
 

 

ABSTRACT 

PAUL, AIDAN H. An Archaeological History of Forbush Creek and the Piedmont Village 

Tradition-Mississippian Frontier. (Under the direction of Dr. Dru McGill).  

The Forbush Creek site is a major yet poorly understood Woodland village located in the 

Upper Yadkin River Valley of North Carolina. On the basis of extensive ceramic analysis and 

radiocarbon dates, this study addresses foundational questions about site chronology and the 

lives of inhabitants. While multiple occupations are likely present, most of the excavated area of 

Forbush Creek is re-dated to AD 1200-1400. The site ceramic assemblage is characterized in 

detail and displays evidence of similarities with Uwharrie and Dan River assemblages. Evidence 

of interaction, probably in the form of intermarriage, with Pee Dee Mississippians in the 

Southern Piedmont is documented through analysis of complicated stamped vessels.  

On the basis of an improved understanding of the occupation history of Forbush Creek 

and the lives of its inhabitants, previous theories regarding the sociocultural evolution of 

communities in the Upper Yadkin are revisited and accounts of frontier interactions between 

Piedmont Village Tradition communities and Mississippian communities in the area are critiqued 

and refined. It does not appear that the Lower Great Bend of the Upper Yadkin River Valley was 

abandoned after AD 1200, and considering many lines of evidence it is suggested that the 

emergence of agriculture in the Yadkin Valley after AD 1000 may not have been marked by a 

high degree of territorial behavior and inter/intracommunity conflict.  

The uniquely constructed political ecology of Upper Yadkin societies, the relatively 

decentralized and egalitarian sociopolitical organization of the Pee Dee Mississippians compared 

to other Mississippian societies further west, and other historical considerations are invoked as 

some of the major explanatory factors responsible for the slow pace at which Mississippian 

society and culture spread into the Carolina Piedmont. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

When Spanish Conquistadors first set foot in the land that is presently known as North 

Carolina in the mid-16th century, it was inhabited by a wide range of Indigenous societies with 

long and complex histories. The northern Coastal Plain area was divided between Algonkian 

speaking people organized into small, fortified longhouse towns centered around hereditary 

lineage heads along the coast itself, and the powerful Iroquoian speaking Tuscarora tribe further 

inland (Ward and Davis 1999, 210-226). Archaeologists and historians believe that the poorly 

understood southern Coastal Plain was inhabited by several other groups related to the Piedmont 

tribes, who later merged with refugees from other parts of the coast and potentially members of 

the ñLostò Roanoke colony to form the Lumbee Tribe of today (Dial and Eliades 1996, 1ð22). In 

the Piedmont, dozens of related tribes collectively known as the ñEastern Siouansò inhabited the 

lands along every major river and its tributaries, living in settlements that ranged from small 

hamlets to large, palisaded villages (Davis and Ward 1991). Further west, 16th century Spanish 

expeditions headed by Juan Pardo recorded the existence of a large tributary polity referred to as 

ñGuatariò in the middle Yadkin valley, seemingly headed at the time by a female Mico, or 

regional leader (Hudson 2005; Rogers 1993, 48ð60).  

In the Southern Piedmont and the Catawba valley, Mississippian lifeways similar to those 

found in the great river valleys of the Midcontinent and Deep South had taken root. The 

Southern Piedmont had seen the fluorescence of the mound-building Pee Dee culture centered 

around the site of Town Creek in prior centuries, however the Pee Dee seem to have mostly 

abandoned the site by the 16th century (Boudreaux 2007a, 62). The Catawba Valley 

Mississippians were organized into a number of stratified chiefdom-like polities, possibly 

subordinate to the powerful Cofitachequi regime to the south. The most notable of these was 
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centered on the site of town of Joara in what is now Burke County, North Carolina (Moore 

2002). In the Appalachian Mountains, the most significant group was the Cherokee, who had 

also been drawn into the Mississippian world but were by this time living in a number of towns 

centered on platform-mound townhouses where democratic councils of local leaders gathered to 

make important decisions (Ward and Davis 1999, 178-190; Steere 2015).  

There are also areas that, to present knowledge, are effectively ñdark spotsò. A combination 

of disease, colonial violence, population movements, and/or remoteness from areas of interest to 

early Euro-American explorers of the region resulted in almost no written records about these 

areas and almost no so-far known descendent populations. One of the most significant of these 

dark spots is the Upper Yadkin River Valley (UYRV) (Figure 1), a stretch of land that extends 

from the West-Central Piedmont to the Western Foothills and finally the Blue Ridge of the 

Appalachian Mountains. While Goddard (2005) provisionally places the Suteree Tribe in this 

valley in the 1600s, this placement relies on the extremely vague descriptions of Needham and 

Arthur (see Davis 1990), and as such not even the name of the people who lived in this valley or 

their ultimate fate can be securely established. No clear descendent community exists, although it 

is possible that the inhabitants of the valley became one of the many refugee groups to merge 

with the coalescing Catawba Confederacy in South Carolina in the 1700s (Moore 2002, 14). In 

the absence of other evidence, we must turn to the methods of archaeology to learn anything 

about the history and lifeways of Indigenous communities in the UYRV prior to European 

colonization. 
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Figure 1: Map of the Upper Yadkin River Valley and surrounding areas, with major sites 

mentioned in text labeled. 

 

Deepening our understanding of these people and their history and improving our 

explanations of why their history took the shape that it did is the primary motivation for this 

study. Archaeologists have worked in the UYRV since the 1950s, when Stanley South led 

excavations of part of a large Indigenous village, the Forbush Creek site (Yd1), during a salvage 

project to make way for the construction of US Highway 421. Further excavations were carried 

out at Forbush Creek in 1972 under Bennie Keel (Keel 1972), but for the next four decades most 

of archaeological research in the valley took place under the guidance of Ned Woodall (Woodall 

1984, 1990, 1999, 2009). More recently, Eric Jones (Jones 2015, 2017, 2018; Jones et al. 2012, 
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2020; Jones and Ellis 2016) has organized additional excavations and performed extensive 

settlement pattern and geospatial analysis. Various theses and dissertations (e.g., Barnette 1978; 

McGhee-Snow 1998; McManus 1985; Rogers 1993), CRM reports, and two recent works on the 

bioarchaeology (Berger and Hutchinson 2019) and archaeobotany of Forbush Creek (Berger and 

Graham 2022) further contribute to knowledge about the site and the UYRV.  

There are, of course, still many uncertainties. More than a few revolve around the Forbush 

Creek site itself, the primary subject of this analysis. This village, which seems to have been the 

largest site in the valley (Barnette 1978, 101; Jones 2017, 38), holds tantalizing clues about the 

areaôs unwritten history. While most of the major categories of artifacts and the human burials 

from this settlement have now been at least partially investigated, nobody has yet produced a 

comprehensive report on the site including a synthesis of these various lines of evidence. And, 

until this study, thousands of unanalyzed or unreported ceramics from many important features at 

the site were silently sleeping in the North Carolina Archaeological collection at UNC Chapel 

Hill . While some of the materials from Forbush Creek remain unstudied ï especially the animal 

bones ï the first goal of this study is to produce the most comprehensive report on the site 

currently possible.  

