple chiefdoms centered on single-mound sites. These communities
were integrated into a complex chiefdom centered at Moundville in late Moundville I times.
From the end of Moundville I to late Moundville TII, Moundvilie remained the paramount
gite, while the locations of the outlying single-mound centers shifted within stable districts.
Additional districts, and single-mound centers, were added to the south end of the
chiefdom. This development is shown in Figure 3.4. Throughout the Moundville I — late
Moundville ITI span the single-mound sites served as foci for districts or neighborhoods of
dispersed farmsteads and occasional hamlets, with only a small population resident at the

single-mound sites. In late Moundvilie TII, however, population began to nucleate at some
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single-mound sites. In the following Protohistoric phase (A.D. 1550-1700, sometimes
referred to as Moundville IIV) the population of the valley was grouped into a set of villages
whose mortuary remains show no evidence of intra- or inter-village social ranking. By the
beginning of this phase the Moundville site apparently had been abéndoned, and the
compiex chiefdom evidently had disintegrated.

| Peebles’s Moundville research project had additional goals and collaborators other
th.an those aIready mentioned (see Schoeninger and Peebles 1981; van der Leeuw 1981;
Hardin 1981; Haddy and Hanson 1980; Powell 1984, 1985). Their results will be
reviewed elsewhere in this report when they are germane to the present research. Data
from Peebles’s research project continue to yield new information. At the time of this
writing, Margaret Scarry is completing a Ph.D. dissertation at the University of Michigan
on the change of subsistence strategy from the Late Woodland to Moundville I; Melody
Pope is analyzing lithic tools from the settlement survey and testing program for an M.A.
thesié at SUNY-Bithanﬁtbn; and. Chfistophef Peebles has begun the task of re~énaljrzing
the Moundville mortuary program in light of the newly available chronology. Even with
éll the new information, however, there remained several key questions which could not be
answered with the extant archaeological data on the Moundville chiefdom. The most
important of these, concerning the econ_omic structure of the chiefdom, required excavation
data from the éutlying settlements. To acquire these data, I directed small-scale

excavations in 1983 at the White site (1 Ha 7,8), one of the outlying single-mound sites,

Previous Investigations at the White Site

There are 10 sites within 26 km of Moundville which have single-mounds known to
date to the time of the Moundville chiefdom. There are additional extant mounds as well
as historic references to other, now destroyed mounds, but the dates of these sites have not
been established. Another single-mound site 35 km south of Moundville probably dates to
this time as well, though its precise chronological and political relationships to the

Moundville chiefdom are unknown. Effectively, then, there are ten single-mound sites
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Figure 3.4

Development of the Moundville settiement pattern
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thought to be subsidiary to the paramount center at Moundville. As depicted.in Figure
3.4, .from three te six of these subsidiary sites were occupied at any one time. Cemetery
areas at two of the sites were excavated in the 1930s, but aside from extremely small-
scale stratigraphic tests and an occasional salvaged burial, surface collections provided the.
only other artifactuéi data from these sites availabie by 1982. Since all of the subsidiary
sites are positioned on landforms that were also occupied in the Late Woodland period,
only those surface-collected artifacts chronologically restricted to the era of the Moundville
chiefdom could be used in compérisons between components of the Moundville chiefdom.
This effectively restricted between-site comparisons to ceramics. Obviously, further
excavation was desirable for any investigation of the economic structure of the chiefdom.

The White site (1 Ha 7,8 in the Alabama state site file) was selected for further
excavation. As is often the case with archaeological field decisions; selection of this site
represented a compromise between advani.:ages and disadvahtages. The principal
advantége of thié site 0vér thé other subs.idiar.y centers was that it i.s the onlj' éne which
had not suffered dee}; plowing around the mound, hence it was the site most likety to
retain unmixed and stratified deposits. The second advantage wa.s that it is one of the two
sites at which cemeteries were excavated in the 1930s, thus allowing me to focus on the
residential and midden deposits. The two main disadvantages of the site were its heavy
forest cover and .the difficulty of getting to and from the site. .Both of these disadvantages
turned out to. be more severe than anticipated, and caused considerable delays in both
fieldwork and analysis. On the other hand, we located and excavated types of deposits
that probably no longer exist at any of the ether subsidiary sites.

The White site is located on a relict levee at the south end of an oxbow lake, 0.5 km
from the present channel of the Black Warrior River (see Fig. 3.5). The oxbow lake is
labelled as Martin Creek on the USGS Moundville West 7.5 topographic map, but was
known as Big Heddleston Lake in the 1930s and is currently referred to locally as Whites

Swamp. While no geomorphic data are available, the oxbow probably was not the active
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river channel at the time of mound construction and use. The lowest levee deposits contain
fiber-tempered ceramics (1200-500 B.C. [Jenkins 1981:164]).  Had the oxhow been the
active river channel during the past 3000 years it is unlikely these deposits would have
survived riverbank erosion and lateral migration. The levee deposit is fine sandy loam up
to 50 cm thick, atop sandy clay which is strongly mottled with iron-manganese oxide
staining. The levee may still be accumulating, since at least the lower portions of the site
are flooded on a more or less annual basis, Such floods usually eccur in January through
April {nearly 80% of 198 floods recorded at Tuscaloosa from 1888 to 1960 [Peirce
1962:44-45]), though it was a late-May flood which washed out the access road to the site
in 1983 and caused much of our difficulty in getting to the site that summer,

The site’s susceptibility to fiooding was also noted in the first publizhed report of
archaeological research at the site. Clarence B. Moore steamed up the Black Warrior
River in the spring of 1905 and dug intq the mounds at five of the Moundville chiefdom
subsidiary éites, inciu&ing the White site (Moore.’s “mound near Bohan.non’s Laﬁding, Hale
County”—Moore 1905:127, 243-244). He described evidence that spring flooding had
covered the ground around the mound to a depth of éight feet (2.4 m). He went on to
describe the dimensions of the mound and noted that, “considerable digging. fon the mound
summit] to a depth of from 4 to 5 feet yielded in one place fragments of a human skull”
(Moore 1905:127). Moore’s excavations into other mounds at the Moundvi]le subsidiary
sites were similarly unproductive. At the time of Moore’s visit, the White site was in “a
clearing... in high swamp, where is a deserted house, and, nearby, the mound with a small
building upon it” (Moore 1905:127), The small building was to play a prominent role in
the next recorded excavation at the site,

The next excavation came in the winter of 1930-31, when the site was visited by a
field party of the Alabama Museum of Natural History (AMNH). The “party” consisted of
Walter B, Jones, Director of the AMNH, and his assistant, David L. DeJarnette. Though

Dr. Jones’s devotion to the prehistéry of the Moundville area cannot be doubted, it seems
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Figure 3.5

Location of the White site
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equally clear that hé enjoved duck hunting, for Jones rented the cabin on the mound and
duck hunting rights from the landownéf, J. H Whit.é (James . White, pers. comm. 1983).
Dedarnette’s enﬁhusiasm for duck hunting, it seems, was outshone by his dedication to
prehistory, for while Jones went hunting DeJarnette directed excavation in an area
northeast of the mound (Tandy Bozeman, pers. comm.; James F. White, pers. comm.;
unpublished notes on file, Mound State Monument). According to James F. White, son of
the landowner and a child at the time, the excavation was prorﬁpted by the appearance of |
a burial eroding out of the large gully on the east side of the mound. The excavation
eventually uncovered 29 burials.

Since this excavation took place before DeJarnette went to the University of Chicago
field school where he learned more sophisticated recording technigues, record-keeping was’
limited to noting whether individual artifacts wefe agsociated with a burial, and if so,
which one. No map of the excavations, nor drawings of the burials, were made, and the
6n1y surviviné infbfmation ébout. the location of the .excavations is the remark that, “One
small area about 25 ft. in diameter had skeletons with associated artifacts. Found other
skeletons but nothing associated with them” (unpublished notes on file, Mound State
Monument). The artifact inventory provides additional information about the burials, such
as depth, orientation, and often an assessment of whether the individual was a child or
adult. The mortuary remains are described in more detail later in this chapter, so it
suffices here to observe that nearly all the artifacts in the inventory are still in the AMNH
collections. The skeletal remains, however, either no lenger exist in the AMNH collections
or have been misiébelleci and confused with other material.

It is not clear from the available documents whether the AMNH field party
conducted excavations on the mound summit. If so, nothing was found., The mound today
preserves evidence of several different excévations, probably Moore’s 1905 work and
several more recent excavations. No information about the more recent excavations was

forthcoming from local residents.
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Thfa third recorded visit to the site by archaeologists came in the winter of 1972-73.
Jerry Nielsen, John O’Hear, and Charles Mborehead of the University of Alabama
relocated the site and collected a small sample of artifacts from the logging road which
crogses the site, as well as digging an unspecified numbef of shovel tests to determine the
depth of the artifact-bearing deposits (Nielsen et al. 1973:78-82). By describing the
occupation around the mound as “a large village” they apparently recognized that the 40 x
80 ft (12.2 x 24.4 m) dimensions listed by the 1930-31 AMNH party were
underestimét.es, but Nieisen et al. did not ﬁrovide a size estimate of their own,

Except for casual visits by University of Alabama archaeologists, the next
expedition to the White site was in August, 1979, when the site survey and testing crew of
Christopher Peebles’s University of Michigan Museum of Anthropology (UMMA)
Moundville project mapped and tested the mound and attempted to define .the site
boundaries. The crew was under my direction. Three test units were excavated, two on
the. mouﬁd surmmit and 6ne on thé easﬁefﬁ ﬂénk of fhe moﬁnd. .Thesé éxéévations showed
the mound to have been const.r-.ucted in two episodes, with a series of superimposed, |
prepared sand floors atop the initial mound summit. This initial mound summit was 1.5-
1.6 m above the surrcunding ground surface. Though the pian and topography of the
initial mound is not known, the second construction episode resulte& in a rectangular
mound 44 x 36 m at the base with the long axis very nearly east-west. The mound had a
gplit-level summit, with the 16 x 20 m lower summit 2.7 m above the surrounding ground
surface, and the 8 x 20 m upper summit 0.6 m higher. No evidence of structural remains_
on the mound summits were noted in the extremely limited 1979 test excavations. Had
there been mound-top structures, most evidence of them is likely to have been obliterated
by 400 years of forest growth and historic disturbance. There is also no visible surface
indication of the former presence of the duck-hunting cabin which was on the upper

summit. The mound topography and the location of the test units are shown in Figure 3.6.
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The 1979 UMMA field party also attempted to determine the location of the site
boundaries. Since the site was heavily forested {and, more to the point,. the end of the ﬁéld
season was only a few days away), the technique employed for this purpose was “quick
and dirty”. The south margin of the site was determined by judgmentally placed shovel
tests, and this mérgin was followéd around the site by further shovel testing. The
locations of these shovel tests were not recorded, and the site bound.ary determined from
them was mapped by pacing. Though no artifact collections were kept to document the

.'point, th.e maximum extent of the site seemed to reflect the size and location of Late |
Woodland occupation(s), while the Mississippian occupation was of smaller though
unknown size. The site size was estimated as 1..3 hectares.

Artifacts from the ﬁound stratigraphic tests, as well as surface collections from
around the mound, were analyzed by Bozeman (1982:246—26 1)." Using Steponaitis’s
(1980) chronology of Moundville ceramics, Bozeman concluded that the White site was
occubied, and both irﬁtial_a’nd ﬁnaf mound ?:o.nstructi.on activities t.ook place,. in the
Moundville III phase.. The ceramics— 8 whole vessels and 200 sherds—from the 1930-31
AMNH excavations supported this ,a.ssessment, and indicated the presence of minor
Moundville I and Protohistoric (Moundville IV) components.

The information about the White site available to me for planning the 1983
excavations can be summarized as follows. The site consisted of a Moundville TIT
oécupation smaller than 1.3 ha, overlying more extensive Late Woodland occupation{s).
The single platform mound, constructed in two episodes, also dated to the Moundville I11
phase, as did most or all of the 29 buriais excavated in 1930-31. The site was one of six
similar Moundville III single-mound sites subsidiary to the multi-mound paramount center

at Moundville.
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1983 Excavations at the White Site

Excavation Procedures and Description

Excavation at the White site was conducted from mid-June to_late August, 1983, It
will céme as no surprise to fellow archaeologists that the fieldwork actually performed
differs from that which was propﬁsed. The research proposal called for a 1% sample of the
Moundville IIT phase occupation, using randomly located 2 x 2 m test excavations. This
was to be followed by excavation of selected structures and features, assuming such were
encountered. In actuality, far less area was excavated than had beén proposed. Since the
extent of the Moundville ITI component was far smaller than the site size estimated in
1979, the result is that the excavated area amounts to a 1% sample of the Moundville TIT
occupation. A preliminary report (Welch 1983) of the excavation was presented at the
Southeastern Archaeological Conference Annual Meeting in the fall of 1983.

The location of the 1983 excavations are shown in Figure 8.7, superimposed on a
0.5 m contour topographic map produced és part of the fieldwork. This"mép also shows
the extent of modern disturbance associated with two access roads that cross the site. The
read which runs from the south-southeast to the levee edge was the access road in the
early part of this century—poséibly the road by which C.B. Moore approached the site. Tt
wag replaced as earlf as the mid-1930s by the road which runs parallel to the levee
(viz. Edwards et al. 1939). This road may have been constructed in the 1920s to facilitate
logging on the east side of the road. Though the forest east of the road was clear-cut at
that time, the timber west of the road was left standing to prevent erosion of the slough
edge {James F. White, pers. comm. 1983). Figure 3.7 also shows the location of the 1979
UMMA mound test excavations and the approximate area of the 1930-31 AMNH burial
excavations.

The first step of the fieldwork was the establishment of a site grid. A baseline
roughly parallel to the levee edge was set out using transit and tapes. This grid-north

bageline is 26° 45" east of magnetic north. The locations of all excavation units are
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designated by the metric grid coordinaﬁes of the units’ southwest corners. To simplify
matters, the grid is labelled so thaf the entire site is northeést_of the grid CN/OE point.
Wooden stakes were set at 20 m intervals_on the 100E line (the grid north-south baseline)
and on the 100N and 160N east-west grid lines. Thése stakes were set in with tapes and
transit. Excavation units were located by taped distances from these stakes. In the rest
of thié chapter terms such as north or east refer to grid directions, not magnetic directions.
The research design called for waterscreening of all excavated deposit, using Bdth
coarse (1/4 in) and fine (1/16 in) mesh screens. Flotation samples were also fo be taken
from ali excavation contexts. Excavation provenience was to be recorded at least to 2 x 2
m units, and excavation was to proceed by natural stratigraphy or arbitrary levels not to
exceed 10 cm thick. One aspect of this design proved impractical in the field. The. fine
mesh watersereen retained such large guantities of modern rootlets, maét, and leaf litter
that it quickly became apparent that some revision of the sampling étrategy. was
necéssary. Thenceférth onijf one qﬁarter (usﬁaﬂy the southweét Qua.d).(.}f each léve] ih t.he
2 x 2 m units was finescreened. The same or larger fraction was used for smaller units.
None of the fine screen samples have been anaiyzed for this study, though of course all the
material has been retained as part of the excavation collection.
One lurther point about laberatory processing should be made before proceeding.
All of the artifact analysis in this study is based on material retained in 1/4 in screens.
This includes the samplés from the 1979 UMMA excavations. All the ceramies from the
1983 UMMA excavations were further screened through 1/2 in mesh and the resulting
“sherdlets” were not further analyzed. Researchers in this region cornmonly use this
procedure because very small sherds often cannot be classified reliably (e.g. Jenking 1981;
Mann ‘1983; Steponaitis 1983a). Appendix A contains a listing of artifact data from alt
_ excavated units.
Test excavation of the White site in 1983 begaﬁ with excavation of one 2 x 2 m

square in each 10 m block west of the logging road. These units were randomly selected
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{the exigencies of trees and road distur_bé.nce were accommodated by unbiased rules for
relocation of unfeasible units). By the time the first three units (32N/110E, 115N/103E,
133N/108E) were finished, it was clear that excavation was proceeding more slowly than
anticipated, but also that the area south of the mound had no evidence of Moundvilie III
occupatioh. Attention was focused on thé area west 6f’ the logging road and north of the
mound. Two randomly selected 2 x 2 m units were opened (153N/109E, 168N/94E). In
an effort to locate structural remains—house floors or wall trenches—a 10 x 0.5 m ﬁrench
(158-166N/107E) was excavated across the highest part of this area. This trench |
revealed a Moundville I1T midden with éood faunal preseriration, overlying a partially
intact structure ficor. A 4 x 6 m block was opened to expose this ficor.

Meanwhile, three 1 x 1 m units were excavated east of the road (114N/125E, 134N/
128E, 153N/131E}. The northernmost unit revealed a short section of a wall trench.
Attempting to expose the presumed. structure further, excavation at this location was
expanded to a 2 x. 4.5 m biock.: .No fufther evidence of the. presurﬁed structure Was”seen.
Unfo.rtunately, this excavation proved to be very time-consuming. In retrospect, the effort
spent to find a structure at this lotation would much better have been spent completing the '
series of 1 x 1 m test excavations east of the logging road. Because of the poor visibility in
the undergrowth east of the road, it was only late in the season that the topographic
mapping revealed thig area to be higher than the area west of the road. It may thus have
deeper archaeological deposits and a more complete sequence of occupation than the area
west of thé road. I consider the lack of adequate test excavation east of the road to be the
principal deficiency of the 1983 fieldwork.

Two small (50 x 50 cm) stratigraphic tests were opened to check for possible
stratified midden deposits on the slope leading to the slough. In most places this slope is
too steep for debris to accumulate. Accumulation would be possible, however, in the Iargé

gully on the north edge of the mound and on the gently sloping ground west of the mound.
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In both cases the tests contained sparse artifacts neér the éurface but were otherwise
sterile.

Two additional test trenches, each 50 cm wide, were excavated Inear the eastern
corner of the mound (120N/103-105F and 124N/101-105E). These trenches were an
attempt to trace the path of a wide (> 1 m) feature which extended noftheast-southwest
across unit 115N/103E. This feature appeared to be a filled-in ditch extending 40 ¢em into
the sterile clay subsoil. Though the featuré extended across the 120N test trench, the
situation in the 124N test trench is far from clear. The western end of the 124N test
trench intersected a probable sunken house floor bounded. by a wall trench. Though this
structure probably pre-dates tile mound construction, its age is otherwise unknown. The
iarge ditch wag not visible. Whether it turned or stopped between the .120N and 124N test
trenches is not known. Neither is it clear what the function of the trench was.
Conceivably it is a foundatib_n trench for a palisade around the mound, but it is unusually
wide compared to the palisade wall trenche.s at Moundﬁlle .(J . Allan 1982.,. peré. comm.
1983). A section of the tre_nch was excavated, and of the 50 sherds recovered from tﬁe fill,
5 (10%) were shell tempered. Thi.s suggests that the feature is of Mississippian date, but
more speciﬁc information about its age or function is not available.

No excavation of the mound was attemnpted in the 1983 season. It was felt that the
current mound summit would yield no structural data and that artifacts near the surface
could not reliably he attributed j;o fill versus floor contexts. Removal of 1.1-1.7 m of
overburdén to reveal the earlier mound summit was simply not feasible for a small crew
with limited time. Excavation of the mound would also require removal of the trees on it,

some of which are nearly one meter in diameter,

History of Occupation at the White Site

Despite the incompleteness of the systematic testing program east of the logging
road, the 1983 fieldwork provides considerable information about the history of occupation

at the site. In addition to minor occupations of nearly all periods from ca. 10600 B.C. (a
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few ﬁber-tenripered sherds were recovered) through A.D. 800, there was a large Late
Woodiand occupation(s) of the West Jefferson p_.hase (A.D. 850 or 200 to 1050). The
iocation was then unoccupied, or _n_n_g_g,ji}: unoccupied, for reughly 400 years. Of the more
than 20,000 shell-tempered sherds recovered from the site, roughly 20 (0.1%) display
modes which occur no .later than late Moundville II. - Occasional farmsteads or berhaps
small extractive camps would account for these rare Moundville I and II diagnostics. The
site became .a focus for occupation again in the Moundville III phase. Since the precise
chronolog'y of this occupation bears on the relevance of the excavation data ’eo the issues
.examined in this. thesis, the chronological information is discussed below in rather tedious
detail.

It is not clear exactly when._in the Moundville HI period this occcupation began, The
unéertainty stems from .a variety of sampling and preservation problems. First, if the
initial occupation in the Moundvillg III phase had been located on the high ground east of
the present lbgging road, the .1983 sampﬁhg brogr’aﬁu wo.u.ld.have .missed- it. Se.cond, the
most characteristic ceramic diagnostics for the periods preceding late Mouﬁdville IIT are
fine-line incised (so-calléd “engraved”) motifs executed on burnished, .ﬁne shell-tempered
vegsels. Except in the late Moundville ITI midden with its relativeiy. go.od shell

_preservation, fine-shell tempered sherds at the White site tend to have weathered surfaces.
" This means that the apparent rarity of sherds diagnestically prior to .Iate Moundville TII
might be due to their differential destruction.

The third source of uncertainty in dating the reoccupation of the site is the
. possibility that the remains of this occup.ation may have been removed. Though there is
no evidence of such removal by natural agencies, the first stage of the mound was
constructed of artifact-bearing, dark, humic silt. This sediment appears to have been part
of the sheet midden covering the site, I guspect the fill for the first mound stage came
from the area south and east of the mound, on the basis of the low elevation and relatively

low percentage of shell-tempered ceramics in this area (16% in Level 1, 92N/110E; 0% in
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Level 1, 115N/103E; 55% in Level 1, 133N/108E; 0% in Level 1, 114N/125E). The
ceramics in the first mound fill are consistent with this interpretation. Test Unit 2 of the
1979 excavations penetrated 1 m inte the first mound stage, recovering 681 sherds of
which 34% are shell-tempered (see Table 3.1). Only three of the shell-tempered sherds
were decorated wares useful for dating \a;vithin the Moundville era. Two of these sherds
have the fine-line incising which is notably rare in the off-mound test units and whicﬁ is

most common prior to late Moundville ITL,

Table 3.1

Ceramics from the lower mound fill, 1 Ha 7%

Rim sherds Body sherds
Type and variety
N % -N %

Sand tempered. o . _

Baldwin Plain var. Blubber 0 0 2 . 0.3

Unclassified _ 0 0 1 _ 0.1
Grog tempered

Baytown Plain var. Roper 10 47.6 409 62.0

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

var, Aliceville 1 4.8 26 3.9

Wheeler Check Stamped '

- var. Sipsey 0 0 1 0.1
Shell tempered :

Mississippi Plain var. Warrior 10 47.6 214 32.4

Bell Plain var. Hale 0 0 4 0.6

Carthage Incised var. Carthage 0 0 1 0.1

Moundville Engraved var. unspec. ] 0 2 0.5

1 Frbm Bozeman (1982:258--259 and pers. cormum.)

The clearest indication of occupation at the site prior to late Moundville IT1 comes
from the 1930-31 AMNH burial excavations. Of the 29 burials excavated, 3 included
ceramic vessels (see Table 3.2). Burial 2 was accompanied by a Bell Plain var. Hale

restricted bow] with widely spaced nodes. In Steponaitis’s seriation of gravelots at



47

Moundville, widely spaced nodes on bowls is a mode restricted to late Moundville IT and
early Moundville TII. There are two reasons to be cautious in interpreting this

information. In the first place, the date of a burial does not necessarily ir_idicate the date of
the site occupation and construction activities, Secondly, a seriation is aﬁ approximation to
a chronological ordering, and it would be a mistake to place too great reliance on the
prospective fit of one item from the White site to a seriation of items from Moundville.
Overall, however, the ceramics from the first mound stage and frem Burial 2 indicate that

the White site may have been reoccupied during the early Moundville III phase.

Table 3.2

White site burials with associated vessels?!

Burial No Vessel No | Vessel description

Burial 2 Wh 2 Bell Plain var. Hale restricted bow! -
with 4 small pinched nodes
at inflection point, 14 cm diam. x 7 em  high

Burial 16 Wh 53 Mississippi Plain var. Warrior subglobular
jar with 20 handles,

red paint on interior of rim,

14 e diam. x 11 em high

Wh54 Alabama River Incised Water bottle, unburnished.
Wet paste, sloppily incised 3-line
running scroll. 11 em diam. x 8 cm high

Burial 28 Wh 58 Bell Plain var. Hale beaded rim
hemigpherical bowl,
13 ¢m diam. x 8 ¢m high

! From unpublished notes on file, Mound State Monument

Most of the occupation at the site, however, dates to the later part of the Moundville
I phase. The ceramic diagnostics from the site include beaded rims on bowls, flaring rim
bowls (both shallow and deep), standard jars with 8 or more handles, red and white

painted pottery, incised hand and eye designs, and Carthage Incised var. Carthage (see
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Fig. 3.8). This list nearly duplicates the upper end of Steponaitis’s seriati.on of pottery
from Moundville (Steponaitis iQSSa:Fig. 26). Burnished subglobular bottles, and the type
Moundville Engraved, are almost absent from the site. The late Moundville 111 ceramic
assemblage was present in every excavation unit north of the 130N grid line, though, with
an exeeption described below, every excavation level also contained at least 10% admixture
of Late Woodland ceramics. Arguments'are presented above that some part of the area
south of the 130N grid line may also have been occupied during part of the Moundville 111
phase, |

Taking this possibility into accoumt, a maximﬁm size for the late Moundville TII
component can be calculated (see Fig. 3.9). Though the extent of the component east of
the logging road is not definitely known, occupation on land below the 0.0 m contour of
Figure 3.9 is highly unlikely, as soil below this contour is very poorly drained. Using the
- 0.0 m contour as the effective site boundary, the site is 0.74 ha as measured by
compénéatiﬁg polar planimeter on the ofiginal 1:400 scale contour.m.z.ip. This estimate
includes the area of the mound (0.17 ha). Excluding the mound, the occupation area
amounts to 0.57 hectares.

The sampling fraction attained by the 1983 excavations can be calcuiated using this
site size estimate. Within the estimated site boundary 55.5 m® were excavated. This is
just under 1% of the off-mound occupation area. It is also worth noting that the area
disturbed by the logging road is 0.13 ha, or 23% of the site.

The spatial organizatioﬁ of the late Moundville III community at the White site
cannot be determined With. the present daia. That is, the number, nature, and distribution
of structures are not known. Clearly, the structure(s) atop the mound was symbolically
and presumably fﬁnctionally distinct from those elsewhere at the site. It is also clear from
the 1930-31 AMNH excavations that an area near the northeast flank of the mound was
a cemetery area. The area southeast of the mound, from which the first ﬁ10und fill may

have come, has very sparse late Moundville ITI ceramics and therefore may have been a
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plaza area. Since this argument reliés on negative evidence little faith should be attéched
to it. Further, there is no visible ramp leading from this possible plaza to the mound
summit. In fact, the only ramp-like feature of the mound descends from the northwest:
corner of the mound towards the slough edge (see Fig. 3.5). This is diagonally opposite the
cemetery area é.nd the zone of sheet midden which probably indicates the residential area.

Within the residential zone, one small area is quantitatively, if not qualitatively,
distinct.. This is the low rise around 166N/105E. This rise is an accumulation of late
Moundville IIT midden rdughly 20 em thick. A 4 x 6 m block of this deposit was
excavated. The largely unmixed late Moundville I11 midden 5lankets a mixed Moundville/
Late Woodland midden such as found eilsewhere on the site. The density of aftii;acts in the
late Moundville III midden (up to 7800 sherds/m®) is twice that found elsewhere at the
site. It is the only area of the site with identifiable faunal remains. The late Moundville
111 midden also contains items rare or absent elsewhere at the site, e.g. fragments of |
greenstone ce}té, fragments of notched sa.ncis.tone discs {such as the *paint palettes’; founcf |
at Moundville, see Webh and Dedarnette 1842:287-291), and pieces of galena.
Immediately underlying the midden in the excavation block is a fragmentary structure
floor. Badly disturbe.d by 400 vears of tree roots and rodent burrows, the floor is present
only in patéhes. Where pr;esent, fhese patches have piles of sherds Iying flat atop the
foor. .These are secondary refuse deposits, not collapsed, in situ vessels. On the basis of
the density of cultural debris and the character of the artifacts lying on the floor, the late
Moundville IIT midden is interpreted as an intentional refuse deposit rather than the
chance accumulation of debris seen elsewhere at the site. |

The White site was abandoned at the end of the Moundville II1 phase or very early
in the Protohistoric era. Three sherds of Alabama River Applique and one of Alabama
River Incised (Sheldon 1974:203-206 [or Mississippi River Plain var. Hull Lake with

applied handles, and Barton Incised var, Big Prairie in the scheme of Curren 1982]), and

one Alabama River Incised (or Barton Incised var. Big Prairiej vessel found with Burial 16
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are the only. Protohistoriec diagnos.,tics_' recovered from the AMNH and UMMA excavations.

This indicates the White site was abandoned at very nearly the same tirﬁe that Moundville
itself ceased to be occupied. Steponaitis (1983a:126) estimated this date at roughly

A.D. 1550. This estimate is corroborated by material from the 1983 UMMA excavations.

Four absolute dates were obtained from the area of the refuse. deposit (see Tables
3.8 and 3.4). A radiocarbon date from a smudge pit stratigraphically below the structure
floor yielded an uncalibrated, 13C/*2C-corrected estimate of a.d. 1320 + 50, This d.ate is
considered acceptable- for the ceramic associations. A radiqcarbon determination was made
on wood charcoal loose in the reéfuse deposit. The sample was drawn from 10-20 cm below
ground surface in the excavation unit in which the underlying structure floor was most
intact. The uncorrected date is a.d. 1550 I 50. Using the calibration tables of Klein et
al. (1982), the midpoint of the 95% confidence interval for the true date is around
A.D. 1515. Two sherds from the same excavation context were dated by -
thermoluminescence, with the baékground radiation dose réte calibr.ated frt)m‘an
associated sediment sample. A late Moundville III diagnostie short-neck bow! rim was
dated at A.D. 1530 £ 40. The other sherd was a piece of the Carthage Incised
var. Carthage rim illustrated in Figure 3.8 (the illustrated rim is composed of 15 .shérds all
recovergd from this excavation level). The estimated date'is A.D. 1520 + 50.

These. three dates on late Moundville TTT material are the first acceptable absolute
dates acquired for this phase (an A.D. 1840 % 50 date from Moundville is ocbviously
inaqcurate—Steponaitis 1983a:126; M. Scarry, pers. comm. 1986). They accord well with
the mid-sixteenth and sevent.éen'th eentury dates for the ensuing Probohistoﬁc period {e.g.,
Curren 1982:109, 1984:89-193}. Since the dated material comes from the later part of
the Moundville III phase, and from near to the end of the White site cccupation, these
dates indicate that occupation at both the White site and Moundville ceased very close to

A.D. 1540, the year de Soto’s army passed across western Alabama.
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Data Used 51_1_ the Analysis

For daﬁa from the Mouﬁdviile chiefdom to be useful in evaluating the alternative
models of chiefdom economic structure, the data available in 1982 needed to be
supplemented with excavated material from one of the subsidiary centers. In this chapter
I have described the White site excavations, but I have not yet specifically addressed the
issue of whether the excavations produced data with the qualities necessary for my
purpoées. The excavations did produce data with the necessary qualities, but not all of the
excavations were successful in this sense. The primary quality desired of the data is that
they not be chronologically mixed. Mixed Late Woodland and Moundville deposits, after
all, would not be significantly more useful than the published, similarly mixed, surface
collection data from other sites. Mixed ceramies, of course, can be sorted out by
component, but the lithic, faunal, and botanical data cannot. Only one area of the White
site yielded unmixed Moundville-era deposits—the late Moundville III refuse deposit
a’rourﬁd I64N/107E. With few éﬁceptions the .White site”data used in this dissertatioﬁ
come from the 4 x 6 m excavation of this refuse deposit. Since so much reliance is placed
on these data, it is necessary to clarify as much as possible what this deposit represents in
.terms of the White site community and the chief'dém as a whole,

It is not possible to specify which households within.the community deposited refuse
in this location. In part this stems from the near absence of identifiable structures in the
excavations. Even if preserved floors and wall trench patterns had been encountered, it is
still not likely that the origin of the refuse could be determined, |

Though we cannct specify where the refuse came from physically, the material itself
contains some indications of where it came from in sociological terms. That is, we can
determipe what kind of households contributed to the refuse deposit. From the distribution
of items in graves at Moundville, and the location of the graves within that site, we know
that certain items and raw materials were restricted to the (ascriptive) upper stratum of

Moundville society. Among these were stone disecs (“paint palettes”) and galena cubes
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(Peebles 1974; Peebles and Kus 1977:439). Two piecés of galena and at least one
fragment of a notched sandstone disc were included ir. the late Moundville IIT refuse
deposit at the White site. Neither kind of artifact was encountered elsewhere at the site.
This suggésts that the household(s} of the local elite contributed to the refuse deposit.