The second goal of this study is to improve understanding of the occupation history of 

Forbush Creek. Coe (1972) provisionally dated Forbush Creek to the 15th ï 17th century with 

some evidence of other occupations. However, the majority of the known occupation has been 

re-dated to Uwharrie phase (AD 800-1200) by some researchers (Berger and Hutchinson 2019; 

Ward and Davis 1999, 96), while Jones (2017, 38) favors a slightly earlier date where the main 

occupation spans AD 600-1000. The site potentially represents a palimpsest of multiple 

occupations taking place over the course of many centuries. Using seriation techniques, feature 
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assemblage analysis, a detailed understanding of site stratigraphy and feature superposition, and 

radiocarbon dates, this study will attempt to infer the siteôs occupation history with greater 

precision and accuracy. With better chronological control established, temporal patterns in 

artifact classes are easier to investigate, and previous research at the site can be reevaluated in a 

clearer light.  

There are also larger questions to address related to the broader sociocultural world that the 

people of Forbush Creek lived in. Past research in the Yadkin Valley has repeatedly emphasized 

the liminal qualities of the areaôs Indigenous communities both in terms of their social 

organization (Rogers 1993, 83) and in terms of their material culture and relationships with 

groups in surrounding areas (Woodall 1999, 2009; Jones et al. 2020). As a whole, the Yadkin 

Valley is positioned between what was once the northeastern fringe of the Mississippian world - 

the Catawba Valley and the Southern Piedmont - and the core lands of the Eastern Siouans, 

archaeologically referred to as the Piedmont Village Tradition (PVT), around the Dan, Haw, 

Eno, and other nearby rivers. PVT communities within these drainages engaged in interactions 

with the Mississippian world as evidenced by the presence of certain styles of decorative gorgets 

and pottery vessels (Eastman 1999), the adoption of the chunkey game (Lawson 1967, 62; Paul 

2021), and potentially by the intensification of maize agriculture, especially in the Dan drainage 

(Davis and Ward 1991). Despite the undeniable reality of interconnection, archaeologists since 

Joffre Coeôs (1952, 1964) early work to establish the foundational chronologies for the region 

have viewed the PVT as a distinct set of related societies that never became Mississippian.  

Real and significant differences do exist between the Catawban and Pee Dee Mississippians 

and the PVT peoples. Most obviously, Mississippian sites are often relatively larger settlements 

centered on various kinds of platform mounds, which are usually taken as evidence of larger 
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scale and sometimes more centralized, hierarchical, and stratified sociopolitical structures 

(Boudreaux 2007a; Moore 2002). In contrast, PVT society is generally mound-less and has often 

been interpreted as heterarchical and egalitarian (Eastman 1999; Rogers 1993; Ward and Davis 

1999). There is also the predominance of complicated stamped pottery at South Appalachian 

Mississippian sites in the region, where it frequently makes up a plurality or majority of a given 

ceramic assemblage (Boudreaux 2007b; Moore 2002) and may signify different cosmological 

beliefs (Boudreaux 2017). At PVT sites, complicated stamping ranges from entirely absent to a 

decidedly minority surface treatment (Eastman 1999; Ward and Davis 1993). And, with the 

possible exception of the late Dan River phase in the Dan drainage, areas occupied by the PVT 

do not seem to display the same scale of agricultural intensification and population concentration 

observed around nearby Mississippian sites. Although differences of political, religious, and 

economic import did exist between these two societies, they were also not two dichotomous 

monoliths surrounded by impermeable membranes.  

Due to its geographical and social location in the precontact southeast, the Yadkin Valley, 

especially the UYRV, is an ideal space for studying the interactions between Mississippian and 

PVT peoples, and there are indications that these interactions may have been one of the driving 

forces in the valleyôs history. Both historical texts and archaeological remains suggest that the 

area was populated by a complex constellation of Mississippian, PVT, and even hybrid 

communities from the lower valley all the way to the Appalachian Mountains (Hudson 2005; 

Jones 2017; Moore 2002; Rogers 1993; Woodall 1999, 2009). Archaeologists have characterized 

the Yadkin Valley as a frontier (Woodall 1999) and boundaryland (Jones et al. 2020), although 

Jones et al. (2020) argue that the best description varies through time in accordance with 

changing circumstances ï frontier dynamics were not uniform.  
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Therefore, the third goal of this study is to explore the timing and directionality of possible 

PVT-Mississippian interactions in the vicinity of Forbush Creek and to attempt to explain how 

and why these interactions occurred and what form they may have taken. Evidence from Forbush 

Creek, especially complicated stamped ceramics and radiocarbon dates, will be considered 

alongside evidence from other sites in the UYRV to assess and interpret these interactions. All of 

this will contribute to the goal of understanding the changing sociocultural world of this small 

part of the Southeast during the turbulent period that spanned the advent of Mississippian society 

and culture around AD 1000 to the beginning of European colonization in the 1500s.  

The fourth and final goal has to do with outlining and explaining the overall trajectory of 

sociocultural evolution in the UYRV in comparison to other nearby areas. Woodall (1984, 105) 

was the first to remark that sites in the UYRV represented a ñconservative cultural systemò in 

contrast to areas where Mississippian practices were adopted after AD 1000. While excavations 

at the Mississippian influenced Porter (Woodall 1999) and T. Jones (Woodall 2009) sites far 

upstream complicated this picture somewhat, at least for the 15th and 16th centuries, later research 

has not challenged the basic observation. In fact, it suggests that the UYRV represents an 

alternative trajectory to both Mississippianization and the separate but related nucleation of 

populations in larger villages occurring in the core area of the PVT to the east after AD 1300. In 

the UYRV, a dispersal and upstream migration that may have been related to interaction with 

Mississippians has been argued to have occurred after AD 1200, resulting in much of the 

population abandoning village life and returning to a less sedentary lifestyle largely oriented 

around foraging (Jones 2017, 2018; Jones et al. 2020; Jones and Ellis 2016). Berger and 

Hutchinson (2019) and Berger and Graham (2022) marshal additional evidence in support of this 

hypothesis from Forbush Creek itself, although as mentioned significant chronological 
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uncertainties are still at play. By working to gain a more holistic understanding of Forbush 

Creekôs ceramic assemblage, clarify Forbush Creekôs occupation history, synthesize the various 

lines of evidence from the site, and situate the site in relation to its counterparts, this project will 

contribute to an enhanced sense of how the people who lived at Forbush Creek fit into the long-

term history of the UYRV and to testing and improving our explanations of the social and 

cultural evolution of communities in this area. This is an essential task if archaeology is to 

answer the question posed by Boudreaux (2017: 224), who asks ñéwhy this new [Mississippian] 

way of life, whether it was brought by new people or new ideas, was isolated to a relatively 

restricted area in the southern Piedmont. Why did those people or ideas not continue to spread to 

the north or east, where contemporaneous societies exhibited very different cultural practices?ò  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Standpoint 

At this point, it is becoming trite to point out the many failures of classical American neo-

evolutionism, as originally formulated by anthropologists such as White, Steward, Service, 

Sahlins, and their students. Nonetheless, I must briefly do so here to contextualize the theoretical 

standpoint from which this study was conceptualized and carried out. Trigger (1998), following 

others in lamenting the schoolôs failure to systematically compare societies from around more of 

the world, critiques the ñspeculative and highly generalizedò (130) nature of the well-worn band                                                    

ï tribe ï chiefdom ï state unilinear developmental sequence, and argues that many aspects of 

neo-evolutionary theory reflected an unacknowledged expression of Western middle-class 

interests. Yoffee (2005) critiques its teleological and metaphysical ordering of cultures and 

dehistoricizing tendencies, while also emphasizing its classificatory instead of explanatory 

approach, stating that ñWhat neo-evolutionism never was was a theory of social changeò (31). 

Pauketat (2007) reiterates this point, basing his objections around its preference for explaining 

change in terms of abstract models derived from studying many societies at single moments in 

time instead of explaining change with reference to actual, specific histories and human agents.  

Thus, when I state that one goal of this study is to test and improve our explanations of the 

social and cultural evolution of communities in the UYRV, I should emphasize that this does not 

mean that my aim is to engage in any sort of rigid neo-evolutionary typologizing. Instead, my 

goal is to improve understanding of a specific historical-evolutionary trajectory, that of the 

UYRV, and to explore the choices, events, historical-evolutionary processes, and ecological and 

sociocultural conditions and structures that together may explain social and cultural change along 

this trajectory. For this project, I define society, following Marx (1978), as the sum of the 

interrelations between individuals. These relationships are mediated by politics, economics, 
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technology, cultural practices, etc., and can include both human and non-human actors (e.g., non-

human animals, plants, spirits, etc., see Overton and Hamilakis 2013; Swanson et al. 2018). I 

define culture as the knowledge and practices, the lifeways, that make up the form and content of 

the social. Both society and culture are in constant motion.   

To address the research goals of this project as outlined in the introductory section, I draw on 

sources such as Triggerôs (1998) evaluations of 20th century theories of social and cultural 

evolution, evolutionary archaeology as described by Lyman and OôBrien (Lyman and OôBrien 

1998; OôBrien and Lyman 2000, 2004, 2005), Pauketat and Altôs historical processualist 

approach (Alt 2006; Pauketat and Alt 2005; Pauketat 2001, 2007), as well as concepts from the 

emerging Extended Evolutionary Synthesis in biology (Laland et al. 2015), and the historical 

turn in Southeastern archaeology (Ethridge et al. 2020).   

History and Evolution 

There has been enormous theoretical diversification in American Archaeology over the past 

half-century as the field has successively been exposed to the paradigms of processualism, post-

processualism, and what Trigger (2006) calls the ñpragmatic synthesisò (484). In this section, I 

discuss how I have attempted to bring together ideas from multiple theoretical currents to 

productively analyze the UYRV.  

The first of these currents is what Pauketat (2001, 2007) has called ñhistorical 

processualism.ò At its most basic level, historical processualism is described as the study of 

historical processes, centered around a theory of practice drawing on Bourdieu. As Pauketat 

states: 

From this perspective, peopleôs actions and representations ï ópracticesô ï are generative. As 

I will argue later, practices are the processes, not just consequences of processes. Thus, they 
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generate change. That is, practices are always novel and creative, in some ways unlike those 

in other times or places. This means that practices are historical processes to the extent that 

they are shaped by what came before them and they give shape to what follows. These 

historical processes are quite different from what used to be called ócultural processesô. 

(Pauketat 2001: 74).  

 

Other tenants of the historical processualist approach as elaborated by Pauketat (2001) are as 

follows:  

1. Practices are the embodiment of peopleôs óhabitusô or dispositions.  

2. Practices are always negotiations, and negotiations recreate traditions. All  people enact, 

embody or re-present traditions in ways that continuously alter those traditions. 

3. Traditions exist as real entities only in practice, which can take any number of historical 

forms, such as accommodation, creolization, communalization, syncretization, etc. 

4. Any form of this practical, negotiative process is a historical process that can only be 

explained with reference to the genealogy of practices or history of negotiations. 

5. Causes are not abstract phenomena outside the realm of practices. Processes like mound 

construction, for example, are not the result of processes but are themselves part of the 

process of political negotiation.  

6. History is the process of cultural construction through practice and must be understood 

through detailed and large-scale studies of who did what when and how.  

7. A view of material culture in which it is seen as the embodiment or active representation, 

whether intentional or unintentional, of cultural traditions, and therefore a dimension of 

practice that is causal. 

8. As a goal, the seeking of generalizations about the processes that lead to differential 

histories.  

9. In general, a concern with proximate as opposed to ultimate causation.  
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In Chiefdoms and Other Archaeological Delusions (2007), Pauketat elaborates on this 

approach by further detailing the main arguments and interests of historical processualism, 

especially as they relate to Mississippian archaeology. Most notably, these include: a) his belief 

that more focus should be given to the agency of non-elites than past theories of administrative 

evolution allowed for; b), a historicist critique of concepts of society in which society is viewed 

as an internally self-regulated and sealed system; c), a plea to pay greater attention to 

organizational and cultural variability when analyzing ancient Southeastern politics; and d), a 

renewed emphasis on the importance of migration, colonization, and diffusion to the 

phenomenon of Mississippianization. Reiterating his views on the primacy of practice and that 

the construction of society is the reality to be explained, Pauketat calls for the use of 

ñcomparative archaeo-historyò (108), where the units of cross-cultural comparison are the 

historical trajectories of the genealogies of change of practices, and the objective is to look for 

commonalities between historical processes, not societal types.  

Evolutionary archaeology is the second body of theory I draw on. This is a Darwinian 

approach, centered around a Darwinian definition of evolution as ñany net directional change or 

cumulative change in the characteristics of organisms or populations over many generations, in 

other words, descent with modificationò (Lyman and OôBrien 1998, 616). For archaeology, the 

population is any material expression of human behavior, such as artifacts, which evolutionary 

archaeologists view as phenotypic features or traits of the human organism. The goal of 

evolutionary archaeology is to construct cultural lineages or historical chronicles of these traits, 

and then to construct explanations of said lineages (Lyman and OôBrien 1998, 615). The lineage 

concept is particularly important, as the goal is to examine and explain a temporal line of change 

owing its existence to heritability, not simply a temporal sequence or convergence ï the 
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difference between homologs and analogs must be recognized. Explanation in evolutionary 

archaeology involves the identification of mechanisms that cause evolution and the 

demonstration of the consequences of their operation. The mechanisms, according to Lyman and 

OôBrien (1998), are selection and drift, and causes precede the consequence or effect of the 

working of mechanisms. Selection and drift shape behaviors and thus their phenotypic 

expressions, so they bring about changes in the frequencies of analytically discrete variants of 

cultural traits. New traits can be introduced through intentional innovation, diffusion, 

transmission errors, etc. 