Households of lower status probably also deposited refuse at this Jocation. If 6nly
the elite household{s) were piling trash in this area, it is likely that the ratio of servin‘,t;r and
storage vessels to cooking vessels would be higher than the ratio elsewhere at the site.
This implication follows from the weIl-kpov;*n obligation of hospitality on-the part of chiefs
or people of higﬁ rank (Sahlins 1972: 268, 270). This obligation would lead to a “different
balance of functions performed in households of varying statuses” (Drennan 1975:135).
Whalen (1976:117) and Drennan (1975:135), for example, showed that the serving:cooking
ratios were higher in debris from high-status households than from low-status households
in Formative villages in Oaxaca. The ratio of serv.ing to cooking wares in the White site
refuse.deposit is siighﬂjf.lower thén fhe ratio .else\.wvh.ere at the si.te.., as shown in Tahle 3.5
(excavation units with combined sample sizes below 50 are discounted here, due to the
potentially high sampling error), On this basis it seems that elite household(s) were not
the only, nor even necessarily the major prbducers of the refuse. Though spatially only a
small part of the site, the refuse deposit is a-sample of the refuse from a broad (though
perhaps not complete) portion of the community.

In order for the refuse data to be relevant to questions about the economic structure
of a comple;: chiefdom, the data must be shown to date to a time when 'f.;he Moundville
system was still functioning as a complex chiefdom. This is an o.bvious point, but the data
are from a time so close to the disintegration of the Moundville chiefdom that the point is
far from trivial. There are two avenues along which this issue may be approached:
comparison of late Moundville 111 burials at Moundville and at White, and co.mparison of

the extent of occupation at the two sites. The latter avenue will be travelled first.
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- Table 3.5

Ratios of cooking to serviag wares by excavation unit

No. of Miss. No. of burnished
Excavation Plain sherds | or painted sherds Serving:cooking
unit {(cooking ware)} - (serving ware) ratio
‘Refuse deposit 13619 L 3304 .24
. 168N/94E! 78 17 22
153N/10082 404 109 .27
East block® 1330 : 373 1 .28
134N/128E 70 S22 31
133N/108E 27 4 .15
Other units® 16 0 0

Includes only material from Level 1 (0~10 ¢m b.s.); additional material below
this level cannot be reliably sorted due to erosion and incrustation of surfaces.
Only levels 1-4 included; other levels are fill in modern trench.

Comprises contiguous units in the northernmost excavations east of the
roadway.

Comprises units south of 135N west of the readway.

The very incomplete available information on the extent of late Mouﬁdville I
occupation at Moundville indicates that this occupatioh was both qualitatively and
quantitatively different from that at White. Since the vast corpus of artifacts excavated at
Moundville has not been re-analyzed in light of Steponaitis’s ceramic chronology, this
conclusion is tentative. Nevertheless, we know that there is late Moundville ITI midden
north of Mound R (Steponaitis 1283a:90), and that there were late Moundville III burials
at several locations around the plaza (see Fig. 3.10)'.' This suggests that in late Moundville
IIT times Méundviile had a large population living around thé very large central plaza.

Eighteen burials at Moundville, including 27 individuals, contain vessels diagnostie
of the late Moundville IIT phase (Steponaitis 1983a:Table 35; Peebles 1979). Table 3.6
presents summary information about these burials. In contrast, only 2 burials at White
included late Moundville ITI diagnostic vessels (see Table 3.7). Since a larger fraction of

Moundville has been excavated than of White— 5% (Peebles 1978a:375) versus roughly 2%
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(55 m? in 1983 plus an estimated 50 m? in 1930-3 1)—thé comparison should be adjusted
accordingly. (The site infcrmation form filled out by either Jones or DeJarnette for the
White site in the 1930s has a comment after the heading ‘Possibiiity of further
excavation’ “We thought we had it all” [unpublished document on file, Mound S_tat’;e
Monument].) If we further assume that all 29 individuals at White were buried in the iate
Moundville ITI phase, this figure is still small relative to the number of burials at
Moundville Whiéh inight date to the same time: of those burials which included vesséls,
roughly 370 may date as 1ate_ as late Moundville I11, and there are 12586 burials with no
vessels and henee no .assigned date (Steponaitis 1983a:Table 35; Peebles 1979). If these
1600+ undated burials have the same date distribution as the 95 burials with definite
dates, roughly 20% (or.320) should be late Moundville ITI burials, There are other ways of
manipuiatirig these numbers, but using even the most conservative assumptions the
number of known plus likely late Moundville TTT burials at Moundville equals several times
the nﬁmber ﬁ‘om White. o

Though Moundville’s population was much larger than White's at this time, politieal -
relations between their occupants were. not necessarily those of a cornplex chiefdom.
Moundvilie was in its decline, as measured by nuﬁlber of burials made, amount of mound
construction, and average number of imported items per burial (Steponaitis 1983a:151-
161; f’eebles 1985). 1t is difficult to determine how far this decline had progressed at the |
time the refuse deposit at White was being formed. The most obvious approach is to
examine the chronological distribution of burials in Peebles’s (1972, 1874; Peebles and Kus
1977) cluster analysis.

Peebles used a polythetic-agglomerative algorithm to distinguish groups of similar
burials at Moundville. Ten clusters were formed. In eight of these clusters (IIT-X) males
are cc;ntrasted with females and infants and children are contrasted with adults. These
burials are interpreted. as representing “commoner” status, or the subordinate dimension

of status variability at Moundville. The other twd clusters (I-T) comprise burials spatially
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isolafed from the rest of the population and associated with sets of artifacts which are not
patterned by age or gendef distinctions. These burials represent the superordinate
dimension of status Varial_)ility at Moundville, and the buried individuals are interpreted as
the “nobility™ of the society. A subset of seven burials in Cluster I are adult males (though
sex determinations were not made by trained osteo]ogisté) buried in mounds, with copper
axes, pearl beads, and copper-covered shell beads as grave goods. These are thought to be
deceased paramount chiefs. The only one of these seven burials that can be dated had
vessels of the late' Moundville IT period. Only one of the burials that date to late
Moundville I1] was a member of the “nobles” clusters, and this only by virtue of the
presence of 2 beads in the burial. To summarize, the superordinate dimension of status
variability in Moundville burials; cannot b.e demonstrated to have been presént in late
Moundville III times. In contrast, three burials at White contained artifacts which weuld
place these burials among the Cluster T “nobility” at Moundville. Only one of these three
is definitely dated as late as late Moundvﬂle 111, hoﬁre.x.zer. .

To restate this information, in the late Moundville ITT phase the occupation at
Moundville was several or many times the size of that at White, .yet there were 1o
demonstrable “nobie” burials at Moundville while there was at least one such at White,
Sinee the majority of “noble” burials at Moundville have not been dated, there is not
necessarily any discrepancy here. Given these facts, my interpretation is that in the later
part of the Moundville III phase the chiefdom was declining in terms of access to non-local
maf:erials. Nevertheless, the society was still organized as a complex chiefdom with
Moundvilie. as the paramount center.

_ The final task of this chapter is description of the manner in which the refuse
deposit excavation contexts are grouped into the analytic units which will be used
throughout this study. It was mentioned above that the structure floor underlying the
refuse deposit was only partially intact. Figure 3.11 shows the patchiness of this floor.

For the most part, the absence of a discernible floor is due to small-scale bioturbation of
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the sediments. A number of larger natural anci cultural disturbances are also present,
including pits, rodent burrows, and one rotted-out tree stump. Representative profiles are
shown in Figure 3.12. Materials recovered from most of the larger disturbances were not
segregated fro.m those of the apparently undisturbed deposit during excavation, In some
cases the disturbances were not visible until lower., different-colored sediments were
exposed, or until differential drying of profiles revealed intrusive features. Mostl.y,
however, it was known during the excavation that disturbances were present but it was
impossible to determine where the limits of disturbances were, or which areas were the
disturbed and which the undisturbed. In truth, the only parts of the deposit which can be
regarded as not reworked are the patches where sherds lie flat on the intact floor.

The refuse deposit was excavated in three levels. The top two levels were each 10
em arbitrary levels. The third level comprised the material from 20 cm below surface to
the floor level. Artifacts lying flat on the floor were left in situ and provenienced
s.eparate.ly from the Levél 3 arfifacts. Difﬁcu.lty iﬁ determiniﬁg whéthef the floor was
intact in a given location, and if so at what depth, resulted in Level 3 being excavated as
several separately provenienced excavation contexts. These have been combined in the
analysis. The floor itself was excavated and washed through windowscreen or processed
by flotation. No artifacts_lf 4 in (0.6 cm} or lafge1‘ were present; the only artifacts present
were small flecks of pottery, bone, shell, and charred botanical material. Below the floor
level was a mixed Late Woodland/Mississippian midden. This was excavated in a
combination of natural stratigraphic and arbitrary levels. _Since only scant reference will
be made to the subfloor data, and even then to these data as a single set, no further
description of the sub-floor excavation is necessary here.

For the analysis of the White site refuse data there are four analytical dimensions
by which the data can be grouped. Three of these dimensions have already been
mentioned: excavation unit (e.g., 164N/107E); above versus below floor; and excavation

layer {e.g., Level 1 or 0~10 cm below surface). The fourth dimension is the degree of
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168N

166N
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105E 107E 107.5E 109E

Intact floor

. Figure 3.11

Map of floor below late Moundville III midden
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Figure 3.12

Representative prefiles from excavation of refuse deposit
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disturbance of the deposits. Since there was no significant accumulation of cultural debris
after the late Mouﬁdville III period, the principal concern is the extent to which these data
have been contaminated with earlier materials from below the floor. Poorer preservation
of the earlier faunal and botanical material may minimize this problem for these two
classes of data. The situation for lithics, however, is quite different. Relatively pure Late
Woodland contexts at the site typically have 3-5 times more lithic items than sherds, while
the proporti;m is exacﬂy the reverse in relatively pure late Moundville III contexts, This
means, for instance, that in a provenience unit with 5% admixture of Laté Woodland
ceramics, up to 50% of the lithics may be of Late Woodland origin, The late Moundville TIT
refuse deposit typically has 3-10% admixture of pre-Mississippian sherds. Effectively,
then, the lithic sample is heavily contaminated.

For non-lithic classes of data, however, a maximum of 10% admixture of pre-
Missisgippian ceramics is the criterion for accepting prov.enience lots for analysis. This
cutoff point is arbitrary, but défensible in light of the pattern of provenience units which do
not meet it. The two units which do not meet the criterion are the top 10 em of 166N/
107F and 166N/107.5E. The northern end of these units borders a ditch-like surface
feature. Whether the feature is natural or artificial is not known, but the high proportion
of pre-Mississippian sherds in the surface deposits beside it suggests that the ditch was
dug and the spoil deposited alongside it.

This chapter can be summarized by repeating the main points. The prehistoric
Moundville chiefdom is well known archaeologically, but to be suitable for evaluating
models of chiefdom economic structure additional data were needed from a subsidiary
center, Excavations at the White site produced many artifacts, but most of the contexts
were chronologically mixed. Relatively unmixed late Moundville ITI refuse was
encountered in cne area. The refuse seems to have been produced by a combination of
elite and non-elite households. The refuse was deposited at a time when the Moundville

chiefdom was in decline, but the limited information available suggests that the Black
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Warrior River valley population was still organized as a complex chiefdom. The refuse
data can be examined in terms of horizontal coordinates, depth from surface, position
relative to the underlying structure floor, and degree of contamination by earlier materials.
The most extensively mixed cohtexts, i.e., those with more than 10% pre-Mississippian
sherds, are eliminated from the subsequent analyses. Summary information on the
analytical provenience units is presented in Table 3.8. Full artifact tabulations for all

excavation contexts can be found in Appendix A.
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CHAPTER IV
SUBSISTENCE
Introduction

The production, distribution, and consumption of food is a vital sector of any
economy. Thus, it seems a good place to begin an examination of the economic structure
of a chiefdom. The redistribution model and the mobilization model posit very different
ways for the subsistence sector to be organized. The redistribution model envisions =
chiefdom composed of units which have quite different resources and products, but which,
through the action of a central “distributor”, each receive a portion of other units’
products. The mobtiiization model envisions a chiefdom composed of similar, self-sufficient
units. Aside from occasional “famine relief”, the principal movement of food across unit
boundaries is the movement of food from domestic producers to the elite. In this chapter I
compare these contrasting models with subsistence data from the Moundville chiefdorm.

Several kinﬂs of data are examined. First, there is the location of the units of the
chiefdom: are they in similar or contrasting locations with respect to food resources? In
the Moundville case the units of the chiefdom are the single-mound subsidiary sites with
their neighborhoods of dispersed farmsteads. The second kind of data that is examined is
the physiéal remains of foods and their byproducts. Both animal and plant food remains
have been recovered from the White subsidiary site and from the baramount center at
Moundville. The faunal data are examined first. Due to the small size of the analyzed
faunal sample from Moundville, much of the faunal analysis involves comparisons between
White and two Mississippian sites which are nearby but which were not Moundville

subsidiaries. The plant food data from Moundville are of higher quality than the faunal
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data, and in the section dealing with botanical data the comparisons are restricted to sites
within the Moundville chiefdom. Site location data are examined separately for faunal

procurement and procurement of plant foods.

Fauna

Though faunal remains were not found in most portions of the White site, they were
present in the late Moundville IT1 refuse deposit. Wif:hin this deposit, faunal preservation
varied from negligible in the top 5 cm of soil, to very good in undisturbed deposits above
the structﬁre floor that was approximately 25 ¢m below surface. All faunal remains from
the refuse deposit, including those from below the floor, were identified to gross taxonomic
category (e.g. small mammal, bird, turtle) by Scott Blanchard using cémparative
collections of the Museum of Anthropology and the Museum of Zoology, University of
Michigan. Small mammal remains were further identified, to species when pessible. The
large mammal remains were also subjected to extensive further analysis, detailed below.
The poor preservation, small.sample size, and chronologically mixed nature of the subfloor
samples makes it extremely difficult to extract useful information from these earlier
materials. Throughout the following discussion, therefore, T include only the faunal
material from above the floor and in excavation units with minimally mixed ceramics (as
explained in Chapter III; see Appendix B for complete listing of all faunal data}. 0 Within
the faunal sample from unmixed contexis above the floor, differential preservation of bone
does not appear to be a significant factor. Light, spongy boene generally is destroyed more
rapidly than dense, solid bone, so that differential bone preservation typically results in
assemblages dominated by dense skeletal elements (Liyman 1985). In the White site
refuse deposit bone assemblage, there is only a low correlation between density of skeletal
element and abundance of element (Kendall’s tau-b = 24, p = .27, see Figure 4.1 and
Table 4.1; bone density valves and analytical procedures from Lyman 1985).

Four major questions about the subsistence economy of subsidiary centers can be

addressed with faunal data:
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Minimum anatomical units

Figure 4.1

Scatterplot of deer bone density and abundance
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Table 4.1

White site deer skeletal element abundances and bone density values

Skeletal No. of elements No. in whole Bulk density
element observed animal MAU! {Lyman 1985)
Mandible 4 2 2.0 BT
Atlas 3 1 3.0 .13
Axis 0 1 0 .16
Cervical vert. 1 5 .20 .19
Thoracic vert. 3 13 .23 24
Lumbar vert. 11 6 1.83 29
Pelvis 9 2 4.5 .27
Sacrum 4] 1 0 .19
Rib 36 26 1.38 .40
Sternum -1 1 1.0 .22
Scapula 0 2 0 .36
P. humerus 1 2 b .24
D. humerus 4 2 2.0 .39
P. radius 9 2 4.5 .42
D. radius 3 2 1.5 .43
P. ulna 1 2 .5 .30
D. ulna 0 2 0 44
P. metacarp. 1 2 5 .56
D. metacarp. 0 2 0 .49
P. femur 1 2 .5 .36
D. femur 2 2 1.0 28
P. tibia 3 2 1.5 .30
D. tibia 11 2 5.5 .50
Tarsal 2 10 .2 39
Astragalus 3 2 1.5 .47
Calcaneus 5 2 2.5 .64
P. metatars. 4 2 2.0 85
D. metatars. 0 2 0] .46
Phalanx I 10 2 1.25 42
" II 6 8 .75 .25
" 111 2 8 .25 .25

! Minimum Anatomical Units



78

1) Did different components of the chiefdom use, or have direct access to, grossly
different sets or mixtures of faunal resources?

2) Is there evidence of any net movement of meat into or out of subsidiary centers?

3) What do the faunal femains indicate about abundance of local fauna?

4) What do the faunal remains indicate about the extent of human modification of the

local environment?

Overall Faunal Procurement

A prominent aspect of the redistributive model of chiefdom econom.ies is the
postulation that disjunct distributions of resources require a mechanism for their
redistribution. Correlatively, the catchments of sites in a chiefdom are expeéted to differ
significantly, Earle (1977, 19.7 8) showed ;‘,hat this was not the case on the Hawaiian
igland of Kaua’i, but it is an open question whether this is generally true of chiefdoms. In
the present case, components of the Moundville TII phase are in very similar ecological
settings. All subsidiary centers are on terrace-levees within .5 km of the river or a large
oxbow lake, Residents at these sites, as well as residents of nearby farmsteads, would
thus have had immediate access to the same basic set of faunal resources. That the
available resources were actually exploited in the same proportions at each of the sites is
an issue best resolved by examining faunal remains from each of the sites. Since this is
not currently possible, a less direct approach is necessary.

In Table 4.2 the White site fauna is compared with fauna from several nearby
Mississippian sites. Percentages by weight of identified fauna are used to eliminate the
biasing effect of differential fragmentation of bone at the various sites. All data represent
material from 1/4 in mesh waterscreen, except for the Moundville sample, which is from
flotation samples {effectively 1/16 in mesh sereen). The comparative data come from
Moundville and from sites along the central Tombighee River, 45-70 km northwest of the
White site. Yarberough is a single-dwelling farmstead. Lubbub is a local chiefdom center,

the apex of a two-level settlement hierarchy.
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The principal feature of the data in Table 4.2 is the ovérall similarity between sites.
The proportions of faunal classes consumed are roughly the same, regardless of the
position of sites in their settlement hierarchy. While the similarity of physiographic
settings and of general consumption patterns may seem to be prima facie evidence against
the redistribution model, the situation is actually much more complicated. The most
important complication is that the similar overall consumption patterns might actually be
the result of highly effective redistribution of faunal resoﬁrces. Conceivably, despite
similar settings, individual communities may have specialized in procuring restricted sets
of fauna, but redistribution of these foods provided all communities with equal proportions
for consurmnption, There are two reasons to believe this is not thé case, both of them
relating to the distance between sites,

First, we must keep in mind that bones are actually the by-products of preparation
as well as consumption of meat. If the similarities in Table 4.2 are the result of efficient
redistribution, then bones weré being redistributed as well as meat; The straight-line
distance between the northernmost and southernmost contemporary subsidiary sites of the
Moundville chiefdom is 30 km: the sites are 70 km apart aleng the river. If meat were
being moved in quantity between sites, movement of the entire skeleton as well as the
meat would entail a considerahle waste of energy. Most likely, at least some portions of
the skeleton would be removed before transport in order to reduce the load weight., By
extension, if sites were specialized in procuring different sets Qf fauna we would not expect
the weight of bones of any given taxon to be similar at all sites. At the least, sites should
differ markedly in the abundance of specific body parts of a given taxon, T show later in
this chapter that sites do differ in the proportion of deer body parts. The differences,
however, do not appear to be related to preparation of venison for transport.

There is a second reagson that the distance between sites renders transportation of
entire skeletons improbable. In the hot, humid Alabama summer meat spoils rapidly.

Transportation of meat to and from the redistribution center would take considerable time,
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in many cases longer than fresh meat would remain eciible even by aboriginal standards.
At least during the summer, meat would likely have been dried beforé transportatior;. In
the drying process most of the bones would be discarded (Swanton 1946:373-378). For
example, Catesby ([173 1—;13] quoted in Swanton 1946:374) described meat-drying he saw
in the Carolina-to-Florida area:

Besides roasting and hoiling, they barbecue moét of the fiesh of the

larger animals, such as buffale’s [sic], bear and deer: this is performed

very gradually, over a slow clear fire, upon a large wooden gridiron,

raised two feet above the fire. By this methed of curing venison it will

keep good five or six weeks, and by its being divested of the bone, and

cut into portable pieces, adapts it to their use, for the more easy

conveyance of it... Fish is also thus preserved...
Again anticipating é; later section of this chapter, the different relative proportions of deer
body parts at different sites do not appear to stem from specialization in procuring and
drying venison.

Despite the overall similarity of faunal propoftions shown in Téble 4.2, there are
some differénces tha}ﬂéserve comment. The Yarborough site had 2 relatively low
proportion of deer bone, which Scott (1882:149-150) atiributes to abandonment of the site
for intensive deer hunting during November and December. The Lubbub site, in contrast,
was occupied during this season, and much of the skeleton of deer procured then was
deposited at the site. Yarborough also had relatively large amounts of turtle, snake, and
amphibian bones. Scott argues that this is not simply the effect of seasonal abandonment
of the site. She notes (1983;150) that the number of turtle, snake, and amphibian bones
at Yarborough was roughly 4; 8, and & tirnes higher, respectively, than in the combined
. Lubbub sample, despite similar overall sample sizés. Seott’s conclusion is that hunting
was more important at the Yarborough farmstead than at the Lubbub village. The White
site is intermediate between Lubbub and Yarborough in faunal composition, with less

amphibian bone than either site, and intermediate abundances of turtle and snake. By

these criteria the Moundville fauna seems to indicate a low emphasis on hunting, The
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Moﬁndville sample, however, is so small that little importance can be attached to
differences of a few percentage points.

Several factors besides the small siie of the Moundville sample complicate these
intersite comparisons. It would be helpful to compare bone cbunts and meat-weight
contributions estimated from minimum-number-of-individual (MNI} values. These data are
available for Lubbub and Yarborough (Scott 1983:Appendix B, 1982:Table 54), but bone
counﬁs are not available for Moundville non-mammalian fauna, and M.NI values are not.
avéilable for most non-mammalian fauna from Moundville and White.

The available MNI values for Moundville (Michals 1981) and White faﬁna are listed
in Table 4.3, along with projected meat yields. Scott’s (IQSS:Table 21) MNI-to-meat
weight conversion factors were used, unless otherwise noted. The relative dietary
contributions of large an.d small mammal remains at the two sites are very close: deer
contributed 88.3% of the mammalian meat total at White, 92% in Moundville IIT deposits
at Moundville, and 90.7% in Moundville T samples at MoﬁndViIIe. There is vafiation
within the small mammal category. Beaver and raccoon contributed most of the small
inammal meat at White, yet neither were identified in the Moundville samples. Instead,
canids contributed most of the small mammal meat in the Moundvilie samples. The small
mammal sample sizes are low, however, so these contrasts should be mterpreted with
caution. Though the avian fauna from White was not systematicaﬂy identified, wild
turkey and at least one teal-size bird are known to be present. Their inclusion in the meat
contribution column in Table 4.3 would bring the overall large mammal/small mammalf
.bird percentages into even closer alignment with the Moundville percentages.

Another factor to be borne in mind is that the Moundville sample comes from one
area at the north end of the site. Judging from its location and associated artifacts, this
area was not a residential precinet for “commoners” (Scarry 1986), though precisely what

status the residents had is not entirely clear. Since faunal remaing were not
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gystematically collected during the extensive, .earlier excavations elsewhere at the site, it is
not clear whethér the provenience of the available sample biases its éontent. |

There are yet other difficulties with the intersite comparisons presented here. For
instance, Michals calculated Moundville MNI values by summing MNI values per feéture,
while [ calculated MNI values bsz summing without regard for horizontal or vertical
location. The highly stratified nature of the deposits at Moundville, as opposed to the
partially mixed White site midden, may render this difference of approacheé preferable to
a [simplistically?] standardized approach, but the point is certainly debatable. Regarding
comparisong between White or Moundvillé on the one hand, and Lubbub or Yarborough on
the other, there is the problem of the presence or absence of black bear in archaeoclogical
assemblages. Archaeologists working in eastern North America have long recognized that
culturally prescribed patterns éf digposal of bear post-cranial remains may systematically
underrepresent bear in archaeological assemblages {e.g., Parmalee et al. 1972; Smith
1975:118-119), Thus, the presence or abundance of bear bo_ne may have little relationship
with its dietary significance. Bear was identiﬁéd in the Lubbub and Yarborough samples
but not in the White or Moundville samples. Elimination of bear from the Lubbub large
mammal data reduces the degree of similarity between the Lubbub and White site data. A
host of other problems involvéd in comparing these data sets can be identified, Most of
them are probably of minor importance individually, though their cumulative effect may be
significant. Nearly all these problems are impossible to resolve without restudy of the
original and/or new collect_ions.

On the basis of the available data, it appears that overall faunal procurement
strategies at Lubbub, White, and Moundville were similar, while there may have been
greatér emphasis on hunting at the Yarborough farmstead. Tt should be emphasized that
the differences between sites are all quantitative, not qualitative. There is nothing in the
available data suggestive of specialization of hunting activities by site, contrary to the

expectations derived from the redistribution model.
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Provisioning

While the site locations and faunal femains do not support the redistributive model,
this does not necessarily mean that the mobilizétion model is accurate. In addition to
specifying that all components of the chiefdom be situated with equally direct access to
necessary resources, the mobilization model further specifies that elite members of society
be provided with subsistence goods by commoners. I use the term “provisioning” to refer
to such mobilization of subsistence goods. Provisioning should be visible archaeologically
as a net movement of some kinds of foods, particularly the more desirable foods, from low

| status contexts of production and initial processing to high status contexts of consumption.
In a brilliantly conceived analysis, Susan Scott (1981) presented evidence of provisioning
in the Mississippian period in the central Tombighee River valley. Since her analytic
approach has appeared in publications (Scott 1981, 1882, 1983, 1984) unfamiliar or
unavailable to those not specializing in Southeastern U.S. archaeology, her approach will
be reviewed it some detail.

Scott’s analysis was designed to determine whether different spec.ies or parts of an
animal were consumed in different social contexts. She focused on the distribution of
white-tailed deer remains at sites of different hierarchical levels in a two-tier,
Mississippian settlement'patt,ern. Yarborough (Solis and Walling 1982) is the lower-level
site, a single-structure farmstead with an associated trash dump. Lubbub (Pechles
ed. 1983a, 1983b, 1983¢c) is the upper-level site, a fortified village with a platform mound
and central plaza. The inferred provisioning probably did not actually operate between
these two sites, since there are other village-mound sites closer to Yarborough than is
Lubbub. Rather, to the extent that both sites are typical of their respective site types,
provisioning occurred in the broader communities of which each site was a component.

Scott’s analysis, in outline, proceeded as follows. Each deer and unidentified large
mammal bone was recorded separately for skeletal element, portion of the element, degree

of completeness, and weight of the fragment. The bones of a complete deer skeleton were



87 ’

weighed to provide reference values for the relative weights to be expected if all portions of
deer skeletons were disearded at an individual site. Use of bone weights rather than
counts minimized the effects of between-site differences in degree of fragm.entation. To
further control for the effects of differential fragmentation, unidentified lafge mammal
bone fragments—which in the Southeastern U.S. are most likely overwhelmingly deer bone
fragments too incomplete to identify—were classified either as long bone fragments or as
other unidentified fragments. Thus, at a gross level the highly fragmented unidentified
- large mammal fragments could be compared to the relative abundances of identified
elements to determine whether long bones (or other parts of the skeleton) could be
“hidden” in the unidentified fragments. The relative abundances of skeletal parts at the
two sites were then compared to determine whether they differed from the reference
values or from each other.
Scott’s comparison of the data from the two sites showed that:

[When] the relative frequencies of white-tailed deer skeletal elements

in the two assemblages are compared, a pattern emerges which

strongly suggests that ceremonial centers were provisioned to some

extent by outlying settlements... What is different about the two

assemblages is how well represented the heavily muscled elements

are. Most of the meat on white-tailed deer is obtained from the upper

limbs, which are far betier represented in the Lubbub Creek

assemblage. In contrast, bones of the skull and feet which produce

little or no meat are far more commeon in the Yarborough site sample.

(Scott 1981)
Scott was also able to show that the more extensive fragmentation of bones at Yarborough
was not the cause of the discrepancy, since even among the unidentified large mammal
rernains, Lubbub had an appreciably higher relative weight of long bone shafts than
Yarborough.

The White site faunal remains were analyzed by Scott’s technique. Before the

results are presented an additional issue must be discussed. In the area of the Lubbub and
Yarborough sites in the Mississippian period, there was a two-level site hierarchy, namely

the local centers with one or more mounds and the dispersed farmsteads. The Moundville

area had a three-level site hierarchy: the multi-mound Moundville site, single-mound
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subsidiary centers éuch as White, and dispersed farmsteads. Clearly, we would expect the
elite at Moundville to be provisioned. We would also expect the elite residents at the
subsidiary sites to be provisioned. In the tribute model, hbwever, subsidiary centers also
collect or produce goods to be passed.upwards to the paramount elites. Therefore, would
we expect the White site overall to have a provisioned or a provisioning faunal
aséemblage?

The answer depends on several.factors. One factor is whether (and what proportion
of} meaty cuts of deer were among the goods. passed upwards from the White site.
Another factor is whether dismemberment of deer carcasses took place before or after deer
meat was brought to the White site. VI see no a priori basis for resolving either issue.
Consequently, the results of the analysis may be ambiguoﬁs. If the deer assemblage is
enriched in meaty cuts, we can assume the local elite was provisioned. If the assemblage
is enriched in meat-poor cuts, or if there is no net enrichment of any body part, we cannot
c.:on.c.lud.é that the 1oca1 elite were not prdvisioned uhtil daté from farmsteads and frém
Moundville are available for a more complete determination of the spatial patterning of
deer dismemberment and body part transport. As it turns out, the body part data indicate
an enrichment of meaty body parts at the White site.

The deer body part data for_ the White, Lubbub, and Yarborough sites are presented
in Table 4.4. These data are most easily comprehended by looking at Figure 4.2. Both
the Lubbub and White data more closely resemble the complete deer profile than do the
Yarborough data. The Lubbub and White };roﬁles, however, are quite different. Each
resembles the complete deer more closely than they resemble each other (Br;ainerd;
Robinson coefficients: White-deer = 165.3; Lubbub-deer = 172; White-Lubbub = 152.5).
Lubbub has higher than expected values for skull, fore limb, and hind limb, while White
has higher than expected values for hind limb and feet. This suggests that the White site
elite were provisioned with hind limbs only, instead of both fore and hind limbs as was the

case at Lubbub. A note of caution is appropriate here: bones from some parts of deer
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which were consumed at the site might have been deposited somewhere other than fhe 4x
6 m area which yielded the present sample. Since there is no evidence of preserved faunal
remains elsewhere at the site, .the issue cannot easily be resolved.