A key point of debate is exactly what selection and drift mean in the context of sociocultural 

evolution. Natural selection, in a biological sense, means ñorganisms that inherit favorable 

variations are more likely to surviveò (Prothero 2017, 99). This definition cannot be uncritically 

translated into the social and cultural world of the human organism. For Lyman and OôBrien 

(1998), selection means frequency changes in the previously mentioned traits ï which could be 

anything from pottery vessels to earthen mounds to transportation machines (OôBrien and Lyman 

2004, 181) - resulting from shifts in adaptational state or adaptedness in a given set of conditions. 

Notably, evolutionary archaeologists do not deny that humans can shape selection through 

adaptational intent but do argue that humans are not capable of fully directing the course of 

selection ï there are plenty of false starts, partial solutions, dead ends, and unintended 

consequences (Lyman and OôBrien 1998, 620; Schiffer 1996, 656). Trigger (1998, 136-137) 

takes a similar stance but puts increased emphasis on human agentive powers, arguing that 

because selection in the sociocultural realm acts primarily on ideas, not organisms, and because 

human beings can both innovate and evaluate otherôs ideas and adopt or reject them, culture 

change is much less blind and random than natural selection, and more efficient and goal 
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oriented. I agree that humans are not capable of fully directing selection but prefer Triggerôs 

formulation for its explicit emphasis on the role that human intentionality can and does play in 

this process. Walsh, Prentiss, and Riede (2019) call this mechanism cultural selection ï which, 

importantly, is a special form of selection embedded within natural selection, such that 

ñculturally selected traits are still subject to natural selection pressures and subsequent cultural 

selection pressures over the long termò (41).  

For this study, sociocultural selection is defined as changes in the relative frequencies of 

ideas, cultural practices, and kinds of social relationships (and the material expressions of these) 

in a given environment resulting from sociocultural pressures1 causing shifts in adaptedness. It 

takes place through the actions of people who may or may not have adaptational intent and can at 

best partially predict the outcomes of their choices. Because society is an emergent property of 

nature, natural selection pressures can and do influence the sociocultural world, and sociocultural 

and natural selection co-influence adaptedness in varying proportions in most cases. 

Sociocultural construction is a related and often overlapping process that takes two related forms. 

First, it can introduce variation, whether adaptively neutral or adaptively significant, into the 

sociocultural world through innovation, which may come from multiple sources, and occur at 

many scales (Lyman and OôBrien 1998, 616-617), and is distinct from drift because it is at least 

partially intentional (nonrandom). Second, it can intentionally or unintentionally modify the 

sociocultural and/or natural world in such a way that the property of adaptedness to that 

environment may shift. For example, the introduction of a new agricultural technology may 

modify the selective environment and impact other agricultural practices or social relationships.  

 
1 In this I include the influence of politics, economics, technology, religion, etc., as these are all elements of society 

and culture. 
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Biologists and evolutionary archaeologists recognize that selection of any sort is not the only 

mechanism of evolution. In biology, this has taken the form of a rejection of the 

ópanselectionismô of the mid-20th century Modern Synthesis (from which neo-evolutionary 

anthropology drew many ideas), primarily due to new evidence of large amounts of silent DNA 

present in all organisms that could not be detected or acted upon by natural selection because it 

was not expressed, and evidence of the adaptively neutral character of many mutations (Prothero 

2017). As a complement to selection, evolutionary archaeology also views drift, or chance 

changes in the frequencies of traits during transmission, as an important mechanism (Lyman and 

OôBrien 1998). Determining whether selection or drift is responsible for an observed change 

requires the study of both immanent properties and processes, and consideration of particular 

historical conditions.  

Finally, there is the question of transmission and inheritance. Traditionally, sociocultural 

evolutionists have explained this in terms of social learning, in which people pass on or transmit 

traits that they have acquired during their lifetime in a process analogous to Lamarckian 

inheritance (Lyman and OôBrien 1998; Trigger 1998; Walsh, Prentiss, and Riede 2019). 

Proponents of the Extended Evolutionary Synthesis in biology (Laland et al. 2015) have recently 

advocated for a concept of óinclusive inheritanceô, in which inheritance ñextends beyond genes to 

encompass (transgenerational) epigenetic inheritance, physiological inheritance, ecological 

inheritance, social (behavioral) transmission and cultural inheritanceò (2), which has clear 

applicability to sociocultural evolution. Meanwhile, Ingold (2023) has questioned whether the 

entire concept of inheritance and social learning is adequate to capturing the real evolutionary 

process and prefers the term perdurance, which he defines as ña life process that carries on in the 

overlap of generationsò (40). In this formulation, perdurance is the essential condition of 



16 

 

evolution, and lies in ñnot the transmission, from one generation to the next, of an already 

constructed world but in the continual bringing forth of a world that ï in the passage of 

generations ï is ever in formation.ò (Ingold 2023, 37). Thus, ñ[knowledge] does not ódescendô 

from generation to generation but is regrown in each through their practical overlap as 

generations carry on their lives together. What every generation brings to the next are the 

conditions of development for this regrowth to occurò (Ingold 2023, 41). For present purposes, I 

find inclusive inheritance broadly conceptualized as something that is operationalized through a 

continuous, overlapping, multigenerational labor and learning process (as opposed to seeing 

sharp breaks between generations in which a complete construction is passed down) as an 

adequate explanation for how society and culture perpetuate themselves through time.  

Historical processualism and evolutionary archaeology have frequently characterized 

themselves as oppositional, or at least contrasting, approaches to the study of the archaeological 

record (Pauketat 2001; OôBrien and Lyman 2004). Much of this disagreement revolves around 

causation ï historical processualism is interested in ñthe less positivistic and proximate 

explanations of historyò (Pauketat 2001: 73); cause is internal, practice is the proximate cause of 

culture change and the explanation for it. Evolutionary archaeology does not dispute that practice 

is an agent of culture change but insists that an explanatory account of the past must go beyond 

proximate causation and look for the ultimate causal processes, which are seen as evolutionary 

processes like selection and drift (OôBrien and Lyman 2004: 174). Whereas a historical 

processualist might work to identify a proximate cause for a given phenomenon in the realm of 

practice ï for example, explaining how cultural hybridity contributed to the development of 

Cahokian Mississippian culture (Alt 2006), an evolutionary archaeologist would want to also 

look for an ultimate cause outside the phenomena that change and test it with a falsifiable 
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hypothesis ï e.g., that the construction of huge earthen mounds at Cahokia was a means of status 

display among a new competing elite (OôBrien and Lyman 2004: 183).  

The Extended Evolutionary Synthesis in evolutionary biology provides concepts that allow 

us to move towards the resolution of this debate. Here, the distinction between proximate and 

ultimate causes has been seriously questioned. Laland et al. (2015) argue that ñthe sharp 

distinction between the proximate and ultimate is undermined by the fact that proximate causes 

are themselves often also evolutionary causesò (6). For example, in what is termed óconstructive 

developmentô, organisms can ñshape [their] own developmental trajectory by constantly 

responding to, and altering, internal and external statesò (Laland et al. 2015: 6). Meanwhile, the 

concept of óreciprocal causationô captures how ñdevelopmental processes can both initiate and 

co-direct evolutionary outcomesò (Laland et al. 2015: 7). An example of how this occurs is 

through the process of niche construction, wherein an organism deliberately or inadvertently 

modifies its selective environment ï such as when earthworms ñprocess the soil in ways that 

allow them to draw water into their bodies more effectively, thereby constructing a simulated 

aquatic environment on landò (Laland et al. 2015: 9). If worms can do it, it should be beyond the 

shadow of a doubt that humans at any time or place are capable of equally or much more 

significant feats, a fact now recognized by evolutionary archaeologists who have incorporated 

niche construction into their theory of change (Riede 2019). The concept of sociocultural 

construction previously developed is how I account for this process.  

A second major point of contention lies around the ability of archaeologists to perceive 

human intent and agency in the past. OôBrien and Lyman (2004) argue that while they do not 

think that agency is unimportant, they do think that ñit oftentimes is impossible to identify 

human agency archaeologicallyò (183) and that while it is important as a proximate cause of 
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change, if ñwe cannot see it, how can we establish falsifiable statements about its role in culture 

change?ò (183). Pauketat and Alt (2005), on the other hand, contend that with large enough 

datasets and multiple scales of analysis, they can see, for example, ñagency in a postmoldò. One 

example they give relates to various forms of house construction in and around Cahokia. Wall-

trench houses are a common material expression of Mississippian culture in certain parts of 

Eastern North America and were adopted rapidly around AD 1050 in the American Bottom, 

coinciding with the rise of the Cahokian order, often replacing Woodland practices in which 

house posts were set into individual post holes. Wall-trench construction methods allowed a 

single person with a hoe to rapidly excavate a wall foundation and may have even facilitated a 

new architectural technology involving the prefabrication of walls. Interestingly, the adoption of 

wall-trench construction was not spatially or temporally uniform in the villages around Cahokia 

ï some villages immediately adopted this method, others took decades to do so, and in certain 

cases, people constructed hybrid houses with ñfaux wall trenchesò employing a mix of trench 

and single set post walls.  

Pauketat and Alt (2005) argue that ñthe hybrid or faux wall-trench constructions appear to be 

the physicality of a short-lived cultural negotiation between certain resettled rural farmers and 

Cahokians. Perhaps the former accommodated the later through these composite practicesò 

(226). They believe that by looking at things like postmolds, it is possible to see the ñspecific 

moments wherein particular people literally and figuratively constructed their worldsò (230), and 

that to ñignore the variability and genealogies of posthole digging is to suppress the agency of 

people who constructed agendas, asserted identities, made choices, and created cultures through 

such simultaneously mundane and meaningful actsò (230). So, a proximate cause for culture 

change, the historical meeting of Cahokians and Woodland farmers driven by the actions of 



19 

 

peoples of both groups (the specifics of which we may not always know), has been both 

specified and established with material evidence. If different material evidence of a different 

kind of interaction between different groups of people was present in the record, this agentive 

cause would be falsified. Subsequent changes, such as the construction of faux wall trenches, are 

given a ñhow-possiblyò explanation of accommodation through composite practices.  

I argue that what Pauketat and Alt are describing as accommodation is a result of the 

combined working of sociocultural selection and construction. I would conceptualize the history 

of sociocultural change as, at least to a large degree, the history of the sociocultural selection and 

construction of ideas, practices, and social relationships through various historical forms such as 

domination, migration, diffusion, innovation, accommodation, individual and collective 

resistance, creolization, syncretization, etc., which represent specific and often co-occurring 

proximate causes of subsequent changes. Ideas, practices, and social relationships are still 

affected by material/ecological conditions and ñultimateò mechanisms like natural selection, 

which, of course, people do not passively or uniformly respond to ï as maintained by both 

historical processualists (Pauketat and Alt 2006: 231) and evolutionary archaeologists (OôBrien 

and Lyman 2004: 182-183). The explanatory challenge, then, is to try to understand the 

sociocultural-natural selective pressures at play in a given environment and the form and 

consequences of their interaction with given ideas, practices, and kinds of social relationships ï

which can themselves be (at once or at different moments) pressures, sources of novelty through 

their construction or transmission errors, units that are acted on by pressures, or neutral traits. 

To apply such definitions and concepts to explaining change in the UYRV will require 

understanding the properties of ideas, practices, and social relationships, the broader world they 

are part of, and the movement of this world as seen through changing landscapes and the 
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histories of the peoples who reproduced, maintained, and altered/were altered by it. All of these 

are aspects of a total world substance that we methodologically categorize in order to understand 

but recognize is fundamentally of a relational character.  

I also draw on ideas from the historical turn in Southeastern archaeology (Ethridge et al. 

2020). This is a general change in the orientation of Southeastern archaeologists in terms of how 

they view the past, and not necessarily a new unified theoretical or methodological perspective. 

It has deeper roots in historicist critiques of neo-evolutionism, such as Wolf (1982). Ethridge et 

al. (2020) also mention the work of Southeastern historian Charles Hudson as an impetus. The 

gist of the historical turn is a questioning of the sharp divide between ñprehistoryò and ñhistoryò 

and an attempt to historicize ñprehistory.ò While there are certainly methodological differences 

in terms of how one studies societies with written records and those without, proponents of the 

historical turn remind us that: 

éthe historic and the ñprehistoricò eras were not categorically different and that people 

across this divide were subject to similar historical forces such as ethnogenesis, coalescence, 

migration, and colonialism; that historical events such as regime change, warfare, new 

technologies, new ideologies, and hegemonies realigned historical trajectories; and that 

individuals can and did shape their own histories in both the ancient past and in the more 

recent past. (Ethridge et al. 2020: 8)  

 

Thus, there has been an increased interest among archaeologists with this approach to 

understand not just overall evolutionary adaptation, but the specific actions and even thoughts of 

Indigenous people, so far as evidence allows. To this end they draw on the theories of social 

historians such as those of the Annales school to understand the complex causality driving 

events, where events are ñsituated in a nest of causesò and ñthat some of these causes derive from 

human decision making, events, cyclical trends, and structural elements, all of which are in 

dialogue with one anotherò (Ethridge et al. 2020: 9). They argue that improved scientific 
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methods, larger datasets, and especially higher-resolution dating will allow archaeologists to 

increasingly delineate and compare specific historical trajectories. This is a project that very 

much builds on decades of work by earlier archaeologists, who have built a foundation of 

understanding without which any attempt to historicize the precontact Southeast using the 

methods of archaeology would be categorically impossible.  

History and evolution are not incompatible approaches to studying the human past (Boyd and 

Richerson 1992; Ingold 2023; OôBrien 2005; Trigger 1998). Bringing together insights from 

historical processualism, evolutionary archaeology, the extended evolutionary synthesis, and 

other bodies of knowledge, a more nuanced theoretical standpoint can be constructed from which 

to document, interpret, and explain the unique patterns found in the archaeological record of the 

UYRV.  

Frontiers and Interaction 

Previous research in the Yadkin valley and nearby areas (Beck and Moore 2002; Jones 2018; 

Jones et al. 2020; Woodall 1999) has categorized the region as some form of frontier. 