Though the sample is too small to permit a rigorous analysis, the differential
abundance of Bones of the axial skeleton suggests that the White site was provistoned with
the entire posterior halves of deer, not just the hind limbs. Table 4.5 presents the counts
and weights of the axial skeletal fragments. Lumbar vertebral fragments are more
numerous than those of cervical or thoracic Verte.brae,. even though both cervical and
thoracic vertebrae outnumber lumbar vertebrae in a normal deer. Gilbert {1980:126)
gives the cervical:thoracic:lumbar vertebral formula for deer as 7:13:6. To show how
markedly the White site deer vertebrae data depart from this formula, we can construct a
measure analogous to “percent of MNI present”. In this instance the sample is too small
and too fragmented for MINI values to be meaningful. Rather, I assume that if whole deer
were .be.ing consumed and discardéd at the site, the actual nﬁmber of cervical, thoracic,'and
lumbar vertebral fragments ought to maintain roughly the same proportionality as the
number of these three types of vertebrae in a whole deer. By implication, T assume all
vertebrae are subject to the same degree of fragmentation. Admittedly, this assumption
may be unrealistic, though it is certainly more justifiable than comparing counts of
fragments of grossly dissimilar skeletal elements. Taking the 11 Jumbar fragments as the
baseline (i.e., 100% of expected}, the cervical and thoracic fragments are only 31% and
12.6% as numerous as expected, respectively. Thié greater relative frequency of lumbar
vertebral fragments is paralleied by the number of pelvis fragments (9) relative to sternum
fragments (1). While the sternum is more likely to suffer taphonomic loss than the pelvis,
these relationships are suggestive of provisioning of the White site elite with posterior
halves of deer. This conclusion, however, is uncertain until a larger sample size permits a

more rigorous analysis,
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Table 4.5

Frequencies of deer axial skeleton elements, White site (late
Moundville IIT) and Moundville (Moundville I}

No. of fragments
Element
White _ Moundville!
Vertebrae (total} 45 18
cervical 4 0
thoracic 3 8
lumbar 11 8
Indet. 27 2
Rib frags. 386 21
Sternum 1 0
Pelvis (total) 9 4
sacrum 0 1
ilium ' 1 (1R) 2
ischium 4 (3L,1R) 1
pubis . 2{(1R,17) 0
¢f. innom. 2 ] 0

! Michals, unpub. data

Regardless of whether the posterior vertebrae and the pelvis were included, it is
interesting that the White site elite were provisioned with posterior cuts of meat. Bogan
(1980:44) found that forelimbs were disproportionately abundant in high status parts of
the Tocqua site in Tennessee, and suggested that this was a “prestigious cut” of the deer.
Scott (1983:354-356) compared mound-associated and villagé contexts at Lubbub and
found that while both fore and hind limbs were more abundant in mound context than in
village context, the abundance of fore limbs was much more enhanced in mound context
than that of hind limbs. It iz dangerous to generalize from these results, but if it is true
that fore limbs were the most prestigious cut, then conceivably the deficiency of fore Imbs
at the White site reflects the White site elite’s inferior status relative to the elite at

Moundville. That is, the White site elite were provisioned with meaty cuts {the hind
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limbs), but were themselves provisioning the higher elite with the choicest cut (the fore
limbs). Admittédly, this is a post-hoc interpretation, but it points to the desirability of
examining Moundville faunal remains along these lines,

Table 4.5 also presents the counts of deer axial skeletal data from Moundville. Tﬁe
conclusion I dréw from these data is that the sample is too small to be meaningful.
Michals (1981:93)} listed MNI values (the sums of MNIg per feature for 30 features) for all
deer elements present in her samples. She argued that the predominance of ribs and |
vertebrae was suggestive of removal of deer distal body parf;s before transportation to
Moundville. Ribs and vertebrae, however, are the most numerous bones in the deer
skeleton, and would outnumber the distal elements even if intact carcasses were brought to
the site. Again, given the very small sample, it is not possible to reach any conclusions
about the shape in which deer meat was brought to Moundville.

In comparing body part data from differe'.nt sites, Scott (1983) argues that it is
ne.cessary to show that differential ffagfnentation, and henc.e. dif‘ferential identiﬁabil_ity, of
bones betweeﬁ the sites is not responsible for apparent differences in abundance of body
parts. By.adding the weights of identified and unidentified long bone fragments and
- dividing by total weight of all large mammal remains, she showed that the more
fragmented Yarborough remains were still deficient in long bones relative to Lubbub.

Long bones compriséd 64% of all large mammal remains at Lubbub, but only 55% at
Yarborough. Figure 4.3 shows the percentage by element of bones reduced to one quarter
or less of their original size, for Lubbub, Yarberough, and White. For most parts of the
body, particularly the upper. limbs and torso, the White site remains are the most
extensively fragmented of the three. Unlike the situation at Lubbub where both fore and
hind limbs appeared overrepresented, at White the fore limbs are underrepresented while
the hind limbs are overrepresented. If differential fragmentation is not responsible for this
pattern, we can predict that the 6vera11 percentage of large mammal long bone at White

should be lower than at Lubbub and higher than at Yarborough. As shown in Table 4.6,
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this is in fact the case, confirming that bone fragmentation is not responsible for the

pattern of relative bedy part abundances.

Abundance of Local Fauna

The seasonality of deer hunting and the age structure of the procured deer were

examined, using dental age estimates provided 'by.Susan Scott. The deer dental remains,
unfertunately, reveal little about the seasonality of deer procurement. Estimation of deer
age by dental wear and eruption patterns is most reliable when entire tooth rows are
preserved intact. Most of the deer teeth in unmixed, above-floor contexts at White were
isolated teeth. Consequently, the age ranges estimated for most of the teeth are too broad
to be useful in determining season of death. One excavation unit contained three right
deciduous premelars, which, if they came from a single individual, indicate an age at death
of around 10 weeks. Assuming an average birth date of 1 August (cf. Scott 1982:150),
. this fawn probably died around the-beginning of November. None of the other teeth can be
assigned a range for age at death of less than 6 months. When a range this 1arge is added
to the dispersion of actual birth dates around the 1 August average, no reliable information
on season of kill can be extracted.

The estimation of deer ages revealed something else ab._out the deer remains,
however. Most of the deer teeth were from mature adults. This is shown in Figure 4.4, in
which the age structure of the White site deer is contrasted with that of Lubbub deer. The
. _ vertical scale in this figure is MNI for Lubbub. Since intact dentitions were rare at White,
dental MNI estimates are not reliable. Instead, T have plotted the number of teeth (or
partial dentitions) which may be in a given age range, e.g., a 3-5 year-old tooth (or
dentition) contributes 0.5 to both the 3-4 and 4-5 year classes. The White site sample is
very small, so conclusions about the age structure of the White site deer assemblage are
necessarily tentative. It appears, however, that the deer from Lubbub and those from
White have different age structures, with the Lubbub sample being primarily young

individuals and the White sample bheing primarily mature adults (see Figure 4.4).
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Table 4.6

Large mammal body part data for White, Lubbﬁb, and Yarborough

_ % of all large mammal bone by weight
Body part .
White . Lubbub® . Yarborough!

Fore limb 4.7 13.2 ' 5.1
Hind limb 21.3 18.3 6.1
Unid. large

marmmal

long bone 37.7 31.8 43.6
Total long bone 63.7 64.0 54.8
Skull : 3.5 10.1 12.3
Axial 11.1 9.2 3.7
Foot 11.4 ' 9.2 19.6
Unid. large

‘mammal bone 10.3 7.6 9.7
Total other bone . 36.3 36.1 45.3
Total weight of

large mammal

bone 2137.8 ¢ 14662.6 g 7 8678.0 g

1 From Scott 1982:Table 52 {totals do not include identified bear hone)

There are two possible reasons for the age structure of the White site deer. First, a
narrow focus on primé adults would be a rational hunting strategy only if there were an
abundance of deer: Since deer extremities are present at White in about the frequency
expected for whole deer (see above), most deer at White probably were procured fairly
nearby. Therefore, the age structure implies there was a local abundance of deer.
However, there is another possible explanation of the age structure. Provisioning of
“nobility” may have involved principally the prime animals taken in the hunt. I guestion
whether such selectivity accounts for the observed age structure, since cranial remains,

and the anterior half of deer generally, are less abundant at the site than expected. If the
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White site “nobility” were not getting anterior parts of deer generally, why would those
anterior pérts present be from prime individuals? Vagaries of sampling and preservation,
of course, may be involved here, and | do not think the data are strong enough to discount

the “noble gourmet” explanation.

Modification g_f the Local Environment

Faunal remains can provide another line of evidence on the loeal subsistence
strategy, specifically, the extent of forest clearénce near a site. The species composition of
the fauna at. a site should reﬂéct the character of the local vegetation, particularly for the
smaller fauna probably procured close to the site. Scott (1983:36 1——363},. for instance,
demonstrated a sh.ift in the Lubbub subsistence remains from forest-dwelling to brush- or _
field-dwelling taxa coincident with the shift from foraging/gardening to dependence on
agriculture. Specifically, she argued, the ratios of gray squirrel to fox squirrel and swamp
rabbit to cottontail indicated the extent of forest elearance around the site. For both pairs
of species, the White site faunal assemblage is domimated by the species preferring a
closed forest habitat (swamp rabbit, gray .squirrei) rather than a more open or successional
one (cottontail, fox squirrel; see Table 4.7). This is trﬁe whether bone counts or hone
weights are considered {since swamp rabbits and fox squirrels are larger than their
congeners, count data should bé given priority}. Swamp rabbit bones are more numerous
than those of cottontail (28:3) or cottontail plus indeterminate rabbit (28:6}. No bones
were identified as fox squirrel, and gray squirrel bones outnumber those of indetérn‘iinate
squirrel (4:1). To the extent that the assumption of local procurement of small fauna is
valid, these ratios indicate that the site environs were not extensively cleared for
agriculture or lying fallow. By implication, population density must not have been
sufficiently high to create a shortage of agricultural land.

As the reader may expect, however, there is a complicating factor. At Lubbub,
most of the land surrounding the site was fairly well-drained and the soils were medium-

textured. It would be suitable land for cultivation with aboriginal technology. At White
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most of the soils near the site are poorly-drained and clayey. The land probably would not

have been cleared for fields even if there were a local shortage of agricultural land. Hence,
the White site squirrel and rabbit ratios would have been informative if the field-preferring

species predominated. The predominance of forest-preferring species reveals only that

land shortage was not so severe that the populace was trying to farm the hackswamp.

Table 4.7

Counts and weights of identified small mammal bones, White site

Count Weight
Species
N D N %
Canis sp. 11 13.9 20.06 39.7
Swamp rabhit 28 35.4 9.04 17.9
Cottontail rabbit 3 3.8 0.96 1.9
Rabbit (indet.) 3 3.8 0.42 0.8
Opossum S 13 16.5 7.82 . 15.5
Raccoon 12 - 15.2 5.56 11.0
Beaver 1 1.3 1.61 3.2
Gray squirrel 4 5.1 1.55 "~ 3.1
Squirrel (indet.) 1 1.3 0.17 0.3
Red fox? 2 2.5 3.27 6.5
Rodent 1 1.3 0.04 !
Total 79 100.1 50.5 99.9
trace
Summary

The four questions posed of the faunal remains have been answered with varying
degrees of success. First, current data suggest that all sites of the Moundville chiefdom
had direct access to the same éverall set of faunal resources, and exploited them in a
fundamentally similar way. Larger samples, further quantification of available samples,

and samples from additional sites are necessary to add confidence to this conclusion.
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Second, there is strong evidence for provisioning of the elite residents at the White
subsidiary center., These elite members of society preferentially received meaty posterior
portions of white-tailed deer, though the distribution pattern for the rest of the carcass is
not yet known. Third, the age structure of the deer at White suggest an abundance of
local fauna, though post-kill selection of deer for transport to White cannot be ruled out as
the cause of the age structure’s shape. Fourth, the species composition of the small
mammal remains does not reveal any severe shortage of agricultural land, but the small

mammal remains are expected to be a relatively insensitive indicator of such shortage.

Plant Exploitation

The patterns of production and distribution of plant resources in the Moundville
chiefdom can he examine_d through a combination of catchment analyses and study of the
botanical remains from the White site. Site catchment data have already been studied by
Peebles (1978a) and Bozeman (1982), though with different aims. The analysis of
botanical remains from White focuses on material from the late Moundville IIT refuse
deposit.

Three issues about the subsistence economy of the chiefdom are examined below:

1) Did all communities of the chiefdom have similarl.y direct acecess to wild botanical
resources?

2) Were all communities at locations with similar potential agricultural
productivity?

3) What was the pattern of plant utiization at White, and is this consistent with

the expectations derived from the catchment analysis?

Site Catchments: Wild Plant Resources

The location of the Moundville chiefdom with respect to regional phytogeography is
presented in Chapter III. An important point in that discussion is that, while several’

substantially different vegetation associations (e.g., Black Belt prairies, Cumberland
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Plateau mixed mesophytic forests) occur near the sites of the Moundville chiefdom, a_ll. of
the sites are on the Black Warrior River floodplain. Thus, some sites are closer to the Fall
Line Hills forests and others are closer to the Black Belt, but all of the sites are in grossly
similar settings. There is one important exception to this statement. Moundville itself sits
on a high terrace at the edge of the floodplain, with the river. on one side and the Fall Line
Hills on the other. Generally, however, there is no major phytogeographic difference
between sites of the chiefdom such as the redistribution model would imply.

The overall similarity of the locations of the subsidiary sites can be seen at a finer
scale by looking at the distribution of soil typés nearby. Bozeman (1982:284) lists the area
of each of 15 soil types found within a 1 km walk from each site (it is assumed that
catchments did not cross substantial bodies of water, unless the far side could be reached
by a 1 km walk around the margins). These soil types can be grouped into five classes on
the basis of drainage characteristics (Rowe et al. 1912; Winston et al. 1914}, which 1arge1j
determiné the.vegetation naturélly occufring on them, The soil type groupings afe listed
in Table 4.8, The pfoportionai representation of these groups by catchment is presented in
Table 4.9, Only sites occupiéd during Moundville III are listed in this table, in order to
avoid comparison between sites occupied during different stages in the growth of the
Moundville chiefdom. Five of the six sites are surrounded by moderately well drained
soils, with variation in the frequency of flooding. The siz;th site, White, contrasts sharply
with the other five because most of its catchment is poorly drained. To determine whether
this constitutes partial support for the redistribution model the significance of the contrast
must be examined more closely.

The data in Table 4.9 come from soil surveys performed early in this century (Rowe
et al. 1912; Winston et al. 1914). The coarse grain of the mapping probably exaggerates
the differences between sites, Though more recent soil surveys exist for the 2 relevant
countiés (Edwards et al. 1939; Johnson 1981), they are not comparable either in the soil

types distinguished or in the level of mapping detail. Nevertheless, the 1 km radius
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catchment of the \Vﬁite site definitely is relatively more flood-prone and less well drained |
than the other Moundville IIT site catchments. It is thus expected to have had different
proportions of naturally occurring vegetal resources,

| The composition of Black Warrior floodplain forest communities has been studied.by
Margaret Scarry (1986). She identified three physiographic settings on the floodplain
(riverbank, swamp, and bottomland), and tallied General Land Office (GLO} witness tree
counts for each setting. The GLO surveys were conducted from 1819 to 1821, which was
before Euro-Aﬁerican settlement in the area significantly ﬁltered the local forest
composition, and after a 140-year hiatus in Native American occupation of the area
{(Knight 1982:37-77; Curren 1984:238-239; Scarry 1986}. Thus, the reconstructed
vegetation represents what would be found with minimal anthropogenic disturbance.
Information from Scarry’s forest reconstruction is presented in Table 4.10.

The White site would have had significantly more Swamp forest nearby than did the
other Moundville 11T sites. In termé of e.éo.nomic.a.lly. imporfant species, this eduates .to a |
relative scarcity of nuts and fruits. The White site catchment would have had relatively
low acorn abundances despite the higher overall proportion of oaks in Swami:; forest than
in Bottomland forest. Most oaks in Swamp forest are red oaks, Which generally have_
bitter acorns. Though the responsible tannins can be leached out, it is a time-consuming
process which is not mentioned in any of the early European descriptions of aboriginal nut
utilization in the Southeast (Swanton 1946:346-347). The same point applies to hickory '
nut abundances. Not only are hickories less abundant in Swamp than in Bottomland
forest, but relatively more of the Swamp hickories would have been bitternut and water

hickories {Carva cordiformis and C. aquatica}, which have bitter nuts.

Though nuts were likely the most important wild botanical resource, most other
economically important plant species are not climax forest species. Most edible fruits, _
berries, seeds, greens, and tubers used by Southeastern Indians are successional species

{Swanton 1946:265-297; Jackson 1986:162-200). Their abundance would be greatly
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increased over natural levels by creating forest edges with field clearance and through
allowing cleared fields to_iie fallow. Since details of the extent and distribution 6f fields
around Moundville III sites are not known, it is impossible to compare site caichments in
terms of the abundance of these resources. The relatively large proportion of permanently
wet and/or not-easily-tilled soils around the White site suggests that there might have heen
a higher ratio of f'ores_t area to field area around this site than around its contemporaries.

Some indication of the dégree of forest disturbance around the White site is provided
by the wood charcoal in the late Moundville HI refuse deposit. Extensive fragrnentation of
the charcoal resuited in low numbers of identifiable pieces. Charcoal from two flotation
samples and one 1/4 in waterscreen sample were identified by Margaret Scarry (see Tabie
4,11; five additional flotation samples were examined but had too little charcoal for reliable
quantitative analysi.s). The predominance of pine in the wood charcoal is striking in light
of the low number of pines expected for the vicinity of the site. In Scarry’s (1986) forest
reconstruction ohly 7.10% and .46%, respectively, o.f Bbttomland and Swamp forests were
pines. Since pine abundance in the region around Moundville is related to the frequency of
forest fires (Harper 1943:127-150), the high proﬁortion of pine charcoal in the late
Moundville ITI refuse deposit at White may indicate that uncleared forests around the site
were fired often. Pine is also a successful colonizer of old fields, hence the abundance of
pine charcoal could alse indicate the presence of extensive fallow fields around the site.
Larger samples, and sampling of additicnal contexts at the site are desirable before great
certainty can be attached to these interpretations. Nevertheless, the pine charcoal
abundance contrasts strikingly with the expected background of oaks, elm, ash, sweet
gum, red gum, etc.

Charred seeds in the late Moundville III refuse deposit could provide further
information about the alteration of natural vegetation associations near the site,
Unfortunately, however, the number of seeds in the analyzed s:amples is too small to be

very informative. Table 4.12 lists the carbonized seeds recovered from six fotation
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samples (a seventh flotation sample was examined but contained no carbonized seeds).
Sorting and identification were performed by Margaret Scarry. Two of the flotation
samples (6 liters each) were from the late Moundville 1IT refuse deposit (164N/105E L.2
and 3). The other four were 100% samples of thin lenses which composed the intact
structure floor in 164N/107E. Total volume of these four samples was 9.75 liters, Data
for the individual samples may be found in Appendix C.

There are genérally Jow numbers of items per taxon, with two exceptiohs. One of
these exceptions, the count of persimmon seed, is largely spurious. Most of the other items
in the table represent whole seeds, while the entries for persimmon are counts of seed
fragments. Persimmon seeds being relatively large and easily identified even when
fragmented, the persimmon counts should not be directly compared to the other seed
counts (M. Secarry, pers. comm.)

The other exception to the géneraliy low seed counts is grass seed {(Poaceae) in the
ﬁéor dei:»osits. Two distinct types are represented, with 77 specimens of tvpe 1 and 41
specimens of type 2. Scarry was unable to identify these grasses, but they deﬁnitely are
not maygrass, little barley, or fescue. Several different processes might account for the
high incidence of charred grass seeds in the floor sediments. Since the sediments are ashy
perhaps the seeds are part of a generalized spread of hearth ash. Another possibility s
that parts of the structure caught fire from time to time —the floor is oxidized in places—
and charred seeds from roof thatceh or Hoor matting became incorporated in the floor when
the structure was refurbished. Or perhaps theée geeds are byproducts of inténtional
collection and parching of grass seeds. Wiﬂhoﬁt more complete information about the
function(s) of the structure or the taxonomy of the.seeds, it is impaossible to eliminate any
of these alternatives. The high incidence of these seeds is not replicated in any of the large
number of floor deposits Scarry has sampled at Moundville, nor am I aware of any

comparable data from Mississippian floors elsewhere in the Southeast.



110

Table 4.12

Carbonized seeds from late Moﬁndville III
refuse and floor contexts, White site

Refuse deposit Floor deposit
Taxa (2 samples, (4 samples, 9.75
12 liters total) liters total)
Amaranthus (Pigweed) - 1
Celtis (Hackberry) - 2!
Chenopodium (Goosefoot) - 1
Compositae (Composites) - i
Diospyros {Persimmon) 35 119
Galium (Bedstraw) - 1
llex cf. verticilliata 2 2
(Winterberry)
cf. vomiteria (Yaupon) 1 -
Oxalis (Wood sorrel) 1 1
Pasgsiflora (Maypop) 1 5
Phalaris (Maygrass) 3 4
Phytolacca (Pokeweed) 4 -
Poaceae type 1 (Grass) 5 77
type 2 (“) o 41
Polygonum (Knotweed} — 3
Portulaca {Purslane) - 1
Rhus (Sumac) 1 -
Vitis (Grape} 1 1
Total identified 57 258
Unidentified 1 3
Unidentifiable 27 74

1 Not carhonized but included here because Lopinott (1984) argues Celtis seeds
may preserve without carbonization.
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One final note is necessary before turning to the agricultural side of sﬁbsistence.
One holly seed from the late Moundville ITI refuse deposit is teﬁtatively identified as ITlex
vomitoria, the yaupon holly, Yaupon was the basis of the “black drink”, an important,
ceremonially consumed tea widely noted by early European observers in the Southeaéf (see
Merrill 1279; Fairbanks 1979). Harper (1944:148-149; Harper in Jones n.d.) found
. specimens of yaupon gro-wing at Moundville. Noting that yaupon rarely occurs naturally
far from the sea coast, he speculated that yaupon had been transplanted to Moundville
prehistorically so that a lécal source would be available to the occupants of the large
Moundville site, Distribution data summarized hy Merrill (1972:Map 1) reaffirm the
primarily coastal distribution of the shrub, though the number of examples found well
away from the coast leave it a moot point whether yaupon might occur naturally in the
Moundville area. The shrub prefers “the .harsh life of the semi-xeric conditions of the
_ seashore and 1s adapted to a far lesser extent for the sterile bluffs on inland rivers” (Hu
1979; 10). While the high river bluffs at Moundville might well have supported a natural
population of yaupon (2 seeds are tentatively identified from Moundville I deposits at
Moundvilie [M. Scarry, pers. comm, 1986]), the wetter character of the White site
suggeéts that the plant likely would not grow there without human intervention. Since the
tea was made with the leaves only (and these were widely traded in the early historic
peried), it is unlikely that a yaupon seed would be found at White unless the plant grew
near the site. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that if the ¢f. vomitoria seed from

White really is yaupon, the shrub probably was cultivated there.

Site Catchments: Agricultural Resources

Maize was the staple food of Mississippian populationsg, as evidenced by the accounts
of early European explorers (Swanton 1946:304-310), hy the large amounts of maize
recovered from Mississippian archaeologicél sites (Yarnell and Black 1985:103), and by
the carbon isotope composition of the bones of Mississippian people (Broida 1984; Rose and

Marks 1985; Boutton et al. 1986). As with any agriculture-dependent population, a basic
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measure of the economic self-sufficiency of a community is its ability to prﬂdﬁce enough of
the staple crop for its own consumption. In its most extreme form, however, the
redistribution model stipulates that a chiefdom integrates communities that are so
ecologically disparate that staple foods would have to be imported to some of the
communities. The tributary model, in contrast, posits that chiefdoms typically are
composed of seif—sufﬁcien£ communitieg. In comparing these models, therefore, it is

. important to determine whether all communities of the Moundville chiefdo.m could have
.produced sufficient maize for their own consumption.

The maize productivity of Moundville-area site catchments was examined hy Peebles
(1978a:400-410). He was able to measure the maize productivity of Moundville-area soils
on an interval (but not ratio) scale, using soil type-specific maize _yields from the early
1900s. This was before the introduction of hybrid maize, machine plqwing, and soil
conservation practices. Factors bevond his control introduced a number of inaccuracies
into his analysis, e.g., inaccurate site.sizes, erronecus site locations, and inCl.l.lSiOI.l of sites _
of different time periods. These inaccuracies were detected during the 1978-79 UMMA
survey and testing program, and the new data were analyzed by Bozeman (1982) using

" Peebles’s technique. In general, the size of archaeological sites of the Moundville chiefdom
correlated highly with the agricultural productivity of 1 km radius catchments around the
sites. One site, 1 Tu 42/43, is an extreme outlier in this relationship, so much so that its
inclusion in the calculations turns a strong positive correlation (r > .7) to a weak negative
one. Assuming population size varied linearly with site size, and excepting 1 Tu 42/43, all
of the sites would have been equally able te support themselves, The anomalous position
of 1 Tu 42/43, however, is not the only problem with this analysis. The other issues will
be addressed after the problem of 1 Tu 42/43.

The I Tu 42/43 site is located across the river and about 4 km upstream from
Moundville. Aside from a variety of pre-Mississippian occupations, the site dates

primarily to Moundville TII and possibly the Protohistoric period as well. Herein lies one
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difficulty. There was an extensive burial urn cemetery immediately gdjacent to the site
{(Curren 1984:122-124), Though Curren states that the main area of the Protohistoric
village associated with the cemetery is across an intermittent stream from 1 Tu 42/43, the
1978 UMMA surface collection of the latter site demonstrates that a Protohistoric
component of unknown size was present there also (Bozeman 1982:162). It may be that
the difficulty of distinguishing Moundville IIT from Protohistoric artifacts significantly
inflates the apparent Moundville IIT occupation size. Another problem is that the 1 Tu 42
mound was intentionally plowed down by the landowners in the 1950s. This acti?ity is
likely to have artificially expanded the area in which Moundvilie-era artifacts are
distributed, hence increasing the appavent site size. Both of these factors suggest that the
size used for this site in Bozeman’s analysis is too large. Reduction of the site’s size would
bring it closer to the size:productivity ratio of the other single-mound sites. Whether these
factors account entirvely for the site’s anomalous position cannot yet be determined.

A less obvious problem with Bozeman’s analysis ié the way in which catchments
were measured. Both Peebles and Bozeman limited their catchments to the area which
could be reached by a 1 km walk without crossing major oxbow lakes or the river. Though
_the_known distribution of archaeolegical sites precludes major shifting of the river course
during the last thousand yvears, some change is known to have oceurred. For instance, the
present Cypress Cutoff Lake 4-5 km north of the White site was the active river channel
in the early 1800s (M. Scarry, pers. comm. 1986). At several of the Moundville-era sites
the opening or closing of one end of a cutoff lake would have a dramatic impact on the
amount of land which would bé included in the 1 km catchment. The dependence of the
productivity measures on catchment area can be seen in Figure 4.5 (data in Table 4.13).
The correlation coefficient between catchment size and productivity for all single-mound
sites plus Moundville is r = .78 (p < .01). The correlation is even higher i only single-
mound sites of Moundville IIT date are used in the calculation: r = .85 (.05 > p > .01).

Clearly, the results of Bozeman’s and Peebles’s analyses are highly dependent on the twin
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assumptions that major bodies of water were not crossed to reach fields, and that major
bodies of wéter were in Ithe same locations as they are today.

Redefining catchments to disregard whether water had to be crossed may sound like
.a reasonable way to avoid these problems, but before this analysis can be useful we need
additional information about the distribution of farmsteads across the landscape. When
Peebles conceived his site size — catchment productivity analysis, the available
information indicated that most of the Moundville-era populace wé.s nucleated at
Moundville and-the single-mbund sites. The 1978-79 UMMA survey, however,
demonstrated that the single-mound sites {except, possibly, 1 Tu 42/43) had relatively
small resident populations. The bulk of the population outside of Moundville lived in
dispersed farmsteads and small hamlets in districts or “neighborhoods” around the single-
mound sites (Bozeman 1982). As yet, there is not sufficient éystematic survey of the
Black Warrior floodplain to determine how extensive these “neighborhoods” were. If the
size of the occﬁpation at single-mound sites is related to the productivity. of the entire
neighborhood rather than just the fields closest to the mound, then selection of a radius for
a catchment analysis will be arbitrary and potentially misleading until there is further
empirical guidance. Whether “neighborhood” productivity did in fact affect the size of the
occupations around single-moungd sites is a question not easy to resolve without better
survey and some excavation data from the farmsteads. This does not mean, however, that
all catchment analyses are potentially wrong or uninformative.

The question being.asked of the catchment data is whether all sites had catchments
which were equally likely to have permitted self-sufficiency in maize production. By
dividing the catchment productivities by catchment size, we can remove the effect of
differing catchment sizes. The resulting values are measures of intrinsic fertility of the
soils near the sites. The mobilization model would predict a positive correlation between
site size and intrinsic fertility, while the mobilization model does not predict any particular

relationship between these two variables. Thus, a strong positive correlation would be
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Table 4.13

Site size and catchment size, productivity,
and intrinsic fertility for Moundville and Moundville TII
single-mound sites?

Catchment

Site Site size intrinsic

{ha) size productivity fertility

(ha) (m3 maize) {(m?® maize/ha)

Moundville 112.5 230 _ G621 2.70
1 Tu 2/3 .96 184 549 2.98
1 Tu 46/47 .28 190 401 2.11
1 Tu 42/43 2.2 150 | 304 2.03
1 Ha 14/15 1.3 . 219 544 2.48
1 Ha 107A .60 212 525 2.48
1 Ha 7/8 .74 226 | 580 2.61

! From Bozeman (1982) -

consistent with the mobilization model but would not be inconsistent with the redistribution
model. The correlation between site size and catchment fertility for all Moundville TTT
single-mound sites is low and negative (r = —.28, see Fig. 4.6). This result, however,
depends on _the accuracy of the size of 1 Tu 42/43, which is suspect. If 1 Tu 42/43 is
omitted from the calculatidns, the correlation rises to r = ,57. This is not statistically
significant (p = .31), which is hardly surprising given the small sample size. (For this
sample size the correlation coefficient must be .88 to be significant at p = .05).
Considering the low power of the statistical test, I believe the data do show a meaningfu!
correlation between site size and catchment fertility, despite the lack of statistical -
significance. The data do not contradict the expectation derived from the mobilization

model.
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The relationship between site size and caﬁchment fertility for the Moundville site
itself is very different from the relationship graphed in Figure 4.5. Moundville’s
catchment fertility is higher than all but one of the Moundville IIT phase single-mound sites
(see Table 4.18), but the Moundville site is vastly larger than any of the single-mound
sites. The Moundville gite size listed in Table 4.13 includes the area of the plaza, which
was devoid of residences (Peebles 1979). Even if the area of the plaza (roughly 30 ha) is
subtracted from the estimated 112 ha extenﬁ of the 'site, Moundville still has a
gualitatively different relationship to its catchment than do the single-mound sites. Given
the large size of the Moundville site, it seems highly probable that. Moundville residents
directly exploited a catchment of considerably larger radius than did residents of the
single-mbund sites. It also seems likely that the effective catchment of Moundville included
the entire chiefdom: using Steponaitis’s (1978) spatial analysis technique, Bozeman
(1982:291-301) showed that during the Moundville IIT phase Moundville is nearly

optimally located to receive tribute from the single-mound sites and their districts.

Maize Consumption at the White Site

The intringic fertility of the catchment of the White site is relatively high (see Figure
4.6). This results from the frequent nutrient enrichment provided by flooding. Despite
this fertility, the White site environs may have been less suitable for maize cultivation
than the catchments of the other single-mound sites. As discussed above, the White site
catchment is flooded more frequently than those of the other gites. Flooding frequently
covers even the highest land within 1 km of the site, whereas most of the other sites are
located on terrace-levees which are fiooded enly sporadically. Scarry (19886) has pointed
out that with aboriginal cultivation techniques flooding is a far more likely cause of crop
failure in the Black Warrior valley than drought. Table 4.14 shows the frequency of floods
by month over a 77 year interval at Tuscaloosa. Nearly 20% of recorded floods occurred
in April or May. Another way to express these data is that 39 floods occurred during

April or May over a 77 year period, for an average of 1 flood in these months every 2
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years. This means that most if not all of the White catchment would be inuindated during
the early growing season one year out of two. As Scarry (1986) noted, this would make
maize cropping near the White site an unreliable mode of subsistence. Delayed planting,
planting in hills, replanting after floods, and extensive above-ground storage might
mitigate the effect of floods, but it can be questioned whether reliance on maize cultivated

near the site would be a viable subsistence strategy.

Table 4.14

Frequency of floods
by month at Tuscaloosa, 1888-1960"

No. of times above Percentage of

Month flood stage total number
January _ 36 18.2
February . 39 19.7
. March - 55 - - 27.8
April 27 13.6
May 12 6.1
June 2 1.0
July 3 1.5
August 0 0
September 1 i
COctober 3 1.5
‘November 7 3.5
December 13 6.6
Total 198 100

! From Peirce (1962:44)

The degree of reliance on maize can be assessed from the charred plant food remains
in the White site refuse deposit. Margaret Scarry analyzed the botanical material from
three 6 liter flotation samples from the refuse deposit and four samples (total 9.75 1) of
floor deposits. The wood charcoal and seed counts are presented above (Tables 4.11 and

4.123. Table 4.15 presents the data on maize and nuts. Data for individual flotation
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- samples are presented in Appéndix C. Due to the plethora of factors intervening between
consumption of plant foods and their representation in the archaeoclogical record (see
Scarry 1986 for a review), the charred plant food data are meaningful primarily in terms
of proportions relative to those found at other sites or from other times. Thus, while we
cannot determine actual dietary abundances of plant foods from the charred plant remains,
we can determine whether residents at White consumed more nuts and less maize than
residents at other sites.