Archaeologists, cultural geographers, historians, and others have defined the related concepts of 

boundary, border, and frontier in various ways (Feuer 2016; Parker 2006). Moreover, the 

processes associated with these concepts have undergone considerable change throughout human 

history. For example, increasing territoriality, sometimes driven by plant and animal 

domestication and increasing sedentism, but also by cultural divisions created through processes 

of schismogenesis (Graeber and Wengrow 2021), and the development of more sharply 

delineated borders associated with the formation of states (Feuer 2016) altered the characteristics 

of human landscapes. Parker (2006) provides useful generalized definitions for these three terms: 

boundaries are ñunspecific divides or separators that indicate limits of various kindsò (79), while 
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borders are ñlinear dividing lines, fixed in a particular space, meant to mark the division between 

political and/or administrative unitsò (79). All borders are boundaries, but borders are more 

weighted by political/administrative/military boundaries and may correspond directly with them, 

whereas other sorts of boundaries, such as those between cultural or linguistic groups, may be 

conditioned by political borders, but do not correspond to them. A frontier, on the other hand, is 

a ñzone of interpenetration between two previously distinct peoplesò (Parker 2006: 79) and may 

separate ñvarious types of political or cultural and units and [é] such zones may also be made 

up of empty areas where no such units exist or where they do not come onto direct physical 

contactò (79). A frontier is composed of various types of boundaries (a óboundary setô), such as 

geographic, political, demographic, cultural, and economic boundaries, and Parker (2006) argues 

that ñit could be said that it is precisely this complicated matrix of overlapping boundaries that is 

the very essence of frontiersò (80). The borderlands between political/cultural entities may be 

described on a sliding scale ranging from linear and static borders to fluid and zonal frontiers; 

Parkerôs continuum of boundary dynamics (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2: Continuum of Boundary Dynamics (After Parker 2006 Figure 2). 
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King and Meyers (2002) provide definitions specific to the task of exploring the edges of the 

Mississippian world, which they emphasize were in a constant state of flux. They delineate three 

types of óedgesô: frontiers, backwaters, and peripheries. For them, a frontier is a ñgeographic area 

along the edge of advancing or retreating wave fronts of Mississippian forms of organizationò 

(114), such as Southwestern Virginia (Meyers 2002). A periphery is ñthe physical margins of the 

larger area dominated by Mississippian societies, areas where Mississippian chiefdoms did not 

exist. Social groups inhabiting peripheries may have had connections to the Mississippian world, 

but their social and economic organizations were not Mississippianò (King and Meyers 2002: 

114). The Carolina Piedmont is given as one example. Finally, backwaters are ñgeographic 

regions fully or partially nested within the Mississippian world, where non-Mississippian social 

groups occupied the landscapeò (King and Meyers 2002: 114). These are social islands where 

historical processes and environmental factors led inhabitants down non-Mississippian paths 

despite their surroundings, an example of which is the Big Bend region of south-central Georgia. 

King and Meyers (2002, 115) argue that paying greater attention to the edges will provide a 

better understanding of the ñecological factors affecting the emergence and continued existence 

of ranked societies like Mississippianò, especially with reference to the potential to produce a 

surplus for supporting elites, public works, and craft production, and the causal role in social 

change of interaction across boundaries. While these definitions are Mississippian-centric, they 

are still analytically useful and can be tested and refined when applied to the Yadkin valley, as 

Jones et al. (2020) has done.  

King and Meyers (2002) draw on, among other sources, the core-periphery models of world-

systems theory (Wallerstein 1974). While this model is a useful starting point, Feuer (2016, 29-

32), following a number of other scholars, points out that world-systems theory requires 
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significant modification when applied to the pre-modern world, as older world-systems did not 

always resemble the modern one very closely, especially in terms of the core-periphery 

relationship. For example, in the absence of durable state organization in the core, establishing 

and maintaining a core-periphery relationship is much more challenging, and the relationship is 

likely to be unstable and ephemeral (Feuer 2016: 42). On the other side, the tendency of the 

communities that make up those heterarchical complexes of nations, villages, lineages, political 

offices, and religious leaders often subsumed under the label of ótribeô, as Rogers (1993) argues 

existed in the Piedmont and Yadkin valley, to regularly relocate, fission, and reform is also a 

complicating factor. In fact, Rogers (1993: 285) argues that the maintenance of such a relatively 

egalitarian heterarchy as existed in the Piedmont depends on space not being rigidly inscribed 

and bounded, permanently divvied up and parceled out, which poses a deep structural challenge 

for the transformation of the world system into a stable core and periphery in the modern sense. 

Large, rarely crossed buffer zones were also more common features in the ancient world, and are 

noted to have existed in the Southeast, especially around the edges of chiefdoms (Flannery and 

Marcus 2012). These could have served to limit rather than facilitate regular interaction or the 

development of structuring relationships.  

Operationalizing Theory 

Feuer (2016) describes a wide variety of different interactions and historical processes that 

may be particularly pertinent to understanding frontier zones. These include buffer zone 

formation, local elite emulation of a foreign elite, commensal politics, the spread of agriculture, 

monopolization of exchange, long-distance trade, development of óborder marketsô and ógateway 

communitiesô of various sorts, colonization, ethnogenesis, syncretization, diffusion, 

acculturation, and intermarriage. Refining our understanding of changing frontier dynamics in 
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the Yadkin valley over time and answering the bigger questions of differential historical-

evolutionary trajectories will require more consideration of which kinds of processes and 

interactions were occurring and when, which can only be deduced from careful consideration of 

both many lines of material evidence and the fragmentary written records available.  

Making convincing inferences about the character of these historical interactions and 

processes and the sociocultural world of the UYRV and its surroundings will require more 

attention to basic evolutionary considerations. For example, are the complicated stamped 

ceramics at UYRV sites like Forbush Creek homologous artifacts that appeared as a result of 

direct contact or exchange with Mississippians, or analogous artifacts that appear superficially 

similar, but in fact have a different lineage history? Study of the chronology, style, and 

characteristics of these ceramics will help address this evolutionary question while also 

providing pertinent information about the historical form that interaction may have taken. More 

broadly, with chronological control and more holistic description, can archaeology say more 

about the genealogies of practice represented at Forbush Creek in terms of ceramic style, ceramic 

function, lithics, subsistence, burial practices, and feature form and function? With increased 

knowledge of the unwritten social history of the Yadkin valley and its ecological conditions 

derived from previous landscape, settlement pattern, and material culture studies, can 

archaeology produce a better explanation of how choices, events, historical-evolutionary 

processes, and ecological and sociocultural conditions and structures worked together to produce 

the patterns of material culture observed at Forbush Creek and elsewhere in the valley?  
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Chapter 3: Archaeological Context 

Woodland and Mississippian 

No site or valley is an island, and the trajectory of the UYRV in the period of interest of this 

project (approximately AD 600-1500) must be understood in the broader context of the tectonic 

changes occurring throughout the Eastern Woodlands during this time. While the exact sequence 

differs depending on the region (the North Carolina sequence will be covered in detail in this 

chapter), the periods of the general Eastern Woodlands chronology of relevance to this study are 

the Middle Woodland (100 BC ï AD 500), the Late Woodland (AD 500 ï AD 1000), and the 