The only other archaeological plant food remains recovered from the Moundvilie.
chiefdom are from Moundville itself. Like the White site material, the Moundville material .
comes from flotation samples. Material from both sites was analyzed by Margaret Scarry,
using identical procedures. Thus, the two sets of data are fully comparable. There are a
variety of measures which could be used to examine the differences between the
Moundville and White material. For example, ﬁe could compare the percentages of
samples from each site which contain maizé rerﬁéins, or compare the percentages of tc;tal
plant food remains which are maize (using either weight or count). The measures that I
use are based on counts of pieces per liter of sample volume. Counts are used rather than
weights since I compare maize remains with nutshell remains, which are much denser
than maize cob fragments. The counts are divided by sample volume® since the flotation
samples were of various sizes. Following Scarry (1986 I use medians to compare the two
sites rather than means since medians are less affected by extreme outlying values, Both_
the median and mean values for maize and nut remains from White and Moundville are
listed in Table 4.16, and the medians are compared in Figure 4.7. The vertical scale in
this figure is the natural logarithm of the quantity one plus the median count per liter [i.e.,

In{1l + median count per liter)]. The log transformation is used because of the large

! Readers who wish to compare data presented by Scarry (1986) and those
presented here should note that for most purposes Scarry standardized her sample values
by total weight of plant remains per sample, rather than by sample volume. To facilitate
comparison with Searry’s data, both the sample volumes and total weight of plant remains
per sample for the White site samples are listed in Table 4.15.
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differences between the values f’rom the two sites, and one 1s added to the site mediaﬁs
before taking the logarithm in order to avoid negative logarithms.

It is clear from Figure 4.7a that maize remains, hickory shell, and acorn shell are
far more abundant at White than at Moundville. Acorn nutmeats are also more abundant
at White than at Moundville, though the difference is not so great as for the o'the.r plant
food remains. In part, the greater nut abundance at White is attributable to thé nature of
the exéavated deposits. As an intentional refuse deposit, the White site refuse would be |
expected to have higher item counts per .liter than the unintentioﬁa} accumﬁlations of sheet
midden and pit fills from which most of the Moundville samples come. The accuraéy of
this expectation can be seen in Figure 4.7h, in which the White site refuse data are
compared to Moundville sheet midden data. Even floor deposits from the two sites are not
strictly comparable. The floors sampled at Moundville were carefully-laid deposits of clean
sand which were frequently renewed (Scarry 1986), while the White site floor deﬁosits
have more the character of gradual, .uni'ntentional accumulations, As Figure 4.7c shows,
the density of plant feod remains-in the Moundville floors is much lower.

While the absolute values of the medians are not strictly comparable between sites,
the ratios of plant food remains should be. To compare the two sites in terms of the
relative importance of nuts and maize, Scarry (pers. comm. 1986) suggests using the
ratios of counts of acorn shell, hickory shell, and maize cupules. These data are presented
as Tukey box plots in Figure 4.8. Tukey box plots are a convenient way of presenting
information about data distributions (see Cleveland and McGill 1985:832 and references
therein). The mediém of each distribution is plotted as a “+7” enclosed in parentheses
which show a 95% confidence interval for the median. The left and right sides of the open |
rectangle are, respectively, the 25th and 75th percentiles. The distance between these
percentiles is called the midspread. Data points which are more than 1.5 times the
midspread below the 25th percentile, or 1.5 times the midspread above the 75th percentile,

are called outliers and are plotted as asterisks. The single horizontal lines extend from the
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Figure 4.7

Median eounts per liter for maize and nut remains
from White and Moundville flotation samples
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centrél hox to the furthest data points that are not outliers. The box plots in Figure 4.8
show that the acorn shell:hickory shell ratios at the two sites are roﬁghly equal, but that
at Moundville both kinds of nﬁtsheH are scarce relative to maize cupules. This suggests
that nuts as a class were more important in the diet at White than at Moundville.

It is tempting to see the apparently greater reliance on nuts at White as resulting
from the previously discussed problem of frequent flooding of the site’s catchment. While
this is one potential explanation of the data, there are at least three other. possibilities:

1} While the samples from Moundville are thought to include materials deposited
during all parts of the year (Scarry 1986), the White site faunal data do not rule out
the possibility that the site was occupied only seasonally. Thus, the differing
abundances of plant remains may be due to differing seasonality of occupation.

2) The contexts safnpled at Moundville are nearly all at the north end of the si;e, in
locations which were not commoner residential precinets (Scarry 1986). The White
site refuse, in contrast, is thought to include refuse from commoner as well as elite
households. Therefore, the differing plant data may result from status-related
differences in dietary rules; preferences, or prerogatives.

3) The Moundville samples date to the Moundville I phase, while the White samples
are from late Moundville III. Therefore, the differences may simply result from
chronological change in the subsistence strategy. Caddell’s (1983) data from the
Lubbub site are relevant here. Unfortunately, differences between Scarry’s
processing methods and those of Caddell prebably introduce biases which preclude -
direct comparison of their data. (Caddell ident.iﬁed remains retained on a 2 mm
screen, while Scarry identified material retained on a 1.4 mm screen. Differences in
the fragility and ease of identification of small pieces of nutshell compared with
maize likely render Scarry’s and Caddell’s data non-comparable.) Caddell’s data are
relevant becaunse she showed (1983) that Protohistoric (Summerville IV phase)

samples had slightly higher nut:maize ratios than the earlier Summerville TI/TTI
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samples, The White site data come from around the time this change was occurring
at Lubbub. The differences betveen Caddell’s and Scarry’s analytic procedures
make it difficult to determine, but the incr.eased'nut utilization in the Protohistoric at
Lubbub does not appear to be as substantial as the difference between the late
Moundville IIT White samples and the Moundville T samﬁies from Moundville.
Despite the apparent parallel between the Lubbub and White/Moundville data, a
region-wide shift in subsistence sirategy should be regarded as a possibility not yet
secﬁrelS?' demonstrated. |
The last detail of the botanical analysis to be discussed is the representation of
maize varieties at the White site. Using four morphoelogical variables (row number, cupule
height, cupule width, maximum cob diameter), Scarry (1986) performed a k-means cluster
analysis on all available, measurable, Moundville-era and Protohistqric cobs from the Black
Warrior valley. The four-cluster solution showed the clearest :patterning by sample
context and cIustér definition. One cIu.ster ié distinguished by high r.ow number (X =
12.5}, and appears to represent a distinet variety of maize. It is present throughout the
Moundville era and is found at White as well as at Moundville. (The measurable cobs from
White came from twe smudge pits, one radiocarbon dated to the Moundville II phase and
the other of undetermined age.) . The other three clusters appear to represent chronological
stages in the evolution of Eastern Complex maize, with one cluster comprising primarily
Moundville I samples, another comprising primarily known or probable Moundvilie IT and
I samples, and the final cluster comprising maostly Protohist_oric s.amples. Most of the
“Moundvilie II/TII cluster” édme from White. On this basis it can be concluded that both of

the varieties of maize consumed at Moundville were also consumed at White.

Conclusion
The goal of this chapter was to determine whether there were patterned differences
between sites of the Moundville chiefdom either in potentially available subsistence

resources or in the foods actually consumed. Catchment analyses indicate that the single-
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mound sites of the Moundville chiefdom were in very similar locations. All would Have had
direct access to the same set of wild food resources, and the positive correlation between
intrinsic fertility of the catchments and size of the occupations is consistent with these sites
being agriculturally seIf—sufﬁciént. One site, 1 Tu 42/43, seems to be an exception to the
fertility — occupation size correlation, but the estimated size of the site is likely to be
erroneous. The White site has a catchment significantly more flood-prone than the others,
which may haye made maize cultivation there less dependable. Maize remains were in
fact less abundant relative to nutshell at this site compared to the botanical remains from
Scarry’s excavations north of Mound R at Moundville. Searry’s data, however, are from
an earlier time, probably from households of a different soctal status, and possibly not
from the same season(s). Thus, it is not clear whether the relative abundance of nutshell
at White results from reliance on nuts to buffer shortfalls in maize production, or whether
other factors are involved. In summary, the botanical and catchment data provide no
reason to sﬁ.spect any of the .single-mound sites appre;:iably dep.ended on nen-tocal plant
foods.

Occupants of the single-mound sites would have had direct access to the same faunal
resources. Faunal remains from White are similar in overall composition to those from
other Mississippian sites in west Alabama. That 1s, all the communities from which data
are available seem to have consumed nearly identical proportions of fish, fowl, deer, small
mammals, etc. There are, however, marked differences between sites in terms of the
portions of deer that are consumed. A farmstead {Yarborough) and a single-mound site
(Lubbub) along the Tombighee River had complementary patterns of enrichment (single-
mound site} and depletion (farmstead) of the meatiest parts of a deer carcass. This
pattern is interpreted as evidence of provisioning of the elite at the single-mound site. The
upper fore limb in particular seems to have been preferentially consumed by the elite.
Unfortunately, White is the only site in the Moundville chiefdom from which an adequate

faunal sample is available. The White site deer remains have a greater than expected
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proportion of uppér hind limb e}ements, but a lower than expected proportién of upper fore
limb. Several possibilities may account for this pattern; among them:
1) In contrast to the central Tombighee valley, in the Moundville chiefdom the upper
hind limb may have been the portion preferentially consumed by the elite.
2) Upper fore limbs.may have been preferentially consumed by the elite at White but
the bones were not discarded in the refuse deposit sampled in 1983,
3) As the most preferré'd portion of the deer, upi)er fore limbhs may have been sent to
the higher-ranking elite at Moundville, |
Until adeguate faunal samples from Moundville and from farmsteads or harrﬁets are
available, it s difficult to determine what accounts for the patterning in the White site
faunal data. Tentatively, however, it appears that deer meat was being moved between
sites of the chiefdom. .The movement does not appear to be bulk redistribution to the

populace at large, but rather the provisioning of elite persons with preferred cuts of meat.



CHAPTER V
CRAFT PRODUCTION
Introduction

The production of non-subsistence goods is examined in this chapter. Rather than
repeating the cumbersome term “non-subsistence goods”, I will use the term “craft items.”
In common usage, this term carries connotations about the mode of production and visual
attractiveness of the items, so that we think of a craft item as something produced by an
individual artisan that a tourist or a museum might like to bﬁy. Such connotations are not
implied in my use of the term. This point is important, since connotations about the mode
of production would prejudge the issue being examined.

As with sub.sistence goods, the several models of chiefdom economies specify
different patterns of craft production. The redistribution model specifies that the districts
composing a chiefdom differ in their production of utilitarian crafts, i.e., cooking utensils,
clothing, and agricuttural and hunting implements. The mobilization model speciﬁés that
each district is self-sufficient in these goods. The tributary model places much of the
production of prestige goods in settlements other than the paramount center. The prestige
-goods model puts such production either at the Iparamount center or outside the chiefdom.
These predictions are compared below with data from the Moundville chiefdom.

Before proceeding to the analysis, however, it is necessary to describe the severity of
the problem posed by the non-preservation of organic materials. Aside from a few objects
preserved by waterlogging, charring, or by copper salts in burials at Moundville, there is
no preserved fabric, leather, cordage, cane or wooden objects, nor basketry, and bone tools

are probably underrepresented due to poor preservation. These are major deficiencies in
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the data, since they include all clothing and most of the tools used to make it, most of the
agricultural, fishing; and hunting gear, and the wooden mortars in which maize was
pounded for the daily meals (cf. Swanton 1946:439-608). Such deficiencies in the data
base are, of course, common in the 'archaeological record, and several procedures have
been devised to bridge the resulting gaps., Catchment analysis, for instance., can reveal
-whether raw materials for the non-preserved items were locally available. Another
approach is to examine the production of non-durable iterns. by studying the durable tools
used in their fabrication. Such tools and other dufable crafts are examined here after a
brief consideration of site catchments.

As the previous chapter shows, the settlements composing the Moundville chiefdom
had catchments with similar bietic resources. Faunal and botanical materials used for
clothing (e.g., deer hides, mulberry bark), hide-working tools (e.g., deer metapodial
scraperé, bone needles), cordage (e.g.; deer sinew, squirrel hide), mats and baskets {e.g.,
rushes, cane), and. household ﬁtensils {e.g., wooden dishes, knives of cane, wooden mortars
and pestles) would have been. equally available to all the settlements. Furthermore, the
sites do not differ in the accessibility of the ré'w materials for durable craft items such as
pottery and stone tools. Clays suitable for pottery, and which apparently were used for
pottery at Moundville (Steponaitis 1983a:18-20), crop out from Tuscaloosa at the north to
Jjust south of the White site (Clarke 1966, 1970). The predominant material used for
chipped stone tools is pebble chert and quartzite from the Tuscaloosa sand and gravel
formation. This formation blankets the Fall Line Hills from above Tuscaloosa to below the
White site, and derived gravels can also be found in stream beds leading from the hills and
in Pleistocene alluvium in the river floodplain itself. The two other lithic materials used for
domestic implements are greenstone (for axes) and a brown siltstone from which hoes that
may date to the Moundville period were sometimes made. The siltstone is actually just
floodplain silts cemented with iron and manganese oxides, and can be found all along the

banks of the Black Warrior River. Greenstone—more precisely, chlorite schist and other
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closely related fine-grained metamorphiecs—ecrops out in eastern Alabarma (Jones 1939).
Since the nearest outerop is over 100 km eagt of Moundville, all the Moundville
communities were essentially equally distant from the stone source. There is, therefore,
no obvious geographic digparity in animal, vegetal, or mineral resources that might
encourage communities to specialize in different crafts.

Ethnographically, however, community craft specialization often has little obvious
relation to the distribution of raw materials. Thus, to be confident that communities or
districts of the Moundville chiefdom did not have different craft specializations, we must
rely on the archaeological record of craft production. Data from the subsidiary sites come
from excavations at White and systematic surface collections from the other single-mound
gites. From Moundville itself there are two classes of information: systematically collected
and analyzed artifacts from excavations directed by Margaret Scarry in 1978-79; and
information gieéned by Christopher Peebles from the records of excavations prior to 1951,
Since the recovery of artifaéts from ﬁhese latter excavations was not systematic, i.e.,
screens were not used, the information derived from them must be treated as qualitative

rather than as guantitative data.

Ceramics
Since potsherds are the most abundant artifacts at archaeoclogical sites of the
Moundville chiefdom, ceramic production is the first craft to be analyzed. Steponaitis
studied technological and functional aspects of Moundville potiery and described the
ceramics as follows (Steponaitis 1883a:33):

Moundville pottery can be divided into two broad groups, which differ
from each other in both function and paste composition.. One group
consists mostly of bowls and bottles that were used as eating and
storage vessels, but were not used for cooking, Typically, these non-
cooking vessels are tempered with finely ground shell, and have a dark
surface finish produced by deliberate smudging and reduction during
firing. Indeed, the fact that most of them are “black-filmed” implies
that they were not used for cooking, because contact with a cooking
fire would have oxidized the surface and made it lighter.
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The second group, the cooking ware, consists of unburnished jars,
These vessels, in contrast to the noncooking wares, are usually
tempered with coarse shell, and tend to have an oxidized, reddish
brown surface color consistent with what one would expect on a vessel
used over a fire.

Steponaitis (1983a:33-45) showed that the mechanical properties of these two wares
were consistent with his functional designations: initially the coocking ware is not as
resistant to mechanical shock as the serving/storage ware, but does not deteriorate as
quickly when exposed to rapid heating and cooling {thermal shock, such ag a cooking vessel
undergoes),

One of the goals of Peebles’s Moundville research program was to determine
whether pottery was produced by eraft specialists, and what role chiefly control of its
production may have had:

It has been proposed (Peebles and Kus 1977) that one of the major
areas of craft specialization in chiefdoms was the manufacture of
ceramics. If either part or all of the pottery production at Moundville
- was in the hands of such specialists, then the limited number of
artisans should be reflected in the stylistic, morphological, and
technical variability of the pottery. In addition, if part or all of the
potiery production was removed from the context of the individual
household, then the Kilns and other remnants of the manufacture of
ceramics should be localized within the site. Finally, if the complex
social organization known to exist at Moundville developed there
through time, and if specialized production of ceramics is associated
with such development, then there should be a reduction in the
variability of ceramics and a trend to the localization of pottery
production within the site through time. (Peebles 1978c:4)

While these propositions cannot yvet be tested definitively, there is evidence bearing
on each, First, there is both technological and stylistic evidence that part-time craft
specialists were indeed making some of the Moundville pottery. The technological evidence
consists of van der Leeuw’s (1979, 1981) and Hardin’s (1979,1981) identification of a
highly efficient, skillful technigue for fabricating fine-ware vessels. Beginning with vessel
fabrication by adding coils to a basal slab supported en a rest, the technique progressed hy
increaging the fraction of the vessel formed on the rest. By the late Moundville IT and

Moundvilte ITT phases some vessels were being made in molds. A subglobular bottle, for

instance, would be made hy forming the lower half of the vessel body in a hemispherical
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mold, forming the upper half in the same or a similar mold, cutting out from. the upper
half’ a hole for the insertion of the bottle neck, atta.ching the upper and lbwer hemispheres,
and attaching a slab-built eylindrical neck. In contrast, cooking vesseis were made by
coiling with paddle-and-anvil finishing. In comparing the two techniques, van der Leeuw
(1981:107) says of the mold technique:

It seems as if this technique in particular was in the hands of

_ specialists. There was a considerably higher degree of skill mvolved,

and a much greater volume of information processing was required,

especialiy when decoration was added to the vessels,

Stylistic evidence of ceramic craft specialists is prbvided by Hardin’s (1979, 1981)
analysis of decorated fine-ware vessels. Assisted by Steponaitis, Hardin identified sets of
vessels decorated by individual artisans, by looking for (nearly).identical attributes of motif
selection, choice of structural options in rendering the motif, and technique in executing the
motif, Because all three variables must be considered,.individual “hands” cannot be |
identified reliably across different vessel shapes or across different varietieé in the
Moundville type-variéty typology (varieties by definition have different rnotifs). Hardin
identified 12 sets of vessels, and less certainly an additional 4 sets, where each set was

. decorated by a single individual (Table 5.1). Six sets were identified for Moundville

Engraved var. Hemphill, one set definitely and three less certainly for var. Taylorville, one

set for var. Wiggins, two definitely plus one less certainly for var. Tuscaloosa, one set for

var. Northport, and one set for Carthage Incised var. Carthage. While theée sets were
identified solely on stylistic grounds, “independent corroboration of the stylistic
identification of sets by the same hand was provided by similarities of vessel form, surface
texture (probably reflecting clay, surface treatment, and firing conditions), and building
technigue used for the vessel bodies” (Hardin 1981:110). Since the patterns of fabrication
and of decoration appear to be wholly redundant, I refer to these sets of vessels as being
produced by a single potter. This is merely for convenience, since the data do not indicate
how many people were involved in the production of each set, but only that each set came

from the same workshop.
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To gain an idea of the quantitative contribution of these individual potters (or
fabrication-decoration workshops), we can compare the number of vessels decorated by
individual hands with the number of vessels from which the sets were identified. This
information is presented in Table 5.2. A measure of the statistical significance of these
guantities, give_n ﬁhe sample sizes, is possible using the null hypothesis that each one of K
potters produced 1/K of all pots. Under this hypothesis we would expect only 1/K of the
pots in a random sample to have been made by a single potter. Since wé do not know how
many potters there actually were at Moundville, we can conservatively estimate K by the
number of potters cbserved in the sample, or k. The actual number of potters was
certainly higher than this estimate, and the higher the value of K thé less likely it would
be to find a large set of pots made by a single potter. Thus, if we can reject the null
hypothesis using K = k, we can be even more confident that the null hypothesis would be
rejected if we kneﬁ the true value of K. For each of the varieties, we can use binomial
theor& 10 determine the lii{elihood of obtaining the 1aréést single éet,, given .the sample size
and given the null hypothesis estimate that 1/k of the pots in the sample were produced by

a single potter. (Actually, for Moundville Engraved var. Hemphill and var. Wiggins the

sample sizes are large enough that it is appropriate to use a test for difference of
proportiong using the normal distribution.) Results of the tests are presented in Table 5.2.
For three of the varieties we can reject the null hypothesis at the .05 level.

These test results suggest that some potters made more pots than others. In
interpreting these results it should be recalled that for three of the five varieties there is
more than one identified set, and the tests only determine the probability. of obtaining the
largest set. Further, the extreme conservativeness of the assumption that K = k should
be pointed out.. Peebles (Peebles and Kus 1977:435) estimated the population of
Moundpville during the period when these pots were made as over 1000. If each household
consisted of 5 individuals and each household produced its own pots (i.e., no craft

specialization), then at any one time there would have been at least 200 potters. The pots
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were prodﬁced over a period of at least 200 years, or roughly 10 generations of 200
pott_ers per generation. Compared to these estimates, the estimates of K used in the tests
are extremely conservative, hence the actual probability of observing such large sets of
pots from a single potter should be far lower than the values in Table 5.2.

On these grounds we can conclude that, unless cultural or natural factors have
strongly biased our recovery of whole pots, a limited number of potters produced a
disproportionately large number of fine-ware vessels. The latter case, of course, would
effectively indicate craft specialization of some degree. I can think of no natural factors
- which would result in the overrepresentation of the pots of only a few pottery workshops.
Nearly all the recovered vessels are from burials, so different contexts of deposition would
not account for the observed abundances. Two cultural factors might be of importance,
however. The disproportionate representation of a few potters’ produc.ts in burials might
not be due to differential productivity between potters, but due to strong biases in which
potters’ vessels .Wer.'e selectéd f’o.r inclusioﬁ in graves. The best Wéy to.assess this
possibility would be to compare the pottery from domestic refuse deposits with that from
the burialg, a task made difficult by the near absence of whole vessels from refuse
contexts. Short of this, it should be noted that the vesselé in graves ére not mortuary
vessels per se. Extensive abrasion and chipping on the base and hip indicate that many of
these vessels received protracted use before being interred, just as midden sherds of the
same vessel types reveal traces of use. If there were a systematic selection of certain
potiers’ pots for inclusion with burials, would we expect these pots to have undergone the
same use-history as other potters’ pots;? Rather than attempting to answer this guestion,
it seems safer to allow the issue of differential production versus differential selection for
burial to remain unresolved until a direct comparison of burial and domestic-reluse pots
can be made.

The other cultural factor which might account for the observed abundances of

vessels produced by a few individuals is that often more than one pot was found per grave.
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If all 01; most of the vessels from each identified set had come from a single grave, then
there would be little basis for inferring specialist potters. The gravelots might simply
contain domestically produced pottery. This is not the case, however; no two vessels of
any one set came from the same grave, nor is there even much spatial clustering of the
pots in the sets. Pots of a set are as likely to be found on opposite sides of the site as they
- are to be on the same side. Moreover, two vessels of one set of Moundville Engraved

var. Taylorville were found at different sites, one at Moundville and the other at 1 Tu 2

{Snows Bend), a single-mound site 20 km north of Moundville. Except for the unresolved
issue raised in the previous paragraph, no identifiable factor other than some form of craft
specialization accoun;us for the observed data.

Asg noted above, Peebles (1978c:4) inferred that specialization in pottery production
ought to resulf in kilns or other remmants of the ménufacture' of ceramics being localized
within thé site. While no unambiguous kilns have been found at Moundville, there is a set
of six large, irreguiarly. shap_ed,. fired areas in a small zéne west of Mounﬂ P (see F.‘ig.. 51,
Peebles 1979:817-825). Most of these were outside of any walled structure, and those
apparently within walls may be superpositions. Only three of the areas were associated
with prepared, basin-shaped hearths, which is the standard form of hea;"th at the site.
The fired areas are not just incidental burning around domestic hearths, however, since
one of the areas associated with a hearth was 5.7 x 1.2 m and the firing extended 15 to 25
em deep. No such large fired areas have been deseribed elsewhere at the site with the
possible exception of “fiat fire places, one at least having clay hardened er brick from
‘continued héat” north of Mound .R (Moore 1905:22 1. Whiie Moore distinguished these
“fire places” from the basin-shaped hearths typical at the site, no information about their
size was provided. The fact that the only strong candidates for potiery firing areas at
Moundville were located within a few dozen meters of each other is particularly striking,

considering that roughly 5 ha of the site has been excavated.
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One other line of evidence about the Iocalié:ation of pottery production within the
Moundville site ié the distribution of “caches” of clay and mussel shell. These are the raw
materials for pottery. Aside from “two bags” of a elay and crushed shell mixture
recovered east of Mound E (Peebles 1979:298), all clay ahd shell caches were found west
of the plaza (see Fig. 5.1). Most of these were within 100 m of the firing areas, though
another set was some 200 m to the northeast (south of Mound R). While the clay4she11
mixture from east of Mound E is almost certéinly raw material for pottery, caches of clay
or shell alone are not necéssarily related to ceramic producﬁon. Clay is aléo used as daub
for structure walls, and mussel shell is a food byproduct. In light of the uncertain relation
of these caches to pottery production, and their rather diffuse association with the firing
areas, I regard this line of evidence as weak support for the presence of pottery specialists
at the site.

In contrast to the case for Moundville, there is little available information about the
presence and organization éf .ceramic production at the outlying sites. Sohle pots were
made in at least one of the single-mound sites, becausé the 1932 AMNH burial
excavations at the Snows Bend site ( 1 Tu 2,3) encountered a “nice bowl in kiln” (original
field notes, quoted in DeJarnette and Peebles 1970:107). The bowl was held fast in an
area of fired clay, about which no further details were recorded. Since the excavators were
already familiar with the standard Moundville basin-shaped hearth, their use of the term
“kiln” suggests this feature was not a hearth. There is every reason to believe that the
excavators’ functional interpretation was correct (though “firing area” might be a more apt
term than “kiln”). A burial at this site also contained one vessel of a pair identified by
Hardin (1981) as decorated by the same artisan; the other vessel of the pair was found at
Moundville. On these grounds we can conclude that some pots were made in at least one
of the single-mound sites, and that some potters or finished pots moved between this site

and Moundville.
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However, information on the extent of pottery production at Snows Bend and the
other single-moﬁnd sites is not available. While identification of the products of individual
potters can in principle be done with sherds (Hardin 1979), such analysis is not feasible
with the available samples. The surface col]ectioné from éingie-mound sites are so0
extensively frégmenbed as to preclude useful results. The excavated sample from the
White site is of such late date that the.fine-line incised (so-called engraved) designs
principally used by Hardin are no longer part of the decorative repertoire. Similarly, the
use of molds for vessel-forming, which appears to figure in the devélopment of
specialization of pottery-making at Moundville, is most easiiy detected on whole vessels,
particularly on subglobular bottles. Subglobular bottles were no longer being made during
the time the White site midden and refuse deposits were formed (see Chapter III;
Steponaitis 1983a:Fig. 26). Some of the hemispherical bowls and short-neck bowls at the
White site may have been mold-made: shoulders of short-neck bowls are often broken
evenly at tiae ﬁoint of vertical tangency where shoulder meets lowef body, a fracture
pattérn common among mold-made jafs. This pattern is not diagnostic of the use of molds,
however; the poeint of ver;cical tangency on short-neck bowls is often rather angular and is
thus mechanically weaker, hence more prone to breakage, than the smoothly curved upper
and lower body walls. Fracture at this inflection point would be common irrespective of
the technigque of vessel construction.

To summarize, ceramic samples from the outlying sites are either too fragmentary
or of the \n;rong period to determine how they relate to the specialization of pottery
production at Moundville, and the extent of excavation at the outlying sites is not sufficient
to reveal the extent and organization of pottery production there. At Moundville mself, the
abundance of vessels produced by a small number of individuals indicates there were a
limited number of potters during late Moundvilie IT and Moundville ITT times. The use of a
highly efficient vessel-forming technique for certain classes of vessels during this period is

consistent with the rapid production of a large number of these vessels by a few
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individuals. Extensive excavation at the Moundville site has revealed what appear to be
pottery firing areas in only one very small portion of this large and populous site. This
strongly supports the conclusion that during late Moundville IT and III times a
disproportionate fraction of the communitj’s pots were produced by a small number of
individuals. Finally, to prevent confusion on this issue (cf. Muller 1984, 1986; Yerkes
1986), I emphasize that I make no claim as to whether these potters were full-time
specialists or enly part-time siaecialists; I merely argue that there was some specié.lization

of pottei"y production.

Stone tools

In Chapter III it was mentioned that surface collections from subsidiary sites of the
Moundville chiefdom had lithic assemblages containing high proportions of material from
other time periods. To gain an idea of how high these proportions are, the ratio of
Moundville-era sherds to the total number of sherds can be used as an index of mixing,
The surface collections from occupation areas at single-mound sites have between 4% and
67% Moundville;era sherds (Bozeman 1982). Even if the mixture of lithics were no worse
than these figures, it wouid be difficult to exiéract useful information from these
assemblages.

However, there is reason to suspect that the actual percentage of lithics dating to
the Moundville period may\be much lower than the sherd ratios. In most cases, the
principai non-Moundville-era ceramics at these sites are of Late Woodland age (West
Jefferson phase—AD 850 or 900 to 1050). In the excavation contexts at White that have
nearly pure West Jefferson ceramic éssemblages, there are 3 to 5 times as many iithics
(all stone including debitage) as sherds. In the least-mixed Moundville-era deposits at
White, there are 3 to 5 times as many sherds as lithics. If we assume that these
excavation contexts are representative of the other West Jefferson and Moundville
components, then a simple calculation indicates that none of the surface collections should

have lithic assemblages that contain more than 20% Moundville-era lithics. The situation
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may not be this severe: leaching of the shell tempering from Moundville-era sherds leaves
them signiﬁcaﬁtly weaker than the grog-tempered West Jefferson phase sherds, and hence
much more prone to weathering and mechanical destruction in plowed fields. Thus, the
sherd ratios from plowed fields collected by the. 1978-79 UMMA survey probably
misrepresent the sherd ratios prior to plowing. While the direction of this bias is clear, its
magnitude is not known. Overall, then, there is no cbvious way of extraéting information
about Moundville-era use of lithic resources from surface collections that are largely, if not
mostly, composed éf material of othér time periods.

Not only does this conclusion apply to debitage and informal tools, but it also applies
to formal tools which might ordinarily be expected to differ in shape between periods. The
principal formal tool type—a small triangular projectile point—was used throughout west
Alabama in both the Moundville period and the preceding Late. Woodland period.
Comparisons of points from known-age contexts have not identified patterned
morphological or technological differeﬁces bet.ween.periods (Enéor 1981.; Allan 1983).
Other formal stone tools exist, including drills, gravers, celits, and hoes. Researchers in
west Alabama have some knowledge about the temporal distributions of these tools, but
this is far from complete. Ground and polished gTéenstone celts definitely were used
during both the Moundville period and the preceding Late Woodland, since they are
present in well-dated excavation contexts (J énkins and Nielsern 1974; Jenkins énd Ensor
1981; Moore 1905, 1907; DeJarnette and Peebles 1970; Scarry 1986; unpublished ﬁe.ld
notes on file at Mound State Monument). There are two forms of drills which may date to
the Moundville peried: reworked projectile points, and cylindrical drills. None of the
cylindrical drills have been found in clear Moundville contexts, and I suspect them to be of
Late Woodland date. They are currently being studied by Melody Pope at SUNY-
Binghamton, who should be able to ﬁrovide further information on their function and
possibly their cultural affiliation. A few drills made from resharpened projectile points, as

well as a few gravers or piercing implements, were recovered from the late Moundville TIT
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trash deposit at the White site, though most such tools at the site came from mixed
midden primarily of Late Woodland origin. 1t would be premature to conclude that such
tools were definitely used in the Moundville period. Another class of stone tool found in the
surface collections is a large siltstone implement thought to be a hoe blade (M. Pope, pers. ,
comm.). Since none of these tools have yvet been found in excavations, their dating is an
open guestion,

Se far this discussion has emphasized the difficulties of extracting useful information
from the stone tool assemblages. Despite these difficulties, it is possible to draw a fairly
clear picture of the usé of lithies in the Moundville period. The rest of this discussion
focuses on the evidence which leads to the following conclusions:

1) Most cutting tools were not made of stone.
2) Most tools made of chipped stone were made of locally available materials.
3) Tools made of non-local stone {either ground or chipped) were made primarily at

Moundville. |

There are two lines of evidence that most cutting tools were not made of stone.
First, as has been stated above; stone tools and debitage are-infrequent at sites of the
Moundville period in comparison with earlier sites (using lithic counts standardized by
sherd coun.tS}. This appears to hold true regardiess of the level of a site in the Moundville
settlement hierarchy. Surface collections from small, sparse sherd scatters interpreted as
isolated farmsteads had roughly three times more sherds than lithic items (Bozeman
1982:Table 29).. In the least mixed Moundville-era deposits at the White site, the ratio
was three.to one or higher. In excavations north of Mound R at Mdundville, the
sherd:lithic ratio was much higher, 38 to 1. In contrast, in the least mixed West Jefferson
phase contexts at White, the sherd:lithic ratio was 0.3 to 1, or lower. Surface collections

at single-component {ceramically) West Jefferson phase sites in the upper Black Warrior

drainage had sherd:lithic ratios below 0.1 to 1 (Jenkins and Nielsen 1974).
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Caution must be used in comparing these data, since some are from surface
collections while others represent remains retained on screens. The screened samples
include all lithics retained on 1/4 in screens and all sherds retained on 1/2 in sereens. I
" suspect that surface collections, like the screened samples, are biased against small sherds
more than against small lithics. Thus, I suspect the sampling techniques yield roughly
comparable data. There .are also problems in comparing the screened samples. The
deposits north of Mound R at Moundvilie are structure fioors and incidental midden layers,
‘while the Moundville-era deposits at White are intentional refuse deposits. The different
formation processes may bias the sherd:lithic ratios, though which way and how geverely
is not known. A further complication is that these figures incluﬂe all lithies, not just
formal cutting tools. It appears that during both periods compared here there was
extensive expedient use of unmodified flakes for cutting (M. Pope, pers. comm.), though the
samples have not been studied to determine whether such expedient use is equally common
in the two per.iods. Notwithstan&ing these complications, the eonsistent difference befxvveen
the West Jefferson phase and the Moundville-era data, and the fact that this difference
spaﬁe two orders of magnitude, are here taken as evidence of the relative infrequency of
stone tools in the Moundville era.