Mississippian (AD 1000 ï Colonial). The Middle Woodland is known as the time in which the 

mortuary mound ceremonialism of the Hopewell tradition emerged, loosely integrating broad 

swaths of communities in the Eastern Woodlands into a ritual exchange network. Hopewellian 

artifacts are often found at ceremonial centers across the Southeast during this time period 

(Anderson and Sassaman 2012: 122), including places like Mound 2 at the Garden Creek site in 

the Appalachian Mountains of North Carolina (Keel 1976; Wright 2021). Both conical and 

platform mounds were built during the Middle Woodland, but mounds did not serve as 

residential structures, and while some lineages and leaders were more powerful and wealthy than 

others, there is little evidence of hereditary offices (Anderson and Mainfort 2002) or class 

structures. For the most part, settlements were hamlets or small villages that frequently relocated, 

and subsistence was based on a mix of foraging and growing crops associated with the Eastern 

Agricultural Complex such as sunflower, chenopodium, and tobacco, while maize remained a 

minor crop until much later (Anderson and Sassaman 2012: 126).  

The subsequent Late Woodland period was more tumultuous. Populations and settlement 

sizes increased, the bow and arrow were adopted, there is increased evidence for warfare in some 
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areas, and more platform mounds (some occasionally serving as residences or at least resting 

places for a nascent elite class) were built at the sizable and complex civic-ceremonial centers of 

the Swift Creek, Weeden Island, Coles Creek, and Plum Bayou cultures (Anderson and Mainfort 

2002; Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Especially after about AD 900, coinciding with the onset 

of the Medieval Warm Period, maize became an increasingly popular crop. This was a process 

that was probably driven by a complex mix of new crop variants, population pressure, attractive 

characteristics of the crop itself such as ease of harvest and taste, and a directed co-evolution 

with a new religious and political ideology expressed in a solar and warfare iconography 

stressing agricultural productivity, surplus accumulation, and the special status of elite families 

(Anderson and Mainfort 2002; Anderson and Sassaman 2012; Smith and Cowan 2003). The 

adoption of maize was not instantaneous or uniform, and ñits uneven adoption and incorporation 

into the cultures of many Late Woodland communities were perhaps far more matters of choice 

than they were consequences of ecological imperativesò (Anderson and Sassaman 2012: 130). 

It was in these conditions that people constructed Mississippian societies and cultures proper. 

The most significant proximate cause of the Mississippian transformation was the foundation of 

the great city of Cahokia in the Midwest. Here, a remarkable suite of changes in almost every 

aspect of life rapidly took shape in the late AD 900s and early 1000s, in which a collection of 

(relatively large) villages in the American Bottom experienced an enormous influx of immigrants 

and grew by over an order of magnitude into a true city (Pauketat 2004). This enormous spurt of 

building activity was itself the active construction of a new religious and political order fully 

expressing particular Late Woodland tendencies. This new order involved the spread of religious 

practices associated with the Long-Nosed God or Red Horn, observable changes in housing rules 

corresponding to new labor divisions, the simultaneous urbanization of Cahokia and deliberate 
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ruralization/reorganization of the surrounding countryside (Pauketat 2007), and the reinvention 

of traditional cultural practices, such as house construction methods (Pauketat and Alt 2005). 

Recreational pastimes also changed, when a primordial, popular version of the chunkey game 

was transmuted into an elite sport associated with a particular, distinctive style of chunkey stone 

(DeBoer 1993). Mississippian culture continued to spread across the Eastern Woodlands in 

subsequent centuries, coalescing into several regional manifestations, including the Oneota, 

Caddoan, Plaquemine, Middle, Fort Ancient, and South Appalachian Mississippian social and 

cultural complexes. The many differential histories, political organizations, worldviews, etc., of 

Mississippian communities cannot be covered here, but some of the processes involved in 

Mississippianization included the spread of maize itself, trade and exchange (especially of 

esoteric and ritual items), elite emulation, warfare, direct colonization or conquest by Cahokians, 

pilgrimages, fictive kin adoption ceremonies, and various other forms of social engagement such 

as gaming and intermarriage (Pauketat 2004; Anderson and Sassaman 2012).  

The Mississippian world again underwent major change in the AD 1200s and 1300s. In 

Cahokia, a protracted process involving the abandonment of the Richland complex agricultural 

hinterland around AD 1150, two long dry spells in the early 1200s that signaled the end of the 

warmer and moister Medieval Warm Period, increased political and cultural factionalization, and 

other factors coincided with significant declines in Cahokiaôs population, and eventually the near 

total abandonment of the site in the 1300s (Pauketat 2004). Other major political-religious 

capitals further south also underwent major changes in the 1300s. At Moundville in Alabama, the 

powerful and centralized regime that had flourished in the 1200s began to come apart. 

Moundville itself was transformed into a ñnecropolisò, inhabited by a small number of elites and 

their retainers and used for mortuary rituals, while populations dispersed into the surrounding 
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areas and the old symbols of the elite order were increasingly used in non-elite contexts (Knight 

and Steponaitis 1998). The powerful regime at Etowah in Georgia seems to have been the target 

of a violent attack in the late 1300s, resulting in decentralization and eventually a shift in the 

center of power to Coosa in the north (King 2003). Thus, by the 1300s, the ñbalkanizationò 

(Pauketat 2004, 155) of the Mississippian world was well underway, inaugurating an era of 

smaller and more brittle polities, increased violence, and settlement nucleation, exacerbated by 

the onset of the Little Ice Age. Across Georgia and parts of Alabama, Tennessee, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, and Florida, this time period is associated with the ñLamar Cultureò, a polythetic 

complex recognized to appear between AD 1350-1400 (Hally 1994). The Lamar culture has 

many regional expressions but is united by features such as relatively similar ceramic traditions 

and decorative motifs (Lamar complicated stamped, incised, and plain), a mixed subsistence base 

of foraging and agriculture, predominantly flexed burials, and a political landscape mostly 

consisting of petty kingdoms, some of which do seem to have been re-integrated into 

paramountcies like Coosa and Cofitachequi by the 1500s. 

Mississippian practices did not fully penetrate all regions of the Eastern Woodlands. In 

places like the Piedmont of North Carolina, while sociocultural change did continue to occur, 

people generally followed an alternative trajectory based on Woodland lifeways even as 

Mississippian communities emerged and encroached to the west and south. Thus, in the 

Piedmont, the Middle Woodland is considered by archaeologists not to have ended until around 

AD 800, and the Late Woodland continues until European contact in most places.  

The Piedmont Village Tradition (PVT) 

 The PVT is the archaeological designation for the unbroken ñcontinuum of cultural 

developmentò (Ward and Davis 1999: 79) that existed in the Piedmont from the Early to Late 
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Woodland. While there is a scarcity of research on the Early and Middle Woodland periods, 

earlier transregional phenomena such as the Hopewell tradition seem to have had even less of an 

impact on the Piedmont than the Mississippians. While people living in the Piedmont were 

certainly interacting with people elsewhere, there is little evidence of major, region-wide 

disjuncture throughout most of the Piedmont until European colonization, and change seems to 

have been relatively gradual.  