A second line of evidence that stone tools were not the most common cutting tools in
the.Moundville era consists of ethnohistoric descriptions of tool use in the Southeastern
U.S. Swanton (1946:564) summarized this evidence briefiy:

Undoubtedly knives of shell, stone, and perhaps bone were employed,
but cane or reed knives are the only aboriginal implements of this kind
to be widely noted. They appear to have beer in use everywhere
throughout the [Southeast],
Swanton (1946:571-584) also reviewed early European descriptions of arrowheads and
lance points, among which cane tips were mentioned frequently,
The chipped stone tools that were used during the Moundville era were

predominantly made of locally available raw material, Table 5.3 lists the raw material

types of all retouched pieces from the late Moundville III refuse deposit at the White site.
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For 86% of these items the raw material is locally available. The predominance of local
raw materials is also seé_n in the debitage, of which 96.6% by count is chert or quartz from
the Tuscaloosa gravels and only 3.4% is non-local material.

The problem of chroﬁological-admixture of the lithics in the refuse deposit at the
White site,.mentioned in Chapter III, is underscored by the fact that 2 out of the 14 (14%)
diagnostic projecti}e points are pre-Mississippian (i.e., the Late Woodland Flint River
Spikes; Cambron and Hulse 19 75:53). While the refuse deposit data presented here all
come from excavation units with 10% or less pre-Mississi.ppian ceramics, so_mé of these
units are less mixed than others. This allows us to determine whether the admisture of
earlier material is “masking” a usage of non-local stone higher than the summary
statistics for the debitage indicate. If the late Moundville I usage of non-local stone was
proportionally greater than in earlier periods,. there shoﬁld be a negative correlation
between the percentage of pre-Mississippian ceramics and the percentage of non-local
debitage. Tab.le 5.4 presenté .these percentage values for all those refuse. deposit analytical
units in which the number of sherds and the number of debitage pieces is each greater
than 30. This cut-off value is used to prevent the relatively high sampling error
expectable for small samples from obscuring any real relationship. As can be seen by the
least-squares regression line fitted to the data in Figure 5.2, thére appears to be a positive
relationship between these variables, | While the correlation is not significant (r = .34, p =
.14), these data do indicate that admixture of earlier material more likely elevates the
proportion of non-local debitage than reduces it. No more than a few percent of late
Moundville IIT debitage was non-local material.

A technological analysis of the White site debitage indicates that all stages of the
lithic reduction sequence for locally available raw material took place there. Table 5.5
presents the counts and weights of five debitage categories for the material above the floor
level in squares 162N/105E and 164N/105E. These two units were selected because they

are the least mixed of the excavation units in the refuse deposit (see Table 3.7, right-hand
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Table 5.4

Counts and percentages of non-local debitage and percentages of pre-Mississippian
sherds for selected units of the late Moundville ITI refuse deposit, White site,

: Local Non-local Non-local Pre—Mississippian
Analytical debitage debitage debitage sherds
unit (N} (N) (%) (%)
- 162N/105E L.1 109 2 1.8 2.3
: L.2 248 9 3.5 2.3
L3 72 2 2.7 3.2
164N/105E L.1 91 3 3.2 3.1
L.2 223 ] 2.6 3.0
L.3 64 1 1.5 3.1
166N/105E L.1 85 2 2.3 4.1
L.2 181 8 4.2 5.0
L.3 195 5 2.5 4.3
16ZN/107E L.2 52 3 5.5 3.1
1.3 45 2 4.3 8.1
164N/107E 1.1 28 1 3.4 4.9
L.2 32 ) O 1.7
166N/107E L.2 38 2 5.0 4.7
162N/107.5E L.1 106 5 4.5 6.0
L.2 73 2 2.7 2.0
164N/107.5E L.1 103 1. 1.0 6.0
L.2 136 8 5.6 3.0
166N/107.5E 1.2 148 9 5.7 5.0
L.3 36 0 0 2.5
Total 2065 71 3.3 3.6
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Figure 5.2

Scatterplot of percentage of non-local debitage versus percentage of pre-Mississippian
sherds for selected units of the late Moundville III refuse deposit, White site
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column), The shatter category includes both unmodified shatter from heating (nearly all
the chert has been heat-treated). and unmodified debris from bipolar fracture of cobbles.
The prevalence of Eipolar core reduction probably accounts for the scarcity of prepared,
flawed, or exhausted flake cores, only one of which is present. Shatter and decortication
flakes together represent debris from the initial reduction of cobbles to “usable” flakes. |
Flakes of bifacial retouch represent the final stage in the manufacture of formal tools, and
also resharpeni.ng of worn tools. Miscellaneous flakes as a group are intermediate in the
“lithic reduction sequence.

For local raw material, the most abundant category of debitage, by count or weight,
is shatier. Shatter and decortication flakes together comprise two thirds of the assemblage
by count (84% by weight), and miscetlaneous flakes comprise most of the remainder.

Thus, the majority of the assemblage is debris from early and intermediate stages of biface
manufacture. The final stage of tool production is represented by very little debris, but
this is to be exp.ected sincé flakes were coded as bifaciai retouch flakes only if the platform
was intact. These data, together with the presence of 348 unworked pebbles of local chert
and quartz (mostly heat-treated but too small to be worked}, indicate that ail stages of the
production of tools from local raw material took place at the White site.

The relative abundances of debitage categories for non-local material are distinctly
different from those of local raw material (see Table 5.5). Nearly all the non-local debitage
is from the intermediate or final stages of tool production. No unworked non-local material
was found in these two excavation units, Keeping in mind that some of the non-local
material is likely to be intrusi*.we, the data indicate that very little non-local stone was
worked at White, and what little there was had been brought to the site as prepared cores,
blanks, or finished tools.

The data presented thus far support the conclusions that most cutting tools were not
made of stone, and that, at least at the White site, most chipped stone tools were made of

local raw material. Data from sites of the Moundville chiefdom also support a third
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conclusion, that non-local lithic raw material was made into finished items at Moundville
but not at the outlying. sites. Excavations north of Mound R and south of the Conference
Building at Moundville (Scarry 1986) yielded lithic assemblages which, though small,
contrast sharply with the lithics from White. As can be seen in Table 5.6, north of Mound
R non-local chert is three times as abundant as the locél mate.rial., and south of the
Conference Building non-local material is only shightly less abundant that the local chert.
Not only are these ratios markedly different from the local:non-local ratio at White, but
much more of the non-local material in these excavations at Moundpville is from the early
stages of tool production than is the case at White. South of the Conference Buildirig at
Moundville there was an exhausted flake core of non-local chert, something altogether
absent from the White site assemblage. The abundance of non-local material in the
debitage from Moundville is paralleled by the abundance of finished tools of non-local
material; all 5 of the tools or tool fragments from these 2 excavation areas at Moundville
are of non-]ﬁcal .chert, C(.)mpare.d with 14% of the tools at WE&Q Thé size of the
Moundpville fithic samples is small, and the samples come from 2 locations within a very
large site, so these data cannot be regarded as representative of the site as a whole.
Nevertheiess; the data do reveal that in at least 2 locations at Moundville there is far
greater abundance of non-local chert than at White, and that this chert was brought to the
site as cores or unmodified cobbles rather than as blanks or finished tools.

In addition to the differences already described, the chipped stone assemblages from
Moundvilie and the White site différ in terms of th‘e relative abundances of particular non-
local sources. Table 5.7 presents counts and percentages of chipped stone by source, for
the White site late Moundville III refuse deposit, the 1978-79 excavations in late
Moundville 1 contexts north of Mound R at Moundville, and the 1978-79 excavations in
Moundville I contexts south of the Conference Building at Moundville, At the White site,
Ft. Payne and Bangor cherts are less abundant than Tallahatta quartzite and chert or

agate from the Coastal Plain of south Alabama. In both Moundville collections, the
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Ft. Payne and Bangor material outnumbers the Coastal Plain and Tallahatta sources.
Both Ft. Payne and Bangor cherts come from north Alabama, in the Tennessee River
valley. Tallahatta quartzite, like the Coastal Plain material, comes from south Alabama.
Thus, the non-local chert at Moundville is predominantly from .northern sources, while the
non-local chipped stone at White is predominantly from sources to the south.

This does not necessarily mean that Moundville-era residents of the two sites tended
to utilize different non-local materials. Nearly all of the Tallahatta guartzite projectile
points recovered in surface collections in the Moundville area are Archaic stemmed forms,
such as those of the Flint Creek, Little Bear Creek, Benton, and Morrow Mountain-White
Springs clﬁsters described by Ensor (1981:94-100). T suspect that much of the Tallahatta
guartzite, and by extension other south Alabhama material, in the Moundville area dates
before A.D. 1. How much of the predéminance of south Alabama material at White is the
result of admixture of earlier materials is not clear. White does lie to the south of
Moundville, so it is cértainiy possiblé that Moundville-era fesidenté at White might.' have
had greater access to southern sources than the residents at Moundville, Tt is also possible
that the precurement of non-local stone shifted during the Moundville period, for the
samples from Moundvilie date to the Moundville I phase while the White site material is of
late Moundville IT1 date. Analysis of lithie collections from other periods at Mouﬁdvﬂle and
at other single-mound sites will be necessary to determine which of these factors is
responsible for the observed differences between the White site non-local chipped stone and
the samples from Moundville.

The 1978-79 excavations north of Mound R at Moundyville also produced an unusual
assemblage of ground and polished stone, Fully 25% (46/186) of all stone north of Mound
R was greenstone or other metamorphic rock (Scarry 1986). In contrast, only 0.7% of the
lithics in the late Moundville ITT refuse deposit at White were greenstone. The unusual
- abundance of greenstone north of Mound R at Moundville was alsc noted by C.B. Moore,

who found 40-50 celt fragments in his excavations there and deseribed this abundance as
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“new in our experience” (Moore 1905:221). Table 5.7 presents further information about
the abundance of greenstone at Moundvilie and other sites in the Black Warrior valley.
The excavations north of Mound R at Moundville (roughly 6 m®) produced considerably
more greenstone by weight as well as by count than the 1283 excavations at the White
site (roughly 5 m?), despite the far lower density of lithic debris norﬁh of Mound R. About
two-thirds as many worked pieces of greenstone were found north of Mound R as were
found in complete surface collections of nearly 30 Black Warrior valley sites with
Mississippian components, and unlike the material north of Mound R, some of the surface

collected material is Iikely to be of pre-Mississippian date.

Table 5.8

Counts and weights of greenstone items from sites in the Moundville area

Worked Unworked

Site
N Wt. (g) N Wt. (g}

Moundville, north 23 1170.2 23 48.8
of Mound R!

White, late 19 55.8 18 15.5
Moundville ITE
refuse deposit?

Surface collections, 38 2029.3 ~4 -4
Black Warrior
floodplain®

1 From Scarry (1986) _

2 Not included here are 1 whole celt, 1 broken celt, and 1 whole discoidal
found during the 1930-31 AMNH excavations

¥ From Bozeman (1982) and Alexander (1982)

4 Bozeman (1982) did not distinguish between worked and unworked, so all
pieces are counted as worked; Alexander (1982} only reported worked
greenstone

While it is evident that the deposits north of Mound R have an unusual abundance of

greenstone, there is another aspect of this assemblage that is not evident in Table 5.7.
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The greenstone from north of Mound R includes items which appear to have broken during
manufacture, as well as unworked pieces which are of a size and shape that precludes
their being fragments of a finished object. In other words, greenstone items were being
made north of Mound R In contrast, the greenstone pieces from the White site are either
clearly fragments of finished items or unworked chips that are so small that it is likely
they also are fragments of broken items. There is no greenstone manufacturing debris at
the White site. Manufacturing debris is all but absent from the 1.97 879 UMMA surfac:e
collections of other outlying sites, with a couplé of large, ﬁnworked pieces frpm one site (1
Ha 107A) being the only examples (T. Bozeman, pers. comm.; M. Pope, pers. comm.).
North of Mound R at Moundvilie is the only location within the chiefdom where evidence of
manufacture has been found, though .greenstene products were widely distributed
throughout the chiefdom. Numerically, the most important greenstone. products were celts
(or axeheads). Whole celts or fragments of broken celts are found at all levels of the
settleﬁleﬁt hierarchy. Spatulate “ceremoni;al"' axes ( aiso called spuds) .and diécs .(paint
 palettes) were also ﬁade of greenstone, but these items or fragments thereof have only
been found at Moundville and at the single-mound local centers.

Aside from items of chert and greenstone, a variety of other chjects made of stone
~were used during the Moundville period. These include pieces of minerals used for
pigments, several kinds of rock used for beads, figurines, and pipes, and a kind of fine-
grained sandstone from which most of the circular or rectangular paint palettes were
made. Of these lithic _items, only the paint palettes could be called tools. Discussion of the
othér items. is deferred until later in this chapter. Paint palettes have only beén found at
Moundville and at the White site, where fragments of a notched-edge, circular sandstone
palette with traces of red pigment on both sides was found in the late Moundville ITI refuse
deposit. The locus of manufacture of sandstone palettes is not known, nor is the source of
stone certain. It is thought that the sandstone probably comes from the Pottsville

Formation, which crops out from Tuscaloosa northwards (V. Steponaitis, pers. comm.).
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In summary, the lithic technology of the Moundville culture was focused on locally
available raw material. All stages of the production of formal tools took place at the White
site, but whether this was the ;:ase at the other single—mbund sites and/or farmsteads and
hamiets is difficult to determine on the basis of the surface collections. Certainly the raw
material was equally available to all communities in the chiefdom. The little non-local
material that. was found at White was late-stage manufacturing debris or finished tools. In

" contrast, m at least oné precinet of Moundville (north of Mound R}, non-local chipped stone
was relatively abundant. Further, the non-local material in this precinct is prixhariiy
debris from early and intermediate stages of manufacturing. Precisely the same
relationship between Moundville and the outlying gites holds true for ground stone tools:
only whole or broken ground stone tools are found at the outlying sites, while

manufacturing debris is found in one area (at least} at Moundvilie.

Other Craft Items

Compared with the cases for pottery and stone tools, there is little available
information concerning the production of other craft items. In part this is due to the non-
preservation of organic materials. but it is also due .to the apparently sparse use of
durable, formal tools in the production of eraft items. While valuable information might be -
obtained from microscopic use-wear analyses of extensive samples of utilized flakes, thi.s is
a task I leave for other researchers. The information already available, however, does
suggest a pattern for the production and distribution of other craft items.

A simple way to present information about the distribution of craft items in the
Moundville éhiefdom is to tabulate the kinds of items found at various sites. Since pottery
and stone tools have already been discussed, they are omitted here. Bone tools and all
organic materials are also omitted, since their absence at a site is at least as likely to be
due to poor preservation as to actual prehistoric distributions. Table 5.8 is a Iist of the
kinds of items recovered from Moundville, while the list of items found at the single-mound

sites is presented in Table 5.9.



Selected artifact classes found at Moundville

Copper axe

Copper knife

Copper gorget

Copper strip

Copper symbol badge
Copper sheet pendant
Copper sheet hair ornament,
Copper beads

Copper earspools
Copper fishhooks
Copper-clad wood and bone
Other copper

Stone ceremonial celts
Stone paint palettes
Stone earplugs

Stone gorgets
Monolithic axe pendant
Red slate pendant
Amethyst human head
Ceremonial flint blades
Carved stone bowls
Plain stone pipe

Stone effigy pipe
Obsidian proj. pts.

Mica

Galena

White (lead) paint
Hematite/red paint
Limonite/yellow paint
Glauconite/green paint
Psilomelane

Graphite

Bentonite

White clay
Asphaltum

Drilled shark teeth
Drilled bear teeth
Unid. carnivore teeth
Ivory-hilled woodpecker beaks
Bird claws

Shell beads

Shell gorgets

Shell pendants

Shell earplugs

Shell spoon '
Engraved conch shell
Conch columelia
Pearl beads

The locus of manufacture of most of the items in these two lists is not known. As

previously stated, stone ceremontal celts and other greenstone items were probably made

north of Mound R at Moundville, and stone palettes may have been manufactured in west

central Alabama. Hematite and limonite are locally available throughout the Moundville

chiefdom, and white clay is widespread on the Fall Line Hills bordering the Black Warrior

valley. Bear and carnivore teeth, ivory-billed woodpecker beaks, and bird claws were also

available locally or at no great distance. Nearly all of the other items in the list are of

non-local raw materials, though they are not necessarily of non-local manufacture. For

example, a small pit south of the Conference Building at Moundville contained 208 g of

unworked mica which appears to be manufacturing debris. Sources of sheet mica are

several hundred kilometers to the east and northeast, in the South Appalachian mountains
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Table 5.10

Selected artifact classes found at single-mound sites

1Ha 7.8 1 Tu 22
(White) 1 Tu 46,471 (Snows Bend)
Copper ornament Stone ceremontal Stone ceremonial celt
Drilled bear teeth celt Shell beads
Stone paint palette Green paint
Shell pendant
Shell beads
Hematite/red paint
Limonite/yellow paint
Galena

! From Bozeman (1982)
2 ¥rom DeJarnette and Peebles (1970)

{Jones 1926:202-203). Another kind of item probably manufactured at Moundville is a
teardrop-shaped.l. red slate gorget: a fragment of one that appa.rent.]y broke during
manufacture was found at Moundville in Smithsonian Institution excavations in the 19th
century (Steponaitis 1283h:138, Fig. 10g). The source of the red slate is not known,
though slates of the Pottsville Formation crop cut from Tuscaloosa northward. Shell beads
are another craft item possibly manufactured at Moundville, with byproducts of bead
manufacture being most abundant east of Mound E (Peebles 1978¢:17). In contrast to
these items, there is no information about the location of manufacture of artifacts of shark
teeth, pearl, copper, shell (other than beads}, or rare materials such as amethyst. A
thorough re-analysis of the collections from excavations at Moundville might shed light on
some of these materials, but as yet there are no plans for such a major undertaking.

The available information concerning production of the items listed in Tables 5.8 and
5.9 indicates that all the non-local materials demonstrably worked within the Moundville

chiefdom were worked only at Moundville. There is no evidence for the manufacture of

items of non-local materials at the outlying sites. Undeniably, the lack of evidence .of such
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craft production at the outlying sites may be due to poor preservation or the limited extent
of excavations, However, there is an obvious parallel between the data in the preceding
paragraph and the data on the production of stone tools, Regardless of the function, social
significance, or symbolic content of items made of non-local raw material, if they were
made within the Moundville chiefdom, they were made. at Moundville itself.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine the locus of production of most items made from
local raw materials. Such items in Tables 5.8 and 5.9, as well as objects of cane, wood,
bone, fiber, etec., are of a nature that their manufacture would leave few diagnostic or
durable byproducts. An unusual abundance (per unit excavated area) of bone awls in the
northeast guarter of Moundville has been interpreted as a possible hide-working area
(Peebles and Kus 1977:442); however, differential preservation could aiso account for this
pattern, and it has not heen demonstrated that these tools were used as awis rather than,
for instance, corn-shuckers (C. Peebles, pers. comm.). For the two clésses of goods which
\.vould Ieéve Ciurable and distﬁnctive évidence of their rrianufacturé-.-cerémics. énd chipi:wed
stone tools—there is good evidence of their manufacture from local raw materials at the

outlying sites as well as at Moundville,

Items of Known Non-loeal Manufacture

The principal class of items found within the Moundville chiefdem but.known to be of
non-local manufacture is pottery. Sieponaitis {12832a:347-348) identified the nén-local
vessels in the collection of whole pots from Moundville. These include vessels from several
locales in the lower Mississippi valiey, eastern Tennessee, and south Alabama. There are
no vessels from what is now Georgia or from east of the Apalachicola River in Florida. In
the surface collections from outlying sites, no vessels of definite non-local manufacture
were noted (Bozeman 1982), nor were any. nop-local vessels found with the burials at
White or Snows Bend (Peebles and DeJarnette 1970; Appendix I). The 1983 excavations
at White also produced no sherds definitely from vessels of non-local manufacture, though

some sherds are sufficiently unusual in paste characteristics or decoration that they may
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be from n_oﬁ-local vessels. In part, the absence of identified non-local vessels outside
Moundville is due to the paucity of whole vessels in the collections; it is easier to identify a
whole vessel as being of non-local origin than it is to identify a sherd from one.
Nevertheless, if non-local vessels were present at the outlying sites in the same
frequencies as thesf are in the Moundville whole vessel collection, it is almost certain that
at least a few of them would have been identified: Steponaitis classified 935 whole vessels
from Moundville, of which 16.3% (152) are obvicusly non-local. Also, non-local vessels |
were identified in the comparatively small sherd collection from excavations north of
Mound R and south of the Conference Building (Steponaitis 1983a:289-2953,
demonstrating that it is possible to detect non-local ceramics in sherd samples. It appears
that most of the non-local vessels which entered the Moundville chiefdom ended their use-
life at Moundville.

Ag with the local whole vessels, most of the non-local whole vessels were found in
burtals. In every caée whefe t.he. sex of the burial associated With”a n01.1—10.c.a] vessel is
known, the buried ipdividual was female (C. Peebles, pers. comm.). Aﬁ chvious
interpretation is that these individuals were non-_iocal women who married in and brought
their native pottery with them. Other interpretations are possible, however, and none of
them can be considered more probable than others until tests with independent evidence
are produced. The association of non-local pots with female burials is clearly a point
worthy of future research.

There are a few other items found within the Moundville chiefdom that are known to
be, or most likely are, of non-local manufacture. The obsidian arrowheads, for instancé,
probably arrived at Moundville as finished products, though without further information
about their morpholegy, mineralogy, or chemical composition, it is not possible to say
where they came from. Galena and graphite, both probably used as pigments, may be
regarded as finished products, since it was the material itself that was of value. The

nearest graphite sources are in eastern Alabama (Jones 1929), though whether any or all
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of the graphite at Moundville came from there is not known, Walthall {1981) obtained
trace element date for seven pieé’es of galena from Moundville. Three of the specimens
were assigned to the Potosi source in southeastern Missouri, not far from the American
Bottoms, while the other four specimens apparently came from the Upper Mississippi
Valley source in the adjacent portions of Ilinois, Wiéconsin, and Iowa. Obsidian and
graphite have been found only at Moundville, while galena has been found at Moundville
and two single-mound sites (White and 1 Tu 50 [Steponaitis, pers. comm.]). Most of the
galena at .Moundville is large pieces found in burials, while the galena pieces found at
White were found in the refuse deposit and were very small (1.9 g and 0.8 g).

Other artifacts probably of non-local manufacture are hoes made of Mill Creek chert.
Mill Creek chert comes from the Shawnee Hilis in southwestern Ilinois. Substantial
numbers of large bifaces made from this material were distributed widely throughout the
Midwest in the Mississippian period, abmost alwavs in finished form (Cobb 1985). A few
n=9) fz'a;gn”.lents. of Mill Creek che.rt,. éome beéring the distincﬁve hoe-p.oli.sh,. ha.ve heen
found within the Moundville chiefdom; their locations are listed in Table 5.10. No whole
hoes have been recovered, which could be due to their rarity or to intensive curation of the
hoes. The paucity of flakes suggests that Mill Creek hoes were generally scarce. No
pieces of Mill Creek chert have been positively identified at Moundville (3 flakes from north

~of Mound R may be Mill Creek chert—M. Pdpe, pers. comm.). This scarcity is as likely to
result from the small size of the analyzed lithic sample as from a real absence of the
material.

An interpretation of the pattern of distribution of non-locally manufactured items
based on the few classes discussed here must be highly tentative. Undoubtedly there were
many other non-locally manufactured items present within the Moundville chiefdom, bhut
gither they have not been identified as such or else they have not preserved or been
recovered. Based on the extremely limited information available, it seems that non-local

manufacture per se does not affect the pattern of an item’s distribution within the
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Table 5.11

Provenience of Mill Creek chert hoe fragments®

No. of Site type and
fragments Site " probable Moundville phase?®
1 1 Tu 56,57 single-mound site I
1 1 Tu 398 gingle-mound site II
1 1Ha 91 hamlet - It
2 ©'1Tu 259 - hamlet I
1 1 Ha 14,15 single-mound site 1il
1 1 Ha 7.8 : single-mound site III
1 1Tu 42,43 single-mound site II1
1 1Tu 2 single-mound site III

! Tnformation for sites other than 1 Ha 7,8 from M, Pope (pers. comm.)
2 Phase assignments from Bozeman (1982)

chiefdom. Non-local ceramics apparently were restricted to the parameount center, galena
w.as.pre.sez.l.t .at Moundﬁville and at leés;c one siﬁgle-rﬁﬁund site,.énd Mill Creek chert hoes
were present in all levels of the settlement hierarchy. The obvious conclusion is that the
distribution of non-locally manufactured items depended on their function and social
valuation rather than on their non-local origin. I suspect this conclusion surprises few, if
any, of my readers. However, it is notewor_’thy in one respect, namely, that there are
some classes of non-local goods for which there is no evidence that access to them was
contl_folled by the Moundville paramount. For example, the distribution of Mill Creek hoes
provides no grounds for inferring that importation was under the control of the Moundville
paramount or other nobility. On the other hand, the distribution of non-local vessels iends
itself to the inference that there was some restriction on the access to non-local pottery (or
the women who brought it?). Similarly, the distribution of galena suggests that it was
available to a set of individuals at Moundville in far greater quantities than it was to the
residents of gingle-mound sites, and there is no evidence that it was available to residents

of farmsteads and hamlets. The conclusion stated above, unsurprising though it is, is an
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important link in the chain of analysis by which the pattern of craft production and

‘distribution in the Moundville chiefdom can be reconstru(_:ted.

This chapter commenced with a discussion of the l.imitations on our ability to
determine the pattern and organization of craft production in the Moundville chiefdcm.
However, the information which is avé.ilable is, for archaeolbgical data; remarkably
consistent. A concise restatement of the conclusions réached above makes this consistency
clear. Ceramics were produced at Moundville and at single-mound sites, and possibly at
all levels of the settlement hierarchy, but at Moundville there was some degree of
specialization in the production of fine-ware vessels. Chipped stone tools were made at all
levels of the settiement hierarchy, but the chipping of non-local stone was restricted to
Moundville. Ground stone celts were distributed throughout the chiefdom, but they were
made onlj?- at Moundville. In general, Moundville was the only site where non-local raw
materials of any kind were made into finished products. Most items of deﬁnité or probable
non-local manufacture were restricted to Moundville, though the distribution of non-local
goods was conditioned by their function and soeial valuation rather than their non-local
origin, Taking all this information together, there is little room for doubt that the
Moundville community was both internally specialized in the production of some crafts and
qualitatively different from other communities in the chiefdom in terms of access to non-
local raw materials and imported finished products.

The pattern of craft production and distribution in the Moundville chiefdom is one of
centralized control of the productiﬁn of, and access to, most non-utilitarian goods, In
contrast, most utilitarian goods were probably produced domestically. Fine-ware vessels
and ground stone celts appear to be exceptions to this generalization. The celts certainly
were functional objects, since many of the recovered pieces are impact-chips from the bit.
Abrasion and chipping of the bases and lips of fine-ware vessels indicate they also received

extensive use before disposal; this usage is not consistent with the vessels having been
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made express.ly for burial, display, or ceremonial use, which we would expect to be
infrequent and careful. Tt is possible, however, that both the celts and the fine-ware
vessels, particularly those made by specialists, may have conveyed prestige as well as
being objects of regular domestic use. Aside from celts, the (pfobably rarej Mill Creek
hoes, and at least a few fine-ware vessels, utilitarian items were made of local raw
materials and were manufactured at the same sites where they were used. Non-utilitarian
items, in contrast, were generally made of ‘non-local raw materials, were imported .as
finished products or were made at Moundville, and were present only at Moundville, The
few classes of non-utilitarian items present at single-mound sites were present only in
small quantities.

This pattern of craft production and distribution is strongly at odds with the classic
redistribution model, in which the production of utilitarian items would be specialized by
community. The Moundville data also contrast with the tributary model exemplified by
Peebles and .Kus’s { .1977.). and .Wright’s (19775- a.n.alysis of .Hawéiian écc;nomy, in Whic.h.
outlying comrnunities would épecialize in the production of non-utilitarian items, The
Moundville case is, rather, a form of prestige goods economy, in which most utilitarian
items were produced domestically, most utilitarian items not produced do:ﬁesticaiiy were
produced at the paramount center, and most non-utilitarian items were produced at and/or

restricted to the paramount center.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

_Production and Distribution in the
Moundville Economy

The pattern of production and distribution of goods in the Moundville chiefdom can
be diagrammed in the same way as the economic models described in Chapter I1. Figure
6.1 depicts the economic structure of the chiefdom, though the complexity of the diagram
has been reduced by showing only 4 local centers rather than the six actually present in
the Moundville IIT phase. As expected, the observed pattern does not match any of the
m(.)dels.pc.arfectly.. “Never.th.eless, the observed pattern \.rery .cl.osely reseﬁblés the |
mobilization meodel for the subsistence sector (see Fig. 2.2), combined with the prestige
goods model for the production and distribution of craft items (see Fig. 2.4). Briefly, the
data which are represented by Figure 6.1 are as follows. The results of settiement pattern
and catchment analyses presented in Chapter iV are consistent with the mobilization of
agricultural foodstuffs to support the elite at Moundville, In the faunal remains from the
White site there is strong evidence for provistoning of choice parts of deer carcasses to the
elite at this local center, and by extension it seems highly probable that elite individuals
resident at Moundville would have been similarly provisioned. As detailed in Chapter V,
there is evidence that the centripetal movement of subsistence goods was balanced by the
outward distribution of craft items {rom Moundville. These craft items were primarily
objects manufactured non-lpcally, or objects manufactured at Moundville from non-local
raw materials. The ocutwardly distributed craft items include prestige goods, such as

greenstone ceremonial celts and stone paint palettes, as well as objects of apparently
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utilitarian nature, such as greenstone axes. While the outwardly distributed prestige
goods were restricted to the nobility at single-mound sites, the utilitarian goods were
available to all segments of the outlying communities. .The prestige goods available to the
nobility at the single-mound sites constitute only a small subset of the range of prestige
goods present at the paramount center. These data are consistent with the prestige goods
model of craft production and exchange.

.There are also differences between the Moundville economic pattern and thé
mobilization + prestige goods model. First, no interdistrict exchange of subsistence goods
was detected (i.e., the horizontal arrows between local centers in Fig. 2.2). Since
subsistence remains are available for only one of the local centers, the apparent absence of
such exchange may be nothing more than an artifact of inadeqguate sampling. Even if data
were available from other local centers, interdistrict exchange might still be difficult to
detect. Since the site catchments are so similar, exchanges might have involved
subsistence .goocis. that were produced in all districts but ﬂlat rﬁay ﬁave been differentially

| abundant on a seasonal or annual basis,

The second, and more significant, difference between the ohserved data and the
mobilization + prestige goods model is the lack of evidence [or the centripetal movement of
craft items for the paramount chief to use in external exchange. As discussed in Chapter
V, this lack of evidence may be due to the lack of preservation of organic materials.
Leaving aside this largely unaddressable issue, there is still a difference between the
observed.pattem of craft production and the pfestige goods model. The paramoﬁnt center
is the only location in the Moundville chiefdom where evidence of craft specialization has
been found. In Figure 6.1 this is depicted as the production of prestige goods by the
domestic units directly beneath the paramount center (the domestic producers are actually
resident in the paramount center, but drawing the symbols for the producers and their
products inside the symbol for the paramount center results in a diagram not easily

interpretable). The prestige goods model specifies that craft items destined for exchange
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The structure of the Moundville economy
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are produced throughout the. chiefdom and are “passed up as tribute through the political’
hierarchy to a superordinate chief” (Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978:77). Frankenstein
and Rowlands (1978:77-78) did describe a varia.nt of the prestige goods model in which
specialized craft production would be centered at the paramount’s settlement:

But, when the technical skill required for the working of certain

resources—such as metal—is not accessible to everyone, then control

over production of wealth items is as convenient as control over the

actual iraw material] sources. There would be considerable incentive -

to develop specialist skills not attainable at the local settlement level

and to control the use of these skills in the production of prestige and

status items,
The production of greenstone celts and chipped stone tools from non-local raw material
certainly does not qualify as the sort of esoteric skill intended in the guoted passage, since
these skills had been practiced in the southeastern U.S. for millennia before the advent of
the Moundville chiefdom. It is not so clear whether the mold-making technique of ceramic
manufacture used by some potters at Moundville in late Moundville II/Moundville IT1 times
does qualify és a techr.li.ca‘l skill “ﬁot.accessib}é to evervone”. Céftéiniy it 1s not nearly as
complex a skill as ore smelting, which is what Frankenstein and Rowlands had in mind. It
appears, therefore, that the centralization of eraft specialfzation at the paramount center
of the Moundville chiefdom does not coincide with the conditions in which Frankens’tein and
Rowlands suggest it would develop.

Before proceeding, it is appropriate te call attention to two assumptions which have
been made in reconstructing the economic pattern diagrammed in Figure 6.1. Most of the
data used in this study come from late Moundvilie III contexts at one local center (the
White site) and from late Moundville 1 contexts north of Mound R at Moundville. The
paucity of excavation at other local centers leaves open the possibility that economie
relationships between those centers and Moundville may have been different than the
relationship between White and Moundville. Surface collections and small-scale

excavations at the other loeal centers provide data that are consistent with the

interpretation shown in Figure 6.1, but it is an exaggeration to say that these data support
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this interpretation. I have, therefore, ass_umed that all local ecenters have similar economic
relationships with the paramount center.

The second assumption underlying this reconstruction is that the differences
between data from north of Mound R at Moundville and from the White site result from
the differences betﬁeen the social contexts represented by the excavated deposits, rather
than from the chronoclogical difference between them. Put simply,_ I asgume there is no
change in the economic structuré of the chiefdom between late Moundville I and late
Moundville III. Where available, data from other contexts at Moundvillé have also been
drawn into the analysis. Many of these data are not well controlied chronologically, and
there are no systematically collected and analyzed subsistence remains from Moundville
post-dating late Moundville I. Moundville is already the paramount center of a complex
chiéf’dom by the time the deposits north of Mound R were formed (Welch 1987 ), but at
present there is little else to support the assumption of no structural changé between late
Méundville I a.nd laté Moundviﬂe.ﬂl. This fact is of partic.u.lar importance in the |
examination of the dynamic behavior of the Moundville economy, which is discussed later

in this chapter.

External Relations of the Moundvilie Chiefdom

One aspect of the economy of the Moundville chiefdom has not yet been discussed,
namely, the external relations of the chiefdom. By “external relations” I mean the
political or other connections manifest by the exchange of goods between polities. Of
course, the exchahge of goods 1s not a universal and necessary concomii.;ant of soctal
relationships, but patterns of exchange often are sensitive indicators of such relationships
(cf. Sahlins 1972:185-314).

Information is presented in Chapter V about the sources of non-local goods present
in the Moundville chiefdom. In brief, there are goods from south, west, and north of the
Moundville chiefdom, but none from the northeast, east, or southeast. Data on imported

ceramics reveal how marked this absence of eastern goods is. During the period of the
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Moundville polity’s maximum size and complexity (late Moundville II/M@undviIle IiI
phases}, most of \;Vhat is now Georgia was occupied by communities whose ceramics
predominantly had complicated-stamped exteriors (i.e., South Appalachian Mississippian;
see Fefguson 1971; Hally and Rudolph 1986}. In a Sé.mple of 98,850 sherds from |
excavations at Moundville, Wimbeﬂy (1956) found only 24 complicated-stamped sherds,
and it is entirely possible that these may be of Woodland (pre-Moundville chiefdom) date.
While some raw materials, most notably copper, may have come from the Sbuth
Appalachian area, no objects that demonstrably were manufactured in the South
Appalachian area have been found within the Moundville chiefdom. Peebles (1986)
interpreted this absence of exchangé as indirect evidence that the historic enmity between
the Choctaws and the Creeks reaches well back into prehistory.

While researchers have successfully determined the locus of origin of many of the
exotic goods found within the Moundville chiefdom, there has been much less success in
détermining where Moundviﬂe-rﬁaﬂufactured goods .went. Aside from pottery, few goods
are demonstrably of Moundville manufacture.

One type of item possibly of Moundville manufacture is a triangular pendant made
of red slate {(see Webb and DeJarnette 1942:Pl. 58.2; Stéponaitis 1983h:Fig. 10g). A
fragmentary pendant similar to the Moundville examples was recovered from the Seven
Mile Island site along the Tennessee River in northwest Alabama (Webb and DeJarnette
1942:Pl. 58.2). The design of these péndants, both shape and decoration, is duplicated by
copper pendants found at Moundville {(Moore 1905:Figs. 32, 38, 41, 1907:Figs. 100-104),
but to my knowledge no similér copper pendants have been found elsewhere.

Greenstone axes were manufactured north of Mound R at Moundville, as described
in Chapter V. Some of these axes may have been exchanged with other polities.
Unfortunately, little is understood about the significance of variation in axe morphology,
and we cannot yet distinguish where any given axe was made. Stone paint palettes are

another class of non-ceramic items possibly manufactured at Moundwville and exchanged
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- extra-locally. There are both circular and rectangular palettes at Moundville, with the
circular forms being more common. Webb and DeJarnette {1642:287-291) studied the
distribution of circular stone paleties in the Southeast and concluded that:

[It] may be stated with confidence that the vicinity of Moundville,

Alabama, has yielded by far the largest number of disks, as well as

the largest, most carefully wrought, and most elaborately engraved

ones. This would seem to suggest Moundville as a center from which

these artifacts spread, although queerly enough it seers to be loeated

on the edge of the area of their known occurrence. It appears that, if

Moundville were a center of distribution, they were not carried to the

south or east, but that they were confined to the interior drainage

basin and to sites reached from the Mississippi River and the Gulf.
If palettes were manufactured at Moundville, it is interesting that they have been
recovered from northeast Tennessee and northwest Georgia (see Webb and DeJarnette
1942:220-291), since none of the artifacts reported from Moundvilie or its subsidiary sites
are known to come from these areas.

The most visible indicators of exchange with Moundville are ceramic vessels,
Nobody has vet attempted to enumerate all the potentially Moundville-made vessels found
outside the Moundville area, and even the most thorough review of the literature would not

- produce definitive results. The difficudty is that attributing a vessel to Moundville-area
manufacture is hazardous unless the person making the attribution is familiar with the
range of pastes, surface fimshes, vessel morpholegies, decorative rriotifs, and stylistic
treatments of known Moundville vessels, and can examine the vessel in guestion at first
hand.

As an example of how difficult the problem of attribution can be, and how
staternents in the literature can be misleading, Eowever unwittingly, it is ingtructive to
consider an illustration in Walthall’s (1980:218) book on Alabama prehistory. Six
drawings of vessels are presented with the caption, “Pottery vessel forms from
Moundville.” Since Walthall actually worked at Moundville, conducting excavations and

examining the extant collections, the reader is led to believe that the illustrated vessels are

characteristic of Moundville pottery. In fact, though the vessels were found at Moundville,
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they are not at all characteristic of Moundville pottery. Steponaitis’s {1983a) study of
Moundville pottery shows that three of the illustrated vessels are diagnostically non-local
(upper left: Andrews Incised var. unspec.; upper center: Pensacola Incised var, Little
Lagoon; lower right: Nodena Red on White var. unspec.), two are a vessel form of which
only eight examples are known from the entire Southeast {terraced rectangular bowl, of
which six were found at Moundville), and the remaining vessel is a cylindrical bottle, which
s an unusual shape for Moundville-made vessels. I hasten to add that Walthall's book

- was written before Steponaitis’s classification of Moundville poﬁtefy became available, so
that it is hindsight that makes the selection of these vessels for illustration seem woefully
misleading. Nevertheless, we cé.n expect that many other assessments of pottery as being
“like that from Moundvilie” are similarly flawed.

The situation is not hopeless, however, 1 certainly do not wish to imply by the bleak
tone of the preceding paragraph that the archaeological literature should be ignored. A
statemeﬂ i)y Grifﬁn cl{)sé to fifty years ag.o.stil] holdé true:

The fine black ware at Moundville with engraved designs is
represented [in the Wheeler basin in northern Alabama] by a few
specimens. This would seem to indicate trade relations and suggests
chronological contemporaneity. (Griffin 1939:163}

Asg the passage above indicates, it has long been recognized that some pottery found
at sites in north Alabama closely resembles pottery made at Moundville. In an effbi‘t to
determine whether sherds from sites in the Guntersville basin in northeast Alabama
actually came from vessels made at Moundville, Heimlich (published 1952 but written in
1940-1941) éubmitted Guntersvilie basin and Moundville sherds to ¥. R. Matson, then at
the University of Michigan Museum of Anthropology, for thin-section analysis. The
results, excerpted in Heimlich (1952:29-32), were inconclusive: a Moundville origin for
Guntersville sherds could not be ruled out, but a local origin was considered more probable.
Unfortunately, there have been no subsequent attémpts to determine whether vessels, or

sherds from them, found in north Alabama were actually made at Moundville. Among the

published photographs of north Alabama ceramics, there are a few vessels that are
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morphologically and stylistically so similar to Moundville pottery that a Moundville origin
for them is likely. These include vessels of Moundville Engraved var, Hemphill (Webb and

Dedarnette 1942:Pls. 67.1, 262.2, 268.1), Moundville Engraved var. Tuscaloosa (Webb

and DedJarnette 1942:Pls. 122.2,' 261.1 left, 267.2), and Bell Plair_i. var. Hale (Webb and
Dedarnette 1942:PL 60.1), I have not examined the vessels themselves, so0 I can only
suggest that they may be of Moundville origin.

Other vessels potentially of Moundville origin but found elsewhere include a number
of those from the lower Mississippi valley illustrated in Phillips et al. (1951:Figé. 110a-d,
111f-h). In the captions for these photographs, Phillips et al. carefully distinguish these
vessels as “resembling Moundville type”, rather than as being imports from Moundville, a
caution applauded here. Nearer to the Moundville site, sherds from vessels possibly
originating at Moundville have been identified at Lubbub {Mann 1983:74) along the central
Tombigbee River. Doubtless many other sherds of the same sort can be found elsewhere
in .x'vest Alabama. Continﬁing fesearéh .on thé c;)liections of tﬁe Aiabama Depa.rtment of
Archives and History, mostlsf from the Montgomery area, may réveal vessels from that
area that might have been exported from Moundville (C. Sheldon, pers. comm.). Along the
Alabama River from Selma to the Mobile delta—in other words, to the south of
Moundville—there seems to have been only sparse occupation during the time of the
Moundville chiefdom, and examples of ceramics possibly made at Moundville are
correspondingly rare (Jenkins and Paglione 1982:14-15).

The patterns of identified Moundville imports and exporis are mapped in Figures 6.2
and 6.3. Obviously, many more imports than exports have been identified. The principal
similarity between the two maps is the clustering of export destinations and import origins
along the Tennessee River in northwest Alabama, and in the general vicinity of Memphis,
Tennessee. This is not to say that there were direct exchange relationships between
Moundville and either of these areas, though it ig tempting to speculate that the northwest

Alabama communities may have been intermediate partners in a series of exchanges
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linking the Moundville polity Wﬁ:h polities in the lower Mississippi valley, Another
similarity between the two figures is the near absence of any connection between
Meoundville and groups to the east. Aside from.raw mate‘rialsj-which could have been

~ procured directly rather than obtained through exchange—the only eastern connections are
several paint palettes found northeast of Moundville and a few pottery vessels found at
Moundville thaf are thought to come from southeast of Moundville. If, as Sahlins_
(1972:185—1.96} suggests, hostility is the. converse of exchange, then Peebles (IQSGj is
probably correct in inferring protracted hostility between Moundville and groups to its

east.

Dynamics of the Moundville Economy

Finally, we come to the issue I deseribed in Chapter 1I as the reason for deing
research on economic structure, namely, investigating the dynarriic behavior of the
economy. There are two kinds of dyna-rﬁic behavior. which I call structural change and
secular change. Structural change is fundamental change in the organization of the
economy, i.e., change in the ways persons and groups are interrelated. Secular change
involves change of particular persons or groups occupying specific structural positions,
without any modification of the overall economic structure. Thé econgmic strﬁcture
diagrammed in Figure 6.1 has implications for both secular change and structural change
of the Moundville economy. I discuss secular chaunge first.

The economic structure of the Mbundv_ﬂie chiefdom tends to minimize the extent or
rapidity of secular change, at least in comparison with the tributary model described by
Wright (1977, 1984}. In the Moundville economy, shortfalls in the production of
subsistence goods in one or a few districts of the chiefdom would have relatively little effect
on the paramount’s ability to maintain customary levels of distribution of prestige goods.
To make up for shortfalls in the tribute flow from one district, the paramount could
temporarily increase the tribute extraction rate for other districts. The paramount could

thereby continue to sponsor a stable level of craft production and external exchange. Since
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the prestige goods desired by the lesser nobility are of non-local origin, the paramount’s
ability to maintain craft p;roduction and exchange levels would give ilim the ability to
supply his nobles” wants unabated. This contrasts with the tributary model presented by
Wright (1977, 1984). In an econormy of that structure, subsistence shortfalls in even one
district can decrease or eliminate the supﬁly of a whole class of craft items, thereby
decreasing the par.amount’s ability to maintain customary levels of external exchange and
internal distribution of prestige goods. Of course, the Moundville economy, just like a
tributary economy, would be susce;ﬁtible to political unres.t if shortfalls in subsisteﬁce
production were general thro'ughout the chiefdom. Insofar as subsistence shortfalls are
caused by the vagaries of weather, the Moundville economy is resistant to secular change
except in response to widespread weather phenomena, while a tributary economy is
susceptible to secular change as a result of both widespread and localized weather
phenomena.

The structure of the Moundviﬂe econofny aiso tends t0 minimize the possibility of
political unrest resulting from intentional manipulation of production at the district level.
In a tributary economy, decreased production rates in a few, key distr'iéts can seriously
impair the incumbent paramount’s ability to meet the demand for largesse. Intentional
manipulation of district economies is, thus, an obvious strategy for a potential usurper of
the paramountey. In contrast, a potential usurper of the Moundville paramountey would
have to manipulate the rate of production of subsistence goods in more than a few
districts, or would have to manipulate the production of craft items at the paramount
center. Both of these alternatives are riskier undertakings thaﬁ woﬁl.d Be reqgiuired of a
potential usurper in a tributary economy, since they would be more difficult to conceal
from the paramount.

The other economic strategy for usurping the paramountey in the Moundville
chiefdom is manipulation of external exchange, either by interdicting travel or by co-opting

the external partners in exchanges. Such tacties would also be difficult to conceal from the
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paramount,. since they would involve long journeys by the potential 1@surper or movement
of a sizable group of his supportex;s. In all but the largest of chiefdoms; it would be an
easy matter for the paramount to determine who ie not where they are supposed to be.
Thus, secular changes resulting from this sort of economic manipulation should have been
fairly rare in the Moundville chiefdom.

Does the Moundville chiefdom fulfill the expectation of a low rate of secular change?
This is a difficult question to answer. If usurpation of the paramountcy were f'ollow.ed by a
shift of the paramount center, then the rate of secular change could be estimated by the
frequency of shifting of the paramount center. In the Moundville chiefdom, however, it is
clear that once the Moundville site became the paramount center, it remained so despite
whatever secular change may have occurred. Obviocusly, a part of being the Moundville
paramount was being at the Moundville site, with its massive public architecture and rich
symbolic content. Once the construction of the mound-plaza éompiex was hegun, the
1\/101111{:1\7111;2 site became é non-portable symbol of the political power and autherity of the
Moundville paramount, so that prospective Mohammeds must needs go to the mounds
rather than vice versa. Whether the replacement of one ruling lineage by another might
have been physically symbolized in some bther way, such as addition of another layer of
mound fill and erection of new mound-top structures, is an interesting question for which I
have no answer. In any case, we have practically no knowledge of the stratigraphy of
mounds at Moundvilie,

‘The stratigraphy of the mounds .at some of the single-mound sites is known, and
there is considerable difference between sites. The difference, however, appears to be the
result of differences in the duration of use of the mounds. The mound at 1 Tu 46,47, for
example, had at least seven construction episodes (Bozeman 1982:114-115), while the
White mound had only two. The 1 Tu 46,47 mound was in use from early Moundville IIT
through late Moundville IIT and possibly into Moundviile IV, while the White mound was in

use only during late Moundville 1IL If the addition of a new mound layer denotes a change
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of the lineage of the local nobility, these data indicate roughly 2-4 changes per 100 years,
or once every 1 to 2.5 generations. The estimates of the duration of the mounds’ use are
50 uncertain, however, that the rate could differ from this range by a factor of at least two
in either direction. Moreover, there is no particular reason to assume that a mound
construction episode denotes a change of elite lineages.

In short, I see no good way io estimate the rate of secular change in the Moundville
economy. This situation might be improved with the additibn of stratigraphic data from
the mounds at Mbundville, but the réal problem is a lack of bridging arguments raﬁher
than a lack of data. Until we can determine how to recognize secular economic change in
the archaeological record of the Moundville chiefdom, these implications of the structure of
the economy will remain intriguing but untested.

In addition to the implications for secular change, the organization of the Moundville
economy has implications for its structural dynamics. Knowing how an ecénomy is
organize.d allows the reseérchef to deterrﬂine what factors may cause Ithe organization fo
change. Aside from demographic collapse, environmenté.} catastrophe, subjugation by
more complex societies, and other factors to which all economic systems are susceptible,
the principél factor which could bring about the collapse of the Moundville economy is a
ioss of external exchange. This was pointed out by Frankenstein and Rowl.ands (1978:79)
in their discussion of the prestige goods model. If the symbols which legitimize the status
and authority of the elite become unavailable, then the legitimacy of the elite inevitably
will be called into question. Il only a few of the symbols become unavailable, it is probable
that substitutes can be introduced. However, if a large number of legitimizing symbols are
persistently or chronically unavailable, the system of statuses is likely to break down.

For a large and powerful chiefdom, unavailability of a large number of legitimizing
symbols is not likely to ensue from the loss of only one partner in external exchange, but
rather from a decline in a paramount’s ability to dominate the region, So long as the

paramount remains able to dominate neighboring polities militarily, it is to their advantage
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to méintain peaceful relationships With.him through exchange. If the paramount cannot
dominate all his neighbors, then other polities may shift their alliances. If a large number
of neighboring polities shift their alliance and cease exchanges with the formerly dominant
chiefdom, then the chiefdom as a political entity is likely to collapse.

The Moundville chigfdom collapsed during the first half of the 16th century. It
almost certainly was defunct by A.D. 1540, when the de Soto expedition crossed centrai
Alabama. Though de Soto’s route is not definitely known, it is clear that by de Seto’s
intent and ndtive collusion, he visited all the major political centers in the Southeast.
Though the Moundville site must have been far more visually impressive during its heyday
than the communities the expedition had already seen and that the journals of the
expedition describe, journals of the expedition do not describe any site that could have been
Moundville. Since it probably would have been visited if it were an important political
center, and since if it had been visited it probably would héve been described, the fact that
Moundville is not describéd means that by A.D. 1540 it pro].oably.was no longer a major
political center and may even have been unoccupied.

There is substantial evidence that the collapse of the Moundville chiefdom may have
been caused by the losé of its regional dominance. Despite the hostility inferred from the
absence of exchange with groups to the east, the Moundville site had no fortifications until
the Moundville IH phase. At that time, a bastioned palisade wall was built around the
site. It was kept in repair and sections of it were completely rebuilt at least twice (Allan
1982}, At roughly the same time as the palisade was erected at Moundville, the.
Tennessee River valley in northwest Alabama was abandoned, while the northeastern part
of the valley continued to be occupied by communities with increasingly strong connections
to northwest Georgia polities (Walthall 1980:251-257), And there was a major incréase of
population along the middle and upper Alabama River and the lower Coosa River
{C. Sheldon, pers. comm.). While all this was taking place, the abundance of imported

items at Moundville steadily declined. Peebles {1985) presented figures for the abundance
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of imioorteci goods (copper earspools, imported ceramies, and strings of shell beads) at
Moundville.  Since these items are normally found in burials, and the number of burials
differs by archaeologicai phase, he standardized the import abundances by dividing the
number of goods by the number of dated burials per phase. The results are liéted in Tabie
6.1 and are displayed in Figure 6.4. All three imports decline in abundance from the start
of the Moundville III phase onwards. These data are in accord with the Moundville
chiefdom gradually.losing itg regional military dominance {prbbably to groups in northwest
Georgia), losing a principal exchange partner in northwest Alabama (they may have been |
driven out), losing access to the sources of graphite, greenstone, and mica in east Alabama
{these would have been controlled by the growing polities along the Coosa and Alabama
rivers), and, after a prolonged decline in the availability of socially necessary status
éymbols, losing its hierarchical organization.

What is most surprising about Figure 6.4, however, is that a severe shortage of
imported goods héppéned eal;Iier el thg history of the Moundville chiefdom with no
attendant loss of hierarchical organization. The difference between the effects of this early
drop in abundance and the later one is that Moundville did not lose its regional dominance
during the earlier period. In fact, the Moundville chiefdom seems to have been growing
rapidiy and expanding its sphere of control during this period, as evidenced by a wave of
depopulation expanding out from the Moundville area. If this depopulation was due to
bellicosity of the Moundvilie chiefdom, as seems likely, the decrease in imports is easily
explained: hostility is the converse of exchange. If this explanatory scenario is correct, |
then it also supporis a point made by Wright {1984:45): successfully making war on your
neighbors can be an adequate substitute for a sufficient supply of prestige goods. This is a
form of explanation so unusual that I emphasize its purport. Not only has the occurrence
of political collapse been explained, but its &I}-occurrence. under partially similar

conditions has been accounted for.
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To conclude this study, T repeat a statement made in Chapter II. Models of
economic structure are sources of questions rather than alternative answers. By
examining the models we can determine which guestions need to be answered if we wish to
reconstruct the economic organization of a prehistoric soéiety. That reconstruction is not
the goal, however. We turn to the models again to determine .What the expécted behavior
of the economy WOLﬂd be under varying conditions. The reconstructed.economy serves as
data for testing the implications derived from the models. To the exte.nt that.the
expectations are not fulfilled, flaws in the theoretical assumptions made when working out
the test implications are revealed. This study focuses mainly on the first step,
reconstructing an economic organization. The second step has barely been .begun, because
of uncertainties in the reconstruction and a lack of bridging arguments to bring the
available data into logical relation with some of the test implications. Nevertheless, when
the structural dynamics expected of a prestige goods economy are considered, they are

found to be consistent with the observed archaeological data.
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AFPENDIX A
LIST OF ARTIFACTS BY EXCAVATION PROVENIENCE

This Appendix presents a brief summary of the artifact contents of the 1983
excavation units at the White site. The minimal provenience unit in these excavations,
say, a level within a square, was assigned a Field Specimen number (F'S #). Each FS # is
reported separately here, in stratigraphic order within the excavation unit. The
excavation units are presented in order from south to north, then from east to west.

All the values presented in the following tables are counts. In some instances
complete counts were not made, especially of charred botanical material. In these cases
the relative amounts are indicated by terms such as “lots” or “few”, indicating,
respectively, hundreds of pieces and less than about 50 pieces. Daub and sherds under .5
inch were not counted, but their presence or absence is indicated.

The ceramic classification used here follows that of Steponaitis (1983a) for the

- Moundville ceramics, and Jenking (1981} for all other ceramics. Projectile point
classifications follow Cambron and Hulse (1975). The category of “local” chipped stone
here refers only to the yeliow-tan (and red heat-treated) chert of the Tuscaloosa gravels.
Retouched or utilized stone is local unless stated otherwise.
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FS # 123 Square 162N/105E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Higtoric material: 8 glass; 13 metal; 2 pottery; 1 coal

Bone: 235 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 58

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 135  Unmod. pebbles: 52 Qtz. debitage: 9
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 99
Other: 1 petrified wood; 1 misc. biface frag.; 1 drill; 1 chip greenstone
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Biubber _ 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper. - 11 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippt Plain

Warrior 403 30 (28)
Hull Lake (sand} 3
Hull Lake (grog) 12
Bell Plain
Hale 16 3
Big Sandy (sand) 2 1
Big Sandy (grog) 74 15
Carthage Incised
Carthage 1 _ 2
Fosters 1
Moon Lake 3 3
Unclagsified
Red painted 20 1
White painted 12 1

Red & white painted 1 3
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FS # 127 Square 164N/105E Level description 10-20 em b.s.

Bone: 616 Shell (umbos): 11 Carbonized plants: yes (not counted)

Daub: yes Sherds (<{.5in): yes

Lithics: _
Sandstone: 234  Unmod. pebbles: 99 Qtz. debitage: 9
Non-local debitage: 10 Local debitage: 235

Other: 2 chips greenstone; 1 ground stone frag. (not greenstone); 2 retouched pes; 1
vellow ochre; 1 “chisel”; 1 coal

Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 4
Uneclassified 1
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 36 3
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked _
Aliceville 5
Surface eroded 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1631 168 (21}
Hull Lake (sand) 10
Hull Lake (grog) 25 2
Moundville Incised
unspecified 1
Bell Piain
Hale 65 6
Big Sandy (grog) 157 29
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 2
Carthage Incised
Akron 2
Carthage 10
Fosters 2 3
Moon Lake 1 4
unspecified - 40 1
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1
Unclassified
Red painted 58
White painted 35 5
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Type/variety

- Body sherds

Rims (handles)

Red & white painted
miscellaneous
Surface eroded

2
2
24

3

.2

Other: 2 shell tempered discoidal; 1 grog tempered discoidal



198

FS # 133 Square 162N/105E Level deseription 20 em to strat. break

Bone: 258 Shell (umbos): 6 Carbonized plants: > 100 pes

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 41 Unmod. pebbles: 18 Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage:63
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Autauga 1
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 1
Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

- Roper . 12 -2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Misgsissippi Plain

Warrior 447 34 (20)
Hull Lake (sand) 1 2
Hull Liake (grog) 1

Bell Plain
Hale 6 3
unspecified 21 4

Carthage Incised
unspecified 3

Unclasgsified
Red painted 8 1
White painted 5 2
miscellaneous 3

Surface eroded 2

Other: 1 Bell Plain Hale disecoidal; 1 shell tempered object shaped like a

peanut shell (ear plug?)



FS # 166 Square 162N/105E

Ceramics:

199

Level description Artifacts on floor

Typeivariety

Body sherds

Rims ¢handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior
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FS # 253 Square 162N/105E Level description strat. break to 30 cm b.s.

Bone: 95 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 83

Daub: yes Sherds {<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 22 Unmod. pebbles: 19 Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 6 : Local debitage: 38
Other: 2 Madison points; 1 preform/crude knife; 1 possible ground stone
Ceramies;
Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (héndles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain

Autauga _ 1
Furrs Cordmarked
Pickens 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper : 16 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 2

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 137 6 (8)
Bell Plain
Hale 2 1
Big Sandy (grog) 3
Carthage Incised
Carthage 1
Fosters 1
unspecified 1
Unclassified
Red painted
Surface eroded

B W
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FS # 261 Sguare 162N/106E Level description gray deposit below floor level, N
part of unit

Bone: 293 Shell (umbos): 20 Carbonized plants: 130

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 56 Unmod. pebbles: 54 Qtz. debitage: 7
Non-local debitage: 61 Local debitage: 468

Other: 1 petrified wood; 3 red ochre; 1 nutting stone; 2 Hamilton points; 1 Madison
point base; 2 distal proj. pt. tips; 2 misc. retouched pes.; 1 preform; 3 utilized
flakes ' :

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain

Biubber 3

Lubbub 1
Alexander Pinched

Prairie Farms 1
Uneclassified 1

Grog tempered
Alligator Incised -

unspecified 1
Bavtown Plain

Roper 26

Tishomingo _ 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 8

Tishomingo 1
Unelassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 261 17 {7)
Hull Lake (sand) 4 1
Hull Lake (grog) 4
Bell Plain
Hale 8 1
Big Sandy (grog) 2 2
Carthage Incised
Fosters 1
Moon Lake 1
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1
Unclasgsified

Red painted 2
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Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles}
White painted 1
miscellaneous 2

Surface eroded 13

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidal; 1 shell tempered, fired
(‘1ump”
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FS # 104 Square 164N/105E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material: 24 glass; 9 metal; 2 pottery; 2 brick/tile; 2 clinkers

Bone: 298 Shell (umbos): 5 Carbonized plants: 26

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in); ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 93 Unmod. pebbles: 49 Qtz. debitage: 9
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 84
Other: 2 chips greenstone; 3 ground greenstone; 1 petrified wood; 1 preform
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1

Lubbub 1
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens i
Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 15 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville

o

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior _ 490 34 (16)

Hull Lake (sand) 5

Hull Lake (grog) 11
Bell Plain

Hale g 8

Big Sandy (sand) _ 3

Big Sandy (grog) 78 11
Moundville Engraved

unspecified 2
Carthage Incised

Akron 1

Carthage 4

Moon Lake 1

Poole 1

unspecified 18 2
Unclassified

Red painted 12

‘White painted 8
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Type/variety Body sherds Rimis (handles)

Red & white painted
Surface eroded 4

.
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FS # 109 Square 164N/105E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 3 glass; 1 metal

Bone: 1552 Shell (umbos): {(much) Carbonized plants: (see Appendix 3)

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in) yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 202  Unmod. pebbles: 103 Qtz. debitage: 18
Non-local debitage: 9 Local debitage: 202

Other: ! petrified wood; 4 chips greenstone; 4 proj. pt. fragments, non-diagnostic; 3
Madison points; 1 drill; 1 galena

Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Sand tempered
Unelassified 1
Surface eroded 2
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain :
Roper 60 3
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 8 1
Salomon Brushed
Fairfield 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain _
Warrior 1921 128 (70)
Hull Lake (sand) 5 2
Hull Lake {grog) 52 1
Alabama River Appligue
unspecified 1
Moundville Incised
Moundville 1
unspecified 3
Bell Plain
Hale 57 9
Big Sandy (grog) 151 18
Moundville Engraved
Wiggins 2
Hemphill 1
Carthage Incised
Akron 1
Carthage 3 1
Fosters 2 5
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Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Moon Lake 7 2
unspecified 33 7

Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1

Unclassified :

Red painted 585 7
White painted 27

Red & white painted - 4 1
miscellaneous 5 '

Surface eroded 12

Other: 1 small shell tempered artifact {(gourd effigy 7); 1 human
deciduous left upper first incisor; 1 human upper left 2nd
premolar (teeth identified by Dr. C.L. Brace)
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FE#114 Square 164N/105E Level description 20 em h.s. to floor

Bone: 332 . Shell (umhos): 0 Carbonized plants: (muéh)

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics: _ _
Sandstone: 34 Unmed. pebbies: 27 Qtz. debitage: 6
Non-local debitage: 2 Loca! debitage: 56
Other: 1 soft red fine-grained stone with incised line (slate?)
Ceramics:
Typelvariety ' Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1
unspecified 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper 12 1
Tishomingo 1

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 353 17 (23)
Hull Lake (sand} 5
Bell Plain
Hale 10 3
Big Sandy (grog) 22 3
Carthage Incised
Carthage 4
Moon Lake 2
unspecified 5
Unclassified
Red painted ' 83

White painted
Red & white painted
miscellaneous 1

[
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FS # 163 . Square 164N/105E Level description Mixed above and below floor

Bone: 44 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 29

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}: ves

Lithies:
Sandstone: 4 Unmod. pebbles: 2 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 6
Other: 1 rough sandstone discoidal
Ceramics;
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Tishomingo 2 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Tishomingo 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 52 : 2 (1)
Hull Lake (sand) 1
Bell Flain
Hale 4
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 1
Unclassified '

Red painted 1
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FS # 285 Square 164N/105E Level description Artifact on floor

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
Bell Plain

Hale 1

FS # 286 Square 164N/105E Level description Artifacts on floor

Bone: 1

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1
Grog tempered
Surface eroded 1

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain
Warrior 4

Carthage Incised
unspecified

[y




FS # 287 Square 164N/105E

Bone: 7

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 1
Other: 1 ground sandstone

Ceramics:
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Level description Artifacts on floor

Type/variety

- Body sherds

Rims ¢(handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 9
Bell Plain
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1
FS # 288 Sguare 164N/105E Level description Artifacts on fioor
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sheil tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 3




211

FS # 289 Square 164N/105E Level description Artifacts on floor

Bone: 4
Daub: no  Sherds (<.5in); yves

Ceramics:

Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain

Warrior : 7
Beli Plain
Big Sandy (grog) 1

FS # 290 Square 164N/105E Level description Artifacts on floor

Bone: 4

Daub: ne  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain .
Warrior 11 2
Bell Plain
Hale 1




FS # 291 Square 164N/105E

Ceramices:
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Level description Artifact on floor

Type/variety

Body sherds

Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior

FS # 292 Square 164N/105E

Level description Artifacts on floor

Lithics:
‘Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 1
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior
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FS # 85 Square 166N/105E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Historic material: 10 glass; 3 metal

Bone: 87 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 49

Daub: yes. Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 44 Unmod. pebbles: 16 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-iocal debitage: 5 Local debitage: 29
Other: 2 possible ground stone
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1
unspecified 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
ERoper

[}

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 228 17 (9)
Hull Lake (sand) 4
Bell Plain
Hale 20 8
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 34 8
Moundville Engraved
unspecified i
Carthage Incised
Carthage 2 i
Poole 1
unspecified 11 1
Unclassified
Red painted 10 3

White painted 6
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FS #8577  Square 166N/105E 7?7 Level description Provenience label nearly
unreadable, but most likely additional material from FS 85

Historic material: 4 glass; 3 metal

Bone: 131 Shell (umbos): 10 Carbonized plants: 13

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 40 Unmod. pebbles: 28 Qtz. debitage: 7
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 47

Other: 2 petrified wood; 1 pessible ground stone; 1 greenstone adze bit chlp, 1 proj. pt.
midshaft {(Madison 7); 2 broken preforms

Ceramics:

Type/variety ' Body sherds Rims (handleg)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 13 1
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1
Tishomingo 2
Salomon Brushed
Fairfield 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 210 16 (15)
Hull Lake (sand) 9 2
Huli Lake {(grog) 6
Bell Plain
Hale 21 &
Big Sandy (sand) 3
Big Sandy {(grog) 20 5
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
Carthage 1
. unspecified 6 1
Unclassified
Red painted 6 1
White painted 2
Red & white painted 2 1
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FS # 91 Square 166N/105E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 4 glass; 2 metal; 3 clinkers

Bone: 622 Shell (umbosg): 26 Carbonized plants: 57

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstene: 130  Unmod. pebbles: 59 Qtz. debitage: 6
Non-local debitage: 8 Local debitage: 175

Other: I petrified wood; 3 chips greenstone; 5 pes. ground stone; 1 greenstone celt bit
chip; 1 edge fragment from notched “palette”; 1 Flint River Spike; 1 Madison
point; b misc. retouched pes.; 3 drills; 1 proj. pt. midsection

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 2
Lubbub 1
Surface eroded : 1
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 44 4
Tishomingo 3
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1
Salomon Brushed
Fairfield : 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 793 52 (20)
Hull Lake (sand) 22 3
Hull Lake (grog) i2
Bell Piain
Hale 45 3
Big Sandy (sand) 5 1
Big Sandy (grog) 59 6
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
Fosters ' 1
Moon Lake 1
unspecified 13 3
Unclassified

Red painted 23 1
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Type/variety

Body sherds

Rims (handles)

White painted
Red & white painted
miscellaneous

Unknown temper

6

9

1

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidal



FS # 97 Square 166N/105E
. floor level "

Bone: 651 Shell (umbos): (lots)

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in); ves
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Level description 20 em b.s. to sediment change or

Carbonized plants; {lots)

Lithics: '
Sandstone: 104  Unmod. pebbles: 69 Qtz. debitage: 11
Non-local debitage: 5 Local debitage: 138
Other: 2 coal; 3 red ochre; 2 greenstone chips; I ground stone; 3 Madison points
Ceramies:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Lubbub
McLeod Checkstamped
Bighee
Surface eroded

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper
Tishomingo
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
- Aliceville
Unclassified

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior
Hull Lake (sand)
Hull Lake (grog)
Moundville Incised
Carrollton
unspecified
Bell Plain
Hale
Big Sandy (sand)
Big Sandy (grog)
Moundville Engraved
unspecified
Carthage Incised
Carthage
Fosters
Moon Lake
Poole
unspecified

29

42

B G2

44 (15)
1
2
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Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Unclassified

Red painted 23 4

White painted 7
Surface eroded 14

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Warrior disceidal; 1 deer antler proj. pt.
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FS # 193 Square 166N/105E Level description Top of sediment change to floor
level :

Bone: 405 Shell (umbos): 19 Carbonized. plants: (lots)

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 33 Unmod. pebbles: 24 Qtz. debitage: 4
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage; 42
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles}

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1 1
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper : 8

Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Tishomingo 1
Unclassified 1

Shell ternpered
Missigsippt Plain
Warrior 277 21 (3)
Bell Plain
Hale 15 4
Carthage Incised
unspecified
Unclassified
Red painted [ 3
White painted 5

ot

Other: 1 shell tempered discoidal fragment; 1 worked antler tip; 1 bone
fishhook




S # 201 Square 166N/105E

Ceramics:

2920

Level description Artifacts pedestalled above floor

Type/variety

Body sherds

Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior
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FS # 207 Square 166N/105E Level description: Artifacts from fill 2-3 ¢cm above
floor level

Bone: 80 Shell (umbos): 4 Carbonized plants: 46

" Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics: _ :
Sandstone: 14 Unmed. pebbles: 2 Qtz. debitage: 1 .
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 13

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Alligator Incised

Oxbhow 11

Baytown Plain
Roper 3 1
Tishomingo 2

Shell tempered
Mississipp: Plain
Warrior 79 7 (5)
Bell Plain
Hale 6
Big Sandy (grog) 4
Carthage Incised
Carthage 1
unspecified 1
Unclassified
Red painted 3

! Either Alligator Inc. Oxbow or Salomon Brushed
Fairfield
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FS # 267 Square 166N/105E Level deseription 30-40 cm b.s.
Bone: 314 Shell (umbos): 13 Carbonized plants: 68

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}): yes '

Lithics:

Sandstone: 65 Unmod. pebbles: 58 Qtz. debitage: 17
Non-local debitage: 12 Tocal debitage: 237
Other: 3 possible ground stone; 1 pe. yellow ochre; 2 unfinished bifaces; 1 proj. pt. tip; 1
flake knife or Madison point base; 1 drill; I {unfinished?) drill tip

Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Biubber 4
Lubbub 1
Alexander Pinched
Prairie Farms 1
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 55 7
Tishomingo 2
unspecified 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked '
Aliceville 20 1
Tishomingo 3
Unclassified 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 208 12 (9)
Bell Plain
Hale 10 5
Big Sandy (grog) 4
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1 1
ungpecified 3
Unclassified
Red painted & 2
miscellaneous 2 2

Other: 1 cut deer phalange; 2 Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidals
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S # 59 Square 158N/107E Level description 10-20 ¢m b.s.

Bone; 331 Shell (umbos): 31 Carbonized plants: 68

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 28 Unmeod. pebbles: 9 Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 38

Ceramics:

Type/variety : Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 10 1
Tishomingo 5

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 419 26 (14)
Hull Lake (sand) 1
Bell Plain
Hale 49 4
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 1
Carthage Incised
Carthage 1
unspecified 6 1
Unclassified
miscellaneous 1

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidal
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FS #42 Square 162N/107E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass; 1 metal; 2 pottery

Bone: 52 Shell (urhbos)_: frags. Carbonized plants: 16

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 21 Unmod. pebbles: 12 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 2 . Local debitage: 16
Other: 2 ground greenstone chips; 1 coal
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 2 1
Tighomingo 2

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 128 9N
Hull Lake (grog) 6
Bell Plain
Big Sandy (grog) 18 3
Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1
unspecified
Unclagsified
Red painted
White painted
miscellaneous
Surface eroded

e

LWk D




FS # 46 Square 162N/107E

Bone: 141 Shell (umbos): 6

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}): ves
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Level description 10-20 em b.s.

Carbonized plants: 68

Lithies:
Sandstone: 40 Unmeod. pebbles: 22 Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 49
Other: 1 ecrude biface
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Unclassified

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper |

‘Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior
Hull Lake (sand)
Hull Lake (grog)
Bell Plain
Hale
Big Sandy (grog}
Moundville Engraved
Hemphill
Carthage Incised
Carthage
Moon Lake
unspecified
Unclassified
Red painted
White painted
Red & white painted
Surface eroded

14

362

10

29

(]

P N v B

24 (16)




226

" FS#50 Square 162N/107E Level description 20-25 em b.s.
Bone: 89 Shell (umbos): 3 Carbonized plants: 41

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 15 Unmod. pebbles: 12 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 43
Other: 1 utilized flake (non-local)
© Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 9 1
Tishomingo i :

Shell tempered
Mississippt Plain

Warrior 96 10 (4)
Bell Plain
Hale 5 2
Big Sandy (grog) 2
Unclassified
Red painted 1 1
miscellaneous 1 1

Surface eroded 1




FS # 259

Historic material: 1 glass

Square 162N/107E
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Bone: 30 Shell (umbos): 1 Carbonized plants: 5
Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes
Lithies:
Sandstone: 4 Unmod. pebbles: 12 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 38
Other: 1 drill
Ceramics;
Type/fvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Grog tempered
Alligator Incised
Oxbow
Baytown Plain
Roper 6
Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked :
Aliceville 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 36
. Hull Lake (grog} 1
Bell Plain
Hale 6
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 7
Carthage Incised
unspecified 1
Unclassified
Red pamted i
White painted 2

Level description 25-30 ¢m b.s.



FS # 272 Square 162N/107E

Bone: 6 Shell (umbos): frags.

Daub: yes Sherds (<,5in): yes
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Level description 25-30 em b.s.

Carbonizec plants: 0

‘Lithies:
Sandstone: 3 Unmod. pebbles: 8 Qtz. debitage:0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 7
Cerarmics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville

Tishomingo

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
* Warrior
Unclassified
miscellaneous
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FS # 273 Square 162N/107E  Level description 30-40 cm b.s.

Bone: 18 Shell (umbos): 3 Carhonized plants: 13

Daub: yes Sherds (<,5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 20 Unmod. pebbles: 15 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 4 Local debitage: 68
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 2

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper 21 2
Tishomingo 4

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

. Aliceville 1
Tishomingo . 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 31 1(2)
Hull Lake (grog) ' 1

Bell Plain
Hale 11
Big Sandy (grog) 1

I'Narrow cylindrical fragment, possibly a pipe bowl]?
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FS # 54 Square 164N/107E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material: 3 glass; 36 metal

Bone: 95 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 12

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics: _
Sandstone: 26 Unmod. pebbles: 6 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 27
Other: 1 drill shaft (non-local); 1 Flint River Spike (non-local); 2 ground stone
Ceramics:
Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 4 i
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 1
Surface eroded 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain :
Warrior 83 8(3)

Hull Lake (sand) 1
Hull Lake {grog) 2
Bell Plain
Hale 4
Big Sandy (grog) 22 ' 2
Carthage Incised
unsgpecified 1
Unclassified
Red painted 2 1
White painted 2
Red & white painted 1
Surface eroded 3
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FS # 56 Square 164N/107E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historie material: 1 glass; 2 metal

Bone: 266 Shell (umbos): 6 Carbonized plants: 66

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 26 Unmod. pebbles: 11 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 0 - Local debitage: 30
Other: 1 ground stone .
Ceramics:
Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Koper 3

Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville : 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 236 13 (8)
Bell Plain _

Hale 9 2

Big Sandy {sand) 1

Big Sandy {grog) 8 1
Carthage Incised

Akron 1

Fosters 1

unspecified 7 1
Unclassified

Red painted 3

miscellanecus 2
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FS # 68 Sguére 164N/107E Level description 10-20 cm b.s. (disturbed)

Bone: 15 Shell (umbos): 1 Carbonized plants: 1

Daub: yves Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics;:
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 2
Ceramics:

Type/variety " Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 11 2{1)
Bell Plain
Hale 1
S # 61 Square 164N/107E Level description 20-22 cm b.s.
Bone: 34 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbles: 1 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 2
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain
Warrior 28 3(2)

Bell Plain
Big Sandy (grog) © 4 2
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FS # 69 Square 164N/107E Level deseription 20-22 em b.s.
Bone: 51 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 4

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbles: 3 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 4
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Shell tempered
- Mississippi Plain

Warrior 38 2{D
Bell Plain

Hale 4 3

Big Sandy (grog) 2 1
Unclassified

Red painted 3

Other: 1 Bell Plain Hale discoidal

FS # 198 Sguare 164N/107E Level description Artifacts pedestalled above floor

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos): 1 Carbonized plants: 0
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (haﬁdles)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 3 1
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FS # 146 Square 164N/107E Level deseription 20-26 cm b.s.

Bone: 76 Shell (umbes): 5 Carbonized plants: 57

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yves

Lithies:
Sandstone: 9 Unmod. pebbles: 3 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 18
Ceramics:
Typéivariety _ Body sherds Rims (handles)

~ Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1

Lubbub 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
‘Tishomingo : 1

Shell tempered
Misstissippi Plain
Warrior 61 B2}
Bell Plain
Hale ' 12 1
Carthage Incised
Carthage . 1
Unclassified
White painted 1

Other: 2 Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidals; 1 Carthage Incised Moon
Lake discoidal
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FS # 205 Square 164N/107E Level description 22-26 cm b.s.

Bone: 7 Shell (umbos}): frag.  Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lathics:
Sandsione: 3 Unmod. pebbles: 1 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 7
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Grog tempered
Bayvtown Plain
Roper 2
Tishomingo -1

Shell-tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 4 i
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FS # 206 Square 164N/107E  Level description 26-35 ¢m b.s.

Bone: 25 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 4

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lathics:
Sandstone: 12 Unmod. pebbles: 5 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 1 _ Local debitage: 27
Other: 1 Hamilton point
Ceramics!
Type/variety Body sherds Rims {(handles}
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 7 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

-Warrior : 18 11}
Bell Plain

Hale 3

unspecified 1
Unclassified

Red painted 1
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FS # 252 Sguare 164N/107E Level description 26-30 em b.s.

Bone: 81 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 27

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 16 Unmod. pebbles: 17 Qtz, debitage: 4
Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 67
Other: 1 Madison point base; 1 preform
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 3
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 15

Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 3
Unclassified ' 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 82 ' 7 (4)
~ Hull Lake (sand) 1
Moundviile Incised

Moundville’ : 1
Bell Plain

Hale 10
Unclassified

miscellaneous 1

Surface eroded 1
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FS # 256 Square 164N/107E Level degeription 30-38 cm b.s.

Bone: 34 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 26

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 10 - Unmod. pebbles: 15 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 67
Other: 1 hammerstone fragment; 1 drill; 1 reworked proj. pt. {chisel or gouge ?)
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain
Blubber _ _ 2

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 19 2
Tishomingo . 2

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked '
Aliceville 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 25 0 (1)
Bell Plain

Hale 3

Big Sandy (grog) 1
Carthage Incised

unspecified 1
TInclassified

miscellaneous 1

Other: 2 bone tools (proj. pts. or awls?)
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FS # 277 Square 164N/107E Level description 38-44 cm b.s.

Bone: 6 Shell {(umbos); 1 Carbonized plants: 18

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics: _
Sandstone: 8 Unmod. pebbles: 10 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 25
Other: 1 minimally retouched graver/knife; 1 Madison point base
Ceramics:
Type/variety ' Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 1
Unclassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi-Plain
Warrior 8
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FS # 62 Square 166N/107E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material:2 glass; 1 metal

Bone: 34 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 3

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}: yes

Lithics: .
Sandstone: 15;6 Unmod. pebbles: Qtz, debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: O Local debitage: 16
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand femEer‘ed
Baldwin Plain

Biubber 2

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper _ 6
- Tishomingo 2

Shell tempered
Migsissippi Plain

Warrior 38 0 (3)
Hull Lake (sand) 2
Hull Lake (grog) 1
Barton Incised
unspecified 1
Bell Plain
Big Sandy {sand} 1
Big Sandy (grog) 10 1
Unclassified

Red painted 4
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FS # 65 Square 166N/107E Level deséription 10-20 cm b.s.

Bone: 88 Shell (umbos): 4 Carbonized plants: 23

Daub: ves Sherdé {<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 35 Unmod. pebbles: 15 @Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 35
Other: 1 Madison point
Ceramics:
Type/variety 'Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper : 9 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 1

Tishomingo 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 196 14 (3)
Bell Plain

Hale - 8 2

Big Sandy (grog) 15 1
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1
Unclassified

miscellaneous 1
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FS #70° = Square 166N/107E Level description 20-23 em b.s.
Bone: 38 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized. plants: 5

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 4 Unmod. pebbles: 1 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 0 - Local debitage: 7
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippt Plain

Warrior 25
Bell Plain

Hale 2

Big Sandy (sand) 1

Big Sandy (grog) . 1
Carthage Incised

unspecified 3
Surface eroded 1

FS # 219 Sguare 166N/107E Level description sherd atop floor

Ceramics:

Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handleg)

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1
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FS# 72 Square 166N/107E Level description 20-23 cm b.s.
Bone: 21 Shell (umbos): 1 Carbonized plants: 5
Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes
Lithics:
Sandstone: 3 Unmod. pebbles: 0 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 4
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

"Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Lubbub _ i

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 2
Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Tishomingo 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 25
Huli Lake (grog) 1
Bell Plain
Hale 5 1

Big Sandy (grog) 2
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FS # 226 Square 166N/107E Level description 23-26 cm h.s.

Bone: 3 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 2

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 1 Unmod. pebbles: 1 Qtz. debitage: ¢ —
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 2
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles;

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 12 2
"Bell Plain :
unspecified _ 1
F3 # 231 Square 166N/107E Level description 24-25 ¢cm b.s.
Bone: 4 Shell (umbos): O Carbonized plants: 2

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Other: "1 distal proj. pt. tip
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered .
Unclassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 3
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FS # 233 Square 166N/197E Level description 26-33 em b.s. (N.B.: this level
was dry screened)

Bone: 55 Shell (umhos): 0 Carbonized plants; 7

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics: : '
Sandstone; 33 TInmod. pebbles: 9 Qtz. debitage: 4
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 31
Other: 1 petrified wood; 1 drill tip
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 6
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain : o
Warrior : 49 1(3)

unspecified 1
Moundville Incised
ungpecified 1
Bell Plain
Hale 2 1
Big Sandy (grog) 1

Moundville Engraved
Hemphiil 1
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FS # 262 Square 166N/ 107E Level description 33-42 em b.s.

- Bone: 23 Shell (umbos): 1 Carbonized plants: 10

Dauh: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics: ‘
Sandstone: 24 Unmeod. pebbles: 12 Qtz. debitage: 3
Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 55
Other: 1 Madison point; I proj. pt. without base; 1 drill; 1 preform
Ceramics:
Type/variety -Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1
Furrs Cordmarked
Pickens 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper .. - . : 8 1
Tishomingo 3

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville . 3

Unclassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 21 1 (3}
Bell Plain

Hale 2

Big Sandy (grog) 2
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FS # 118 Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material: 8 glags; 4 metal; 1 pottery

Bone: 280 Shell (umbos): 4 Carbonized plants: 100

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:

Sandstone: 104  Unmod. pebbles: 62 Qtz. debitage: 4
Non-local debitage: & Local debitage: 102

Other: 2 unfinished or broken proj. pts.; 1 Madison point base; 1 drill; 1 utilized
bladelet; 1 chip greenstone

Ceramics:

Typefvariety - Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 2 1
Lubbub i

Unclassified 1

Grog tenigered
Baytown Plain

Roper 31 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain :
Warrior 428 28 (18)

Hull Lake (sand) 8
Hull Lake (grog) 16
Bell Plain
Hale 14 4
Big Sandy (grog) 54 6
Moundville Engraved
unspecified ' 2
Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1 1
unspecified 16 2
Unclagsified
Red painted 21 1
White painted 15 1
Red & white painted 2
miscellaneous 3

Surface eroded 2
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FS # 121 Square 162N/107.6E  Level description 10-20 cm b.b.

Bone: 209 Shell {(umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 140

Daub: yes Sherds (<(.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 38 Unmod. pebbles: 19 Qtz. debitage: 7
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 65
Other: 1 Madison point base
. Ceramies:
Type/variety Body shefds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 11

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain

Warrior 415 26 (13)

Hull Lake (sand) 1

Hull Lake (grog) - 6 1
Bell Plain

Hale : 6 2

Big Sandy (grog 31 i0
Carthage Incised

Akron : 2

unspecified 11 2
Unclassified

Red painted 2

miscellaneous 1

Surfaee eroded 4




249

FS # 153 Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 15-22 em b.s.

Bone: 179 Shell (umbos): 6 Carbonized plants: 77

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 39 Unmod. pebbles: 15 Qtz. debitage: 4
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 56
Other: 2 greenstone chips
Ceramics:-
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Unclassified ' 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 9 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 2 : 1

Tishomingo R |

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain :
Warrior 382 20 (16)

Hull Lake (sand) 1

Huli Lake (grog) 57 2
Bell Plain

Hale 14 2

Big Sandy {grog) . 27 2
Moundvilie Engraved

unspecified 1
Carthage Incised

unspecified 4 2
Unclassified

Red painted

White painted

miscellaneous
Surface eroded

=1 = RS>
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FS # 180 Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 14-27 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 pottery

Bone: 210 Shell (umbos): 5 Carbonized plants: 110

Daub: ves Sherds {(<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone:_ 94 Unmeod. pebbles: 21 - Qtz. debitage: &
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 87
Other: 1 possible ground stone
Ceramics:
Typel/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

unspecified 1
Tishomingo Plain
Tishomingo 1
Unclassified 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 16

Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 2

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 315 13 (16}
Hull Lake (sand) 2
Hull Lake (grog) 10
Bell Plain
Hale 14 2
Big Sandy (grog) 22 8
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
Carthage 2
Fosters 1

unspecified 3
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Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Unclassified

Red painted

White painted

Red & white painted
Surface eroded

— = D O

Other: 1 fragment of a Mississippi Plain Warrior discoidal

FS # 209 Square 162N/107.56E  Level description Artifacts on.-floor

Bone: 1 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 2

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 6
Other: 1 petrified wood: 1 drill tip
Ceramics:
Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain
Warrior 9 1(1)

Bell Plain
Hale 2
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FS # 238 Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 19-30 cm h.s. (N.B.: this level
was dry-screened)

Bone: 96  Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 28

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in) ves

Lithics: : '
Sandstone: 30 Unmod. pebbles: 17 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 8 Local debitage: 62
Other: 1 petrified wood; 1 small biface; 1 large, thick biface (non-local)
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

. Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 11 1
Tishomingo 1

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 3

Shell tempered
Missigsippt Plain

Warrior 152 10 (2)
Hull Lake (sand) . 1
Hull Lake {grog) 2
Bell Plain
Hale 15 3
Big Sandy {grog) 4
Carthage Incised
unspecified i
Unclassified
Red painted 4
miscellaneous 1
Surface eroded 14

Other: 1 bone scraper or chisel
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FS # 223 Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 19-30 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass

Bone: 88 Shell (umbos): 2 Carbonized plants: 15

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}: yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 21 Unmod. pebbles: 13 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 4 Local debitage: 41
Other: 1 petrified wood; 1 greenstone chip; 1 biface fragment (non-local)
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

(Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 9 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Tishomingo 1

- Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior o0 9 (1)
Hull Lake (sand) 2

Moundville Incised
unspecified i

Beli Plain
Hale 9 2
Big Sandy (grog) 2

Surface eroded 1
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FS # 269 Sgﬁare 16ZN/107.5E  Level description 19-30 c¢m b.s.

Bone: 20 Sheli (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 35

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 0 Unmod. pebbles: 0 Qtz. debitage: 1
- Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 11
Ceramics:
Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handies)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 19 0 (1)
Bell Plain :

Hale 1

Big Sandy {(grog} 1
Unclassified

Red painted 2




255

FS # 270 -Square 162N/107.5E  Level description 30-40 cm b.s.

Bone: 175 Shell (umbos): 7 Carbonized plants: 22

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 117  Unmod. pebbles: 65 Qtz. debitage: 15
Non-local debitage: 22 Local debitage: 269

Other: 4 petrified wood; 8 coal; 3 red ochre; 1 galena; 2 preforms; 1 biface fragment; 2
Madison peints; 1 drifl; 3 utilized flakes

Ceramics:

Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Furrs Cordmarked
Pickens 1

Surface eroded 3

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper : 72 6
Tishomingo 1

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 14 1
Tishomingo 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 181 9 (2)
Hull Lake {grog) ' 4 1
Bell Plain
Hale 11 2
Big Sandy {grog) 4 1
Moundville Engraved
unspec. (Wiggins?) 1
Carthage Incised
unspecified 1
Unclassified .
Red painted 2

Surface eroded 3
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FS# 75 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material: @ glass; 13 metal; 1 pottery; 4 clinkers

Bone: 165 - Shell (umbos): 3 Carbonized plants: 110

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 118  Unmod. pebbles: 51 Qtz. debitage: 6
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 97

Other: 1 Madison point; 1 broken preform; 1 drill; 1 graver; 1 fragmentary small
chunky stone; 4 ground stone fragments

Ceramics:

Type/variety . Body sherds -| Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber ' 3

Lubbub 1
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens : 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 25

Tishomingo 2

Curry Creek 1
Muiberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 4

Tishomingo ' 1

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain

Warrior 372 14 (15)
Hull Lake (sand) 6 1
Hull Lake {(grog) 7 1
Moundville Incised
unspecified i
Bell Plain
Hale 28 6
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 56 15
Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1 1

unsgpecified 29 2
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Type/variety | Body sherds Rims (handies)
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1
Unclassified :
Red painted 4 1
White painted 4
Surface eroded 13

Other: 1 Mississppi Plain Warrior discoidal; 1 Carthage Incised discoidal
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FS# 78 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 10~20 em b.s.

Bone: 405 Shell {umbos): 17 Carbonized plants: (lots)

Daub: yes Sherda (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 98 Unmod. pebbles: 52 Qtz, debitage: 10
Non-local debitage: 16 Local debitage: 126
Other: 3 coal; 1 red ochre; 4 ground greenstone; 1 unworked greenstone; 1 Madison
point
Ceramies:

Type/fvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand ternpered
Baldwin Plain
Lubbub 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 23 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 4

Shell tempered.

Mississippi Plain

Warrior 740 36 (26)
Hull Lake (sand) _ 2
Hull Lake (grog) 1
Moundville Incised
unspecified 1
Bell Plain :
Hale 26 3
Big Bandy {grog) 52 12
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
- Akron 1
Carthage 2
unspecified 13 1
Unclassified
Red painted 2 2
White painted 2
Red & white painted 3
miscellaneous 3 3
Surface eroded 12

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Warrlor discoidal
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FS #80 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description ca. 20 cm b.s.

Bone: 93! Shell (umbos): 10 Carbonized plants: 79

Daub: jres Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:

Sandstone: 26 Unmod. pebbles: 0 . Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 8
Other: 1 ground stone; 2 possible ground stone
Ceramics:
“Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 9
Tishomingo 3 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Alicevilie 1
Tishomingo
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrlor 324 17 (5)
Hull Lake {sand) 3
Huli Lake (grog) 7
Bell Plain
Hale 20 4
Big Sandy {sand) 3
Big Sandy {(grog) 21 10
Carthage Incised
Carthage 5 : 2
unspecified 6 2
Unclassified
Red painted 7
White painted 1
Surface eroded 6

! Not included in the bone count are the many fragments of a
nearly complete turtle carapace. The count does include 4
fragments which may be from a human juvenile cranium,
though this identification is uncertain.
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FS # 225 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description ca. 20 cm b.s.

Bone: 23 Shell (umbos): frags.  Carbonized plants: 21

" Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 8 Unmod. pebbles: 3 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 16
Ceramics:
Typelvariety ' Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville : 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 56 2 (3)
Bell Plain

Hale 6
Carthage Incised

unspecified 2

Surface eroded _ 1
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FS# 172 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 18-20 em b.s.

Bone: 54 Shell (umbos): 3 Carbonized plants: {(very fragmented, moderate
amount)

Daub:.yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 6 Unmod. pebbles: 3 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-iocal debitage: O Local debitage: 12
Ceramics:

Type/variety -| Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 3

Shell tempered
Missigsippi Plain

Warrior 46 7 (1}
Bell Plain
Hale : 3 1
Big Sandy (grog) 2
Carthage Incised
unspecified 2
Unclassified
Red painted 1

Surface eroded 1
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. F8#211 Square 164N/ 107.5E  Level description Artifacts on floor

Bone: 15 Shell {umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 6

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbles: 0 © Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 1
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 31 1
Hull Lake (grog) 1
Carthage Incised
Carthage 7
Unclagsified
Red painted ' 1

FS # 220 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 20-23 c¢m k.s.

Bone: 5 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 1

Dauyb: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 2
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FS # 229 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 22-30 cm b.s.

Bone: 202 Shell {umbosg): 10 Carbonized plants: (moderate amount)

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies: :
Sandstone: 106  Unmod. pebbles: 53 Qtz. debitage: 9
Non-local debitage: 11 Loecal debitage: 108
Ceramies:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 2
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 1
McLeod Checkstamped

Bighee . 1

Grog tempered
Alligater Incised

unspecified 2
Bavtown Plain
Roper 25 3
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 3
Tishomingo 1
Salomon Brushed
Fairfield i

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 331 12 (&)
Bell Plain

Hale 25 4
Moundville Engraved ' :

unspecified -1
Carthage Incised

Carthage 1

unspecified 1 1
Unclassified

miscellaneous 1
Untempered

Unclassified 1
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S # 264 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 30-38 cm b.s.

Bone: 285 Shell (umbos); 16 Carbonized plants: 76

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 164  Unmod. pebbles: 93 Qtz. debitage: 25
Non-local debitage: 27 Local debitage: 428
Other: 5 Madison point bases; 1 miscellaneous retouched piece
Ceramies:
Typefvariety : Body sherds Rims (hahdles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 4

Lubbub pl
Furrs Coragmarked

Pickens 4

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain :
Roper 113 3

Tishomingo 10 2
Muiberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 8 11

Tishomingo 1
Unclasgsified 2
Surface eroded 1

Shell tempered
MSsippi Plain
Warrior 244 14 (8)
Hull Lake (sand) 1
Moundville Incised
Moundville 1
Bell Plain
Hale
Big Sandy (grog)
Moundville Engraved

2

%
o)

unspecified 2
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 2
Unclassified

miscellaneous 3

! may be Mulberry Creek Cordmarked Cochrane
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FS # 279 Square 164N/107.5E  Level description 38-43 ecm b.s.

Bone: 31 Shell (umbos): 5 Carbonized plants: 27

Daub: yes Sherds {<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 40 Unmod. pebbles: 18 Qtz, debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 12 Local debitage: 88
Other: 1 Madison point (unfinished?); 1 small amorphous biface
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Surface eroded 2

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 14 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 3 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 22
Bell Plain

Hale 1 2
Unclassified

Red painted 1

Untempered
Unclassified plain 1
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FS # 87 Square 166N/107.5E  Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material:2 glass; 12 metal

Bone: 14 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone; 15 Unmod. pebbles: 11 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 21
" Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 9
Tishomingo _ 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain :

-Warrior 34 - 1 (1)
Bell Plain '

Big Sandy (grog) 4
Carthage Incised

Poole

unspecified
Unclagsified

Red painted

White painted

Red & white painted
Surface eroded

b =

PO = QO W
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FS # 23 Square 166N/107.5E  Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material:2 glass; 12 metal

Bone: 14 Shell {umbosg): 0 Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:

‘Sandstone: 15 Unmod. pebbles: 11 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 2 Local debitage: 21

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 9
Tishomingo 1

Shell tempered
Mississippt Plain :
Warrior 34 {1}

Bell Plain
Big Sandy (grog) 4
Carthage Incised :
Poole 1
unspecified 2
Unclassified
Red painted 3
White painted 3

Red & white painted 1
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FS # 93 Square 166N/107.5E  Level description 10-20 ¢m b.s.

Historic material: 2 glass; 5 metal; 1 clinker

Bone: 1731 Shell {umbos): 7 Carbonized plants: 102

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5ih): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 128  Unmod. pebbies: 70 Qtz. debitage: 6
Non-local debitage: 13 Local debitage: 142

Other: 2 possible ground stone; 1 chip greenstone; 1 fragment stone palette with red
pigment adhering; 2 chips polished greenstone; 2 Madison points; 2 flake knives

Ceramics:
Typel/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)
Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 2
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 39 3
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 8 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 692 43 (25)
Hull Lake (sand) 10
Hull Lake (grog) 26
Bell Plain
Hale 58 10
Big Sandy (sand) 5 1
Big Sandy (grog) 119 16
Carthage Incised
Akron 2
Carthage 5 _ 1
Fosters 1
Moon Lake 1
Pooie 4
unspecified ' 31 4
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Type/variety . Body sherds | Rims (handies)

Unclassified
Red painted 1
White painted
Red & white painted

Surface eroded

o e B
[ e ]

! Does not include teeth and multiple bone fragments frem a left
deer mandible
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FS # 96 Square 166N/107.5E  Level description 20-25 cm b.s.
Bone: 28 Shell (umbos): 3 Carbonized plants: 11

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 16 Unmod. pebbles: 7 . Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 1 - Local debitage: 35

Other: 1 petrified wood

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims {handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 2
Unclassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior : 103 6 (86)
Hull Liake (sand) 3
Hull Lake {grog) 1
Bell Plain
Hale 13 3
Big Sandy (sand)
Big Sandy (grog) 6 2
Carthage Incised ‘
unspecified 3
Uneclassified
Red painted 3 1

White painted 3




271

FS # 100 Square 166N/107.5E  Level description 25-30 cm b.s.

Bone: 58 Shell fumbos): 4 . Carbonized plants: 38

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 31 Unmod. pebbles: 22 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 3 . Local debitage: 53

Other: 1 possibie ground stone; 1 chip ground greenstone; 1 proj. pt., cf. Swan Lake
{non-local)

Ceramics:

T}rpe/variety Body sherds Rims thandles)

Sand tempered
MecLeod Checkstamped
Bighee : 1

Grog tempered
Alligator Incised

Oxbow ' 1

unspecified 1
Baytown Plain

Roper i4

Tishomingo 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 221 8 (5)

Hull Lake (sand) 5

Hull Lake (grog) 5
Bell Plain

Hale : 34 6

Big Sandy (grog) 19 9
Carthage Incised

Fosters 1

ungpecified 4 i
Unclassified ’

Red painted 5 1

White painted 4 1
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FS# 21 Square 92N/110E Level description (0-10 em b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass; 4 metal; coal and elinkers

Bone: 2 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 20

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 62 UUnmeod. pebbles: 55 Qtz. debitage: 11
Non-local debitage: 8 Local debitage: 266
Other: 1 utilized flake; 1 quartz biface fragment
Ceramics:
Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain 4

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper : 56 2

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain
Warrior 8
Hull Lake (grog)

Surface eroded 2

[
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FS # 32 Square 92N/110E Level description 30-40 cm b.s.

Daub: no  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbles; 21 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 18
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Fiber tempered
Unclassified 3

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 1 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1
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FS # 83 Sguare 114N/125E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.
Bone: 2 Shell (umbaos): 0 Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 0 Unmod. pebbles: 1 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 3
Ceramics:
Type/variety . Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1
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FS # 2 Square 115N/103E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Higtoric material: 4 glass; 3 metal; coal and clinkers

Daub: no  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 3 Unmod. pebbles: 3 Qtz, debitage: 7
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 70
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Saltillo Fabricmarked
Tombigbee 1

Surface eroded 1

Grog temnpered
Baytown Plain

Roper 21 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1
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FS#3 Square 115N/103E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 26 glass; 5 metal

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos); 0 Carbonized plants: (little)

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lathics:
Sandstone: 53 Unmod. pebbles: 58 Qtz. debitage: 13
Non-local debitage: 19 Local debitage: 282

Other: 1 petrified wood; 2 Madison points; 3 Madison point bases; I knife or preform; 1
non-local hoe flake '

Ceramics:

Typelfvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 5
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 1
Alexander Punctated .

unspecified 2
Unclassified gl

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 90 9
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 6 1
Unclassified 1

Shell tempered
Mississippt Plain
Warrior 1

1 Five of these are probably part of the Alexander Punctated vessel
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PSS #5 Square 115N/103E Level description 20-30 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass; 3 metal

Bone: 0 Shell (urbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 12

Daub: yes Sherds {<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 44 Unmod. pebbles: 88  Qtz. debitage: 21
Non-local debitage: 12 ~ Local debitage: 434

Other: 2 fragments of nutting stones; 3 preforms or preform fragments; 2 drill
fragments; 6 projectile points or fragments

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 4
Laubbub 2
Unclassified 6 1
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 117 3
Tishomingo 3
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 9
Unclassified 5

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Hull Lake (grog) 3
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FS # 190 Square 120N/103E Level description 10-20 ¢cm b.s.

Historic material: 12 glass; 2 metal

Daub: yes  Sherds {<.5in): yes

Lithics: :

Sandstone: 25 Unmeod. pebbles: 15 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 37

Ceramics:

Type/variety . | Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 13

Shell tempered
. Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1
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FS # 186 Square 120N/105E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass; 7 metal

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 1

Daub: ves Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 11 Unmod. pebbles: 12 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 17
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
McLeod Checkstamped

Bighee 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper : 2

FS # 196 Square 124N/101E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Daub: no Sherds (<.5in}: yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbies: 2
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FS # 197 Square 124N/101E Level description 10-20 ¢cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass

- Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in); ves
Lithics:
Sandstone: 7 Unmod. pebbles: 15 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 1 : Local debitage: 45

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims {handies)

Sand tempered

Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper )

Shell tempered

Surface eroded . 1

FS# 191 Square 124N/103E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Daub: no  Sherds (<.5mn): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 1 Unmod. pebbles: 2 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 3
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FS # 215 Square 124N/105E Level description 0-10 ¢m b.s.

Historic material: 3 glass

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 5

Daub: no  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 7 Unmeod. pebbles: 11 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 19
Ceramics:

Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handies)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 6

FS #230  Square 124N/105E  Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Daub: yes Bherds (<.5in}: yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 2 Unmeod. pebbles: 5 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local dehitage: 1 Local debitage: 8
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Other: 1 grog tempered “lump”
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FS # 236 Square 124N/105E Level description 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 metal

Daub: yes  Sherds {(<.5in): yes

Lithics: _ _
Sandstone:; 0 Unmod. pebbles: 9 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 13
Other: 1 petrified wood
Ceramics:

Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain

Blubber 1
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 7

Shell tempered
Migsissippi Plain
Warrior 1
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FS#1 Sguare 133N/108E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Historic material: 71 glass; 3 metal; 1 clinker

Bone: 1 Shell (umbes): 0 Carbonized plants: 4

Daub: yes Sherds (<.bin): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 52 Unmod. pebbles: 42 Qtz. debitage: 5
Non-local debitage: 4 Local debitage: 106
Other: 1 projectile point stem
Ceramics:
Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)
‘Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 2
Surface eroded 2
Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 20
Tishomingo 4
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1 1
Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 24 1(1)
Hull Lake {sand) 1
Bell Plain
Hale 1 1
Big Sandy {sand) ' 1
Big Sandy {grog) 1
Surface eroded 18
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FS # 13 Square 133N/108E Level description 30-40 em b.s.

Daub: no  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 5 Unmod. pebbles: 30 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 6

FS # 99 Sguare 134N/128E Level description 0-10 em b.s.

Historic material: 15 glass; 4 metal; 8 pottery; I ceramic doorknob

Bone: 0 Shell fumbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 1

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 25 Unmod. pebbles: 8 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 1 Local debitage: 18
Cerarmics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 2
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FS # 101 Square 134N/128E Level description 10-20 em b.s.

Bone: 1 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 14

Daub: yes ~ Sherds (<.bin): ves

Lithics: :
Sandstone: 44 Unmod. pebbles: 32 Qtz. debitage: 5
Non-local debitage: 1 . Local debiiage: 116

Other: 2 petrified wood; 1 red ochre; 2 ground greenstone flakes; 2 Madison points; 1
misc. retouched piece

Ceramies:

Type/variety Body sherds | Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Saltilloc Fabriemarked

unspecified 1
Unclassified 1
Surface eroded 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain . ‘
Roper 31 3

Tishomingo 5
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 66 4
Hull Lake (grog} 1
Bell Plain
Hale 3 2
Big Sandy (sand) 1
Big Sandy (grog) 9 1
Carthage Incised
~ unspecified 3
Unclassified
Red painted 1

Surface eroded 9
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FS # 108 Square 134N/128E Level description 30-40 cm b.s.

Bone: 0 Shell (umbds): o - Carbonized plants: (little)

Daub: yes Sherds (<(.5in); yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 28 Unmod. pebbles: 13 Qtz. debitage: 7
Non-local debitage: 3 Local debitage: 21
Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain

Blubber 2

Lubbub 1
Furrs Cordmarked

Pickens 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper _ 10 1
Tishomingo 1*

! possibly ground to a discoidal
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FS #189 Square 148.5N/134E  Level description 20-30 cm b.s.

Historic material: 1 glass; 4 metal

Bone: 70 Shell (umbos): O Carbonized plants: 136

- Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithies:
Sandstone: 334  Unmod. pebbles: 147 Qtz. debitage: 56
Non-local debitage: 39 Local debitage: 551

Other: 1 petrified wood; 1 hammerstone fragment; 1 triangular preform; 4 knife/
scrapers; 1 drill; 5 Madison point bases; 6 distal proj. pt. segments; 1 side
notched proj. pt. (cf. Coosa Notched)

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1
Lubbub

. Autauga

Unclassified

Surface eroded

[Nl S S N

Grog tempered
Alligator Incised
Oxbow 1
Baytown Plain
Roper 162 8
Tishomingo 34 6
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville
Tishomingoe
Salomon Brushed
Fairfield 2

[ R
e T
—

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain :
Warrior 823 31(11)
Hull Lake (sand) 18 6
Hull Lake {grog) 50 16 (3)
Bell Plain
Hale 71 12
Big Sandy (sand) 2 261
Big Sandy (grog) 61 12
Moundville Engraved
unspecified 1
Carthage Incised
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Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handies)
Akron 2
Carthage 1
Fosters 1
Poole 1
unspecified 24 1
Kimmswick Fabric Impressed 1
Unclassified
Red painted _ 12 1
White painted 11

! Includes 8 rim sherds from small hemispherical bowl with
inward-facing feline (7) effigy

Other: 1 Mississippi Plain Hull Lake (grog) discoidal; 1 Bell Plain Hale
discoidal; 1 shell tempered, red painted discoidal
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FS # 161 Square 150.5N/134E  Level description 0-10 ¢cm b.s.

Historic material: 6 glass; parts of a tin can; clinkers

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos): 0 - Carbonized plants: ves 3

Dauly: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 2 Unmod. pebbles: 4 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 6

FS # 162 Square 150.56N/134E  Level description 10-20 c¢cm h.s.

Historic material: 17 glass; 23 metal

Bone: 0 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants; 5

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

* Lithics: '
Sandstone: 14 Unmod. pebbles: 5 Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-iocal debitage: 0 Local debitage: 29
Other: 1 possible greenstone chip
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper 1

Tishomingo 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Tishomingo i

Shell tempered
Migsissippi Plain
Warrior 12 2
Bell Plain
Hale 1
Big Sandy (sand) 2 .
Big Sandy (grog) 1
Unclassified
Red painted 1
White painted 3




FS # 135 Square 150.5N/135E

Bone: il Shell (umbos): 0

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in}: yes
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Level description 20-30 ¢m b.s.

Carbonized plants: 26 .

Lithics:
Sandstone: 77 Unmod. pebbles: 45 Qtz. debitage: 16
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 151
Other: 1 proj. pt. or drill tip
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
unspecified

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Aliceville
Tishomingo

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior

Hull Lake (grog)
Bell Plain

Hale

Big Sandy (grog)
Unclassified

Red painted

White painted
Surface eroded
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S # 120 Square 151IN/134E Level description 0-10 cm b.s.

Historic material: 3 glass; 4 metal

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

FS# 122 Square 151N/134E Level deseription 10-20 cm b.s.

Historic material: 22 glass; 38 metal

Bone: 10 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized pianté: 23

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithies:
Sandstone: 77 Unmod. pebbles: 17 Qtz. debitage: 10
Non-local debitage: 4 Local debitage: 66
Other: 1 petrified wood; I proj. pt. midsection
Ceramies:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 9 1
Tighomingo 6 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 77 3 (1}

Hull Lake (sand) 2

Hull Lake (grog) 15 3
Bell Plain

Hale 3 2

Big Sandy (sand) 5

Big Sandy (grog) 16 4
Carthage Incised

Poole 1

unspecified 1 1
Pnclassified

Red painted 3

White painted 1
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FS#126 = Square 151N/134E Level description 30-40 c¢m b.s.

Historic material: 3 metal

Bone; 11 Shell (umbosj: 0 Carbonized plants: 16

Daub: yes Sherds. (<<.5in) ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 29 Unmeod. pebbles: 31 Qtz. debitage: 5
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 66
Ceramies:
Typelfvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered

Baldwin Plain
Blubber _ 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 23 1
Tishomingo 4

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked
Alicevilie 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 47 3 (D
Bell Plain

Big Sandy (grog) 2
Unclassified

White painted 2
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FS # 142 Square 151N/135E Level description 10-20 cm b;s.

Historic material: 12 glass; 24 metal; 1 péttery

Bone: 1 Shell (umbos): Carbonized plants: 12

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 51 Unmod. pebbles: 23 Qtz. debitage: 11
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 62

Other: 1 possible ground stone; 2 Madison poinis; 1 crude tringular point; 1 drill
midsection; 1 biface midsection (non-local)

Ceramies:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims ¢handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 16

Tishomingo 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 3

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior a3 3(3)
Hull Lake (sand) 2
Hull Lake (grog} 4
Beli Plain :
Haie 1
Big Sandy {grog) 18
Carthage Incised
unspecified 5 4
Unclassified
Red painted 1
White painted 1
Red & white painted 2
migcellaneous 1
Surface eroded 7
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FS#90 Square 153N/109E Level description 0-10 em b.s. (disturbed in south
half)

Historic material: 3 glass; 7 metal

 Bone: 156 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 4

Daub: yes Sherds (<.,5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 34 Unmeod, pebbles; 32 - Qtz. debitage: 2
Non-local debitage: 2 - Local debitage: 30
Other: 3 petrified wood; some pieces of mica
Ceramics:
Typefvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain

Roper 18

Tishomingo 1
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Tishomingo - 1
Salomon Brushed

Fairfield 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 62 4
Hull Lake (sand) 3

Bell Plain
Hale 5
Big Sandy {grog) 8 3
unspecified 2

Unclassified
Red painted 2 1

1 Does not include 11 human teeth and mandibular symphysis
found in top few centimeters of southwest quadrant; probably
from spoil dirt from road construction. Much of the bone count
is probably unidentifiable human bone.



295

FS# 11 Square 153N/109E Level description 10-20 em b.s. {disturbed in south
halh)

Historie material: 21 glass; 4 metal; 9 pottery

Bone: 7 Shell (umbos): frags. Carbonized plants: 49

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): ves

Lithics:
Sandstone: 38 Unmeod. pebbles: 36 - Qtz. debitage: 8
Non-local debitage: 7 Local debitage: 88
Other: 1 ground sandstone; 1 proximal segment Madison point; I Madison point (non-
local) :
Cerarnies:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered
Baytown Plain
Roper 13

Shel! tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 90 1 (1)
Hull Lake (grog) 6
Bell Plain
Hale : 9 2
Big Sandy (grog) 7
Moundville Engraved
unspecified : 1
Carthage Incised
unspecified 3 1
Unclassified
Red painted 4 1

White painted -2
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FS #23 Square 153N/109E Level description 20-30 cm b.s. (undisturbed parf
of unit)
Bone: 8 Shell (umbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 79

Daub: yes  Sherds (<.5in): yes

Lithics:
Sandstone: 39 Unmod. pebbles: 17 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 4 Local debitage: 58
Other: 1 possible ground stone; 1 chip of greenstone celt/adze bit
Ceramics:
Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Lubbub 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain

Roper 10

_ Tishomingo _ 2
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

Aliceville 2

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain

Warrior 139 3D
Hull Lake (sand) 3
Hull Lake (grog) 18

Bell Plain
Hale 16 4
Big Sandy (grog) 5

Carthage Incised
Moon Lake 1
unspecified 2

Unclassified
Red painted 3

o

White painted
miscellaneous 2
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FS # 64 Square 168N/94E Level description 0-10 ¢m b.s.

Historic material: fragments ol glass bottle; sheet iron; brick and tile; 1 unfired .22 caliber
cartridge; etc.

Bone: 0 Shell fumbos): 0 Carbonized plants: 11
Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): yves

Lithies:

Sandstone: 21 Unmod. pebbles: 33 Qtz. debitage: 1
Non-local debitage: 5 Local debitage: 46

Other: 1 possible ground stone

Ceramics:

Type/variety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Sand tempered
Baldwin Plain
Blubber 1

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 7

Shell tempered

Mississippi Plain

Warrior 68 7{1)
Bell Plain

Hale 2

"Big Sandy (grog) 11 3
Carthage Incised

unspecified 1

Surface eroded 17 1
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FS # 82 -Square 168N/94E Level description 40-45 em b.s.

Bone: 1 Shell (umbos): ¢ Carbonized plants: 0

Daub: yes Sherds (<.5in): no

Lithics:

Sandstone: 2 Unmod, pebbles: 11 Qtz. debitage: 0
Non-local debitage: 0 Local debitage: 5

Ceramies:

Typelvariety Body sherds Rims (handles)

Grog tempered

Baytown Plain
Roper 1

Shell tempered
Mississippi Plain
Warrior 1
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APPENDIX B

FAUNAIL MATERIAL

Faunal material (excluding molluscs) from the 1983 excavations at the White site
was analyzed by Scott Blanchard. The analysis was designed to meet three specific goals:
(1) provide bone counts and weights by gross taxonomic category (bird, fish, large
maimmal, etc.); (2) provide counts and weights of deer and unidentified large mammal bone
by skeletal part; (3) identify small mammal hone to species when possible. Only material
from the excavations in the area of the late Moundville IIT refuse depesit was analyzed,
since preservation elsewhere at the site was very poor. These data are presented in the
following tables.

The tables are arranged in three sets. The first set presents counts and weights of
bone by gross taxonomic category for each FS unit that contained faunal remains. The
second set of tables presents the counts and weights of deer and unidentified large
mammal bone for each FS unit that contained such remains. The final set of tables lists
the counts and weights of small mammal bones for each FS unit in which such taxa were
present.
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Counts of small mammal bones by provenierice unit
Provenience: 162N/105E L.1 TS #: 123

- Castor canadensis 1
Procyon lotor 1

Provenience: 162N/105E 1.2 FS #: 127

Didelphis margupialis 4
Procyon lotor 1
Sylvilagus aguaticus 2
Sylvilagus floridanus 2
unidentified 2

Provenience: 162N/105E L.3 FS #: 133

Canis sp. 2 _
Sciurus carolinensis 1
unidentified 2

Provenience: 162N/105E L.4 FS #: 253

Procyon lotor 2

Provenience: 162N/105E L.4 FS #: 261

Canis sp. 1

Didelphis marsupialis 3
Procyon lotor 1

Sciurus carolinensis 4
Sylvilagus aguaticus 1
unidentified 1

Provenience: 164N/105E L. 1 FS # 104

Canis sp. 1
Didelphis marsupialis 1
Sciurus carolinensis 1
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Provenience: 164N/105E L.2 FS #: 109

Canis sp. 3

Didelphis marsupialis 3
Procyon lotor 2
Sylvilagus aquaticus 1
Sylvilagus floridanus 1
Sylvilagus sp. 1

cf. Vulpes fulva 2
unidentified 4

Provenience: 164N/105E L.3 FS#: 114

Canis sp. 4

Procyon lotor 3
Seiurus sp. 1
uvnidentified rodent 1

Provenience: 166N/105E 1.3 FS #: 97

Canis sp. 1

Sciurus carolinensis 1
Sciurus sp. 1
Sylvilagus agquaticus 2
unidentified rodent 1
unidentified 1

=
H:
o
[=2]
-1

Provenience: 166N/105E L.5

Canis sp. 5

Didelphis marsupialis 2
Procyon lotor 3

Sciurus carolinensis 1
Sylvilagus aquaticus 1
Sylvilagus floridanus 1
Sylvilagus sp. 1

Provenience: 164N/107E L.1 FS #: 54

unidentified 2

Provenience: 164N/107E L.2 S #: 56

Didelphis marsupialis 2
Sciurus carolinensis 1
Sylvilagus aguaticus 1
unidentified 1




Provenience; 164N/1067E L.3

SVI.Vilagus aquaticus 1
cf. Sylvilagus aquaticus 19

Provenience: 164N/107E L.5

Procyon lotor 1
Sylvilagus floridanus 1

Provenience: 164N/107E L.11

Sylvilagus floridanus 2

Provenience: 164N/107E L.12

Sciurus sp. 1

Provenience: 162N/107.5E 1.2

Procvon lotor 1

Provenience: 162N/107.5E L.§

Proeyon lotor 1
Sylvilagus sp. 1

Provenience: 162N/107.5E L.12

Sylvilagus aquaticus 1

Provenience: 162N/107.5E L.12

unidentified 1

Provenienece: 162N/107.5E L.13

Sciurus carolinensis 1

Provenience: 162N/107.5E 1..14

Sus scrofa 1
Sylvilagus floridanus 2
unidentified 2

308

FS #: 69

S #: 146

FS #: 252

FS #: 256

FS # 121

FS #: 223

FS #: 238

FS #: 269

FS #: 270
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Provenience: 164N/107.5E L.1 FR#: 75

Procyon lotor 2

Provenience: 164N/107.5E 1.2 FS # 78

Didelphis marsupialis 2
Procyon lotor 2
Sylvilagus aguaticus 1

Sylvilagus sp. 1

Provenience: 164N/107.5E L.4 F8 #: 172

Didelphis marsupialis 1

Provenience: 164N/107.5E 1.13 FS #: 229

Procyon lotor 1
Sciurus carolinensis 2
Sciurus niger 2
Sylvilagus aguaticus 1
unidentified 1

Provenience: 164N/107.5F L.14 S #; 264

Didelphis marsupialis 1
Sciurus carolinensis 1
Sciurusg sp. 1
Sylvilagus aquaticus 3
unidentified 1

Provenience: 166N/107.5E L.3 FS #:_96

Didelphis marsupialis 1




310

APPENDIX C
BOTANICAL SAMPLES

Thirteen samples of carbonized botanical remains from the 1983 excavations at the
White site were analyzed by Margaret Scarry. The analyzed samples inciuded three
flotation samples from above the structure floor (164N/105E 1.1, 2, 3), four Hotation
samples of lenses within the floor deposit (164N/107E 1.6, 7, 8, 9), and a flotation sample
from each of two features filied with charred maize cobs (Fea. 22 west half, 168N/94E;
Fea. 56, 162N/105E). Carbonized botanical remains from the 1/4 inch waterscreen
material from 164N/105E L.2, and from fletation samples from three West Jefferson
phase features were also analyzed.

The samples from above the floor and from the three West Jefferson phase features
were floated in the field with a modified SMAP-type flotation barrel, with the light fraction
caught on a cloth diaper. The heavy fraction, retained on 1/16 inch screen, was
subsequently examined and all charred botanical material (mostly hickory nutshell)
transferred to the light fraction. The flotation samples from the floor and the two cob-filled
pits were processed in the laboratory. Each sample was rinsed through nested 2 mm and
0.5 mm geological sieves. Botanical material from the 2 mm fraction was removed by
hand, and the 0.5 mm fraction was floated to separate the botanical material from non-
botanical material. Since the flotation did not remoeve all the botanical material from the
0.5 mm fraction, both the light and heavy fractions were submitted for analysis.

Scarry used the same laboratory procedures for these samples as for the samples
used in her study (1986) of West Jefferson phase — Moundville I phase subsistence
change. All botanical material was screened through 1.4 mm mesh. Material other than
charcoal and seeds retained on the 1.4 mm screen was identified to genus (when possible),
and the number and aggregate weight of items by taxon was recorded. The fine fraction
(<1.4 mm) was sorted to remove seeds. All seeds were identified to genus when possible
and the counts by taxon were recorded. When suificient material was present, 20 pieces of
charcoal (19 for Fea. 8, 92N/110E) from the coarse fraction were identified to genus if
possible.

These data, along with information about the sample volume, weight, processing
technique, etc,, are presented in the following tables.
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Provenience: 164N/105E L.1 FS #: 105

Type of deposit: Moundville ITT midden

Type of sample: 6 liter flot. Processed in: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 18.59 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 1.52 g

>1.4mm

Identification T
No. Wt. (g)

|
Carya nutshell 64 40.00
Quercus nutshell 7 <.01
Acorn nutmeats 1 <.01
Wood charcoal -~ 0.64
Zea mays kernels 15 01
" " cupules 26 .06

Insect galls 2 J -




312

Provenience: 164N/105E L.2 "FS # 112
Type of deposit: Moundville ITT midden

Type of sample: 6 liter flot.

Processed mn: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 26.58 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 9.54 g

> 1.4 mm

Identification E
No. Wt. (g)

|
Carya nutshell 99 1.05
Quercus nutshell 116 0.18
Acorn nutmeats 61 1.54
Wood charcoal - 5.59
Zea mays kernels 45 .13
" " cupules 161 .79
" " cobs & frags. 1 <.,01

Insect galls 6 ] —

‘Seed identifications:

Diospyros; 14

llex ef. verticilhata; 2
Phalaris; 2

Phytolacca; 4 .
Poaceae unid. type 1; 1
Poaceae unid. type 2; 2
Vitis; 1

Unidentifiable; 21

Wood identifications:

Acer; 1

Pinus; 14
Quercus (white); 2
Zea mays; 3
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Provenience: 164N/105E 1.2 FS #: 109

Type of deposit: Moundville III midden

Type of sample: 1/4 inch screen Processed in: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 35.95 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 34.16 g

_ >1.4 mm
Identification

No. Wt. (g)
Carya nutshell 138 8.61
Acorn nutmeats 121 _ 11.71
Wood charcoal - 12.72
Zea mays kernels 6 o .09
" " cupules 3 o 15

" " cobs & frags. 1 frag, -

i

Seed identifications:

Diospyros; 4

Wood identifications:

BDigspyros; 1

Fraxinus; 1
Liquidambar; 1
Pinus; 14
Quercus (red); 2
Ulmaus; 1
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Provenience: 164N/105E L.3 FS #: 115

Type of deposit: Moundville IIT midden

Type of sample: 6 liter flot. Processed in: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 33.45 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 18.74 g

. . >1.4 mm
Identification l
No. Wt. (g)

|
Carya nutshell 179 - 1.83
Quercus nutshell 350 .58
Acorn nutmeats 58 .79
Wood chareoal - 9.45
Zea mays kernels 39 .13
" " cupules 107 .31

Insect galls : 4

i

Seed identifications:

Diospyros; 21

Hex cf, vomitoria; 1
Oxalis; 1

Passifiora; 1

Phalaris; 1

Poaceae unid. type 1; 4
Poaceae unid. type 2; 1
Ehus; 1

Unidentified; 1
Unidentifiable; 6

Wood identifications:

Carya; 1
Liquidambar; 1
Pinus; 16
Quercus (white); 1
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Provenience: 164N/107E L.6 FS#: 199

Type of deposit: Moundville I floor

Type of sample: 2 liter fiot. Processed in: lab

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 163.04 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 2.36 g

>1.4 mm
Identification I
No. . Wit. (g

|

!
Carya nutshell 42 _ : .49
Quercus nutshell 185 .32
Wood charcoal - .53
Zea mays kernels 6 ' .01
" " cupules 16 .02

1

Seed identifications:

Celtis; 2 (uncarbonized)
Diospyros; 4
Passiflora:; 5

Poaceae unid. type 1; 3
Poaceae unid. type 2; 2
 Unidentifiable; 1
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Provenience: 164N/107E L.7 FS #: 203
Type of deposit: Moundville III floor
Type of sample: 1.5 liter flot. Processed in: lab
Sample weight (incl. contamination): 11.44 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 3.14 g

>1.4 mm

Identification I
No. Wt. (g)

|

!
Carya nutshell 151 1.25
Quercus nuishell 127 .18
Wood charcoal - 1.39
Zea mays kernels 3 <.01
"M cupules 6 <.01

]

Seed identifications:

Diospyros; 17
Phalarig; 1

Poaceae unid. type 1; 5
Unidentifiable; 7
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Provenience: 164N/107E L.8 FS #: 204

Type of deposit: Moundville ITI floor

Type of sample: 3.25 liter flot Processed in: lab

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 14.31 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 5.76 g

>1.4 mm

Identification I
No. S Wt. (g)

|
Carya nutshell 166 2.56
Quercus nutshell 204 .35
Wood charcoal e 2.19
Zea mays kernels 12 <.01
" " cupules 8 <.01

Insect galls 2 -
i

Seed identifications:

© Amaranthus; 1
Chenopodium; 1
Compositae; 1
Diospyros; 47

Tlex cf. verticilliata; 1
Oxalis; 1

Phalaris; 3

" Poaceae unid. type 1; 51
Poaceae unid. type 2; 26
Polygonum; 1
Portulaca; 1
Unidentified; 1
Unidentifiable; 22
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Provenience: 164N/107E L.9 FS #: 205

Type of deposit: Moundville III fioor

Type of sample: 3 liter flot - Processed in: lab

Sample weight (inel. contamination): 12.71 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 5.34 g

> 1.4 mm

Identification I
No. _ Wt. {g)

|
- Carya nutshell 195 2.89
Quercus nutshell 92 14
Acorn nutmeats 3 <.01
Wood charcoal - _ 1.65
Zea mays kernels 26 .02
" " cupules 19 .03

Insect galls 1 -
|

Seed identifications:

Diospyros; 51

Galium; 1

llex cf. verticilliata; 1
Poaceae unid. type 1; 18
Poaceae unid. type 23 13
Polygonum,; 2

Vits; 1

Unidentified; 2
Unidentihiable; 44
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Provenience: Fea. 56, 162N/106E  FS #: 283

Type of deposit: Moundville TI/III cob-filled pit

Type of sample: 3.5 liter fiot. Processed in: lab

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 102.26 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm;:

>1.4 mm
Identification . T
No. Wt. (g}
|
Carya nutshell 43 .28
Quercus nutshell 28 .03
Wood charcoal - 10.62
Zea mays kerneis 27 .08
approx.
" " cupules 5520 30.54
" " cobs & frags. 66 7.69
{ .

Seed identifications:

Fabaceae; 1
Phalaris; 1
Unidentified; 1

Wood identifications:

Pinus; 18
Quercus (red); 2
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Provenience: Fea. 22 west half, part A, 168N/92E FS #: 170

Type of deposit: Mississippian cob-filled pit

Type of sample: 13 liter flot. Processed in: lab

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 337.58 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: n.a.

_ >1.4 mm
Identification E
No. Wt. (g)
|
Carya nutshell -1 -1
Quercus nutshell -1 -1
Wood charcoal o - -1 -1
Zea mays cupules . {thousands) 189.27
" T cobs & frags. 89 76.40
Cane -1 -1
i

1 Sample was not completely sorted; these materials were present in the unsorted
portion but were not quantified.
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Provenience: Fea. 3 west half, 133N/108E = FS #: 17

Type of deposit: West Jefferson phase basin-shaped pit

Type of sample: 6 liter flot Processed in: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 6.32 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 1.31 g

> 1.4 mm

Identification i
No. Wt (g

!

!
Carvya nutshell 46 .14
Quercus nutshell 18 .01
Wood charecoal - 1.07
Zea mays kernels 3 <.01

Insect galls 1 -
i

Seed identifications:

Hypoxis; 1
Phalaris; 6
Vitis; 4
Unidentifiable; 9
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Provenience: Fea. 2 west half, lower part, 138N/108E FS #: 27

Type of deposit: West Jefferson phase basin-shaped pit

Type of sample: 6 liter flot Processed in: field

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 12.77 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 8.50 g

>1.4 mm

Identification T
No. Wt. (g)

|
Carya nutshell 131 61
Quercus nutshell 790 1.67
Acorn nutmeats 14 - .14
Wood chareoal - 5.18
Zea mays kernels 15 .02
" " cupules 3 <.01
Pine cone frags. - 54
Insect galls - 7 .01

- |

Seed identifications:

Cyperaceae; 1
Sabal ef. minor; 2
Vitis; 1
Unidentifiable; 14

Wood identifications:

Carya; 1
Pinus; 18
Bark; 1
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Provenience: Fea. 8 west half, 92N/110E FS #: 40

Type of deposit: West Jefferson phase cylindrical pit

- Typs of sample: 6 hiter flot. Processed in: field _

Sample weight (incl. contamination): 19.92 g Weight of plant remains <1.4 mm: 9.05 g

>1.4 mm
Identification : T
No Wt. (g)

]

!
Carya nutsheli 228 1.24
Quercus nutshell 204 42
Wood charcoal - 7.03
Zea mays kernels 20 ' .07
" " cupules 21 .02

|

Seed identifications:

Amaranthus; 1
Diospyros; 3
Phalaris; 1

Vitis; 2
Unidentifiable; 13

Wood identifications:

Carvya; 4
Castanea; 1
Fraxinus; 2
Pinusg; 10
Quercus; 2
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