 The earliest archaeological phases associated with the PVT are the Badin and Yadkin 

phases (~1000 B.C ï AD 800), originally defined by Coe (1964) based on analysis of ceramics 

from the Doerschuk site. These phases are associated with the Badin and Yadkin ceramic series. 

The chronological relationship between these series is unclear, although Ward and Davis (1999) 

suggest Yadkin to be later. Both series are quite similar ï ceramic vessels are conical jars with 

cord marked or fabric impressed surfaces and smoothed interiors. The principal difference is that 

Badin ceramics are tempered with smaller sand particles, while Yadkin ceramics are tempered 

with larger particles of crushed quartz. Sometimes, Yadkin ceramics also exhibit check stamping 

or simple stamping. Archaeological understanding of life during these periods is quite 

incomplete. It seems that the Piedmont was sparsely populated by people foraging a broad range 

of terrestrial and aquatic plants and animals, and that the main technological change was the 

replacement of the atlatl by the bow and arrow in later centuries (Ward and Davis 1999, 83).  

 The Uwharrie phase (~AD 800 ï 1200) is characterized by a general trend towards 

increasing sedentism and a co-reliance on agriculture and foraging, reflected in the presence of 

dedicated cemetery areas near occupation centers, an archaeobotanical record indicating 

incipient cultivation of maize, and the presence of subterranean storage pits at Uwharrie villages 

(Ward and Davis 1999, 100-101). Uwharrie series ceramic assemblages are also dominated by 
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conical jars, although some hemispherical bowls appear, and rim forms change from 

predominantly vertical to slightly shouldered with vertical rims later in the sequence (Davis 

1996). Cord marked and fabric impressed ceramics continue into the Uwharrie series, with the 

main differentiating features being the predominance of shell-scraped vessel interiors throughout 

the sequence and the introduction of net impressed vessel exteriors, which become increasingly 

prevalent or even dominant in assemblages over time. Rim decorations such as parallel stick 

incisions and fingernail impressions appear on Uwharrie vessels, and crushed quartz and sand are 

common tempers. Exterior surface treatment obliteration - the deliberate brushing or scraping 

over of underlying treatments ï is also a hallmark of Uwharrie ceramics (Davis 1996). Sites with 

Uwharrie components are distributed throughout the Piedmont and start to give way to a variety 

of branching traditions in each major valley and drainage around AD 1000 (Davis and Ward 

1991; Ward and Davis 1993). 

  The regionalization of the PVT is documented in the subsequent Haw River (AD 1000-

1400) and Hillsboro (AD 1400-1600) phases in the Haw, Eno, and Flat River drainages, the Dan 

River (AD 1000-1450) and Saratown (AD 1450 ï 1710) phases in the Dan drainage, and what is 

called the Donnaha phase (AD 1000 ï 1450) in the UYRV (Davis and Ward 1991; Ward and 

Davis 1999). Generally, sites and assemblages belonging to the first few centuries of these 

phases are similar to those found in the Uwharrie phase. Communities in the Haw, Eno, and Flat 

drainages seem to have been smaller and less reliant on agriculture, especially during the Haw 

River phase, with settlement nucleation occurring principally around and after A.D 1400. 

Settlement nucleation seemingly coincides with the intrusion of a new group of people, marked 

by discontinuities in ceramic traditions and the construction of palisades (Davis and Ward 1991). 

Meanwhile, archaeological investigations indicate a larger, denser, fortified, and more 
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agricultural population in the Dan drainage, especially after AD 1300 (Ward and Davis 1991; 

1993). It has been suggested that one factor affecting the nucleation of populations and 

construction of palisades was an increase in Iroquoian raiding in later centuries causing other 

groups to be pushed southward, creating demographic pressure (Ward and Davis 1999, 106). 

The Dan River ceramic series is of particular interest because it appears to be similar to 

ceramics made in the Yadkin valley during the same period (Woodall 1990). Dan River sub-

conical jars are much more likely to have constricted necks and everted rims compared to their 

Uwharrie counterparts, and smaller bowls appear as well (Ward and Davis 1993, 1999). 

Compared to Uwharrie, Dan River ceramic assemblages are often overwhelmingly (80-90%) net 

impressed on the exterior, with the remainder being cordmarked, cob impressed, smoothed, or 

brushed. Interiors are still scraped but smoothing is present as a minority treatment that becomes 

more common as time passes, becoming dominant again in the subsequent Saratown phase after 

AD 1450. More frequent and more elaborate decorations including notched lips, finger pinches 

and punctations, reed punctations, incised or brushed lines around the neck, and incised and/or 

punctated motifs of various sorts also appear. Sand as a predominant temper is more common but 

crushed quartz does not disappear. What Ward and Davis (1999) propose as the Donnaha phase 

in the UYRV is primarily based on excavations by Woodall (1984) at the Donnaha site. 

Unfortunately, the ceramic data from this site is not well-reported, but the available information 

does appear to indicate many similarities with Uwharrie and some Dan River series ceramics.  

 Overall, there are many well-established similarities between Late Woodland PVT 

communities. Despite the differential reliance on crops, virtually all PVT people from the 

Uwharrie phase onward fed themselves with some mix of foraging, gardening, and farming. 

There are also striking similarities in socioeconomic and political organization. Throughout the 
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entire sequence, there is minimal evidence of class differences as defined by differential 

relationships to the means of production and subsistence ï mainly in the form of mentions of 

slaves in the 1700s2, probably war captives (Lawson 1967: 176). Although occasionally 

individuals were buried with artifacts such as carved pipes and shell gorgets, items like these 

seem to have been signifying a number of different possible statuses related or co-related to age, 

sex, achievement, lineage, and so on (Eastman 1999; Rogers 1993; Ward and Davis 1999). John 

Lawsonôs early 18th century account of the Indigenous communities of the Carolina Coast and 

Piedmont frequently mentions ñKingsò who inherited their status through matrilineal descent, 

however, as Rogers (1993) argues, these are probably best understood as ñvillage or village 

cluster headmenò (279) and not absolute monarchs in the European sense. Lawsonôs 

observations illustrate this view: 

The King is ruler of the Nation, and has others under him, to assist him, as his War-

Captains, and Counsellors, who are pickôd out and chosen from among the ancientest 

Men of the Nation he is King of. These meet him in all general Councils and Debates, 

concerning War, Peace, Trade, Hunting, and all the Adventures and Accidents of 

Humane Affairs, which appear within their Verge; where all Affairs are discoursed of and 

argued pro and con, very deliberately (without making any manner of Parties or 

Divisions) for the Good of the Publick; for as they meet there to treat, they discharge 

their Duty with all the Integrity imaginable, never looking towards their Own Interest, 

before the Publick Good. After every Man has given his Opinion, that which has most 

Voices, or, in Summing up, is found the most reasonable, that they make use of without 

any Jars and Wrangling, and put it in Execution, the first Opportunity that offers. 

(Lawson 1967: 204-205) 

 

Their Tongue allows not to say, Sir, I am your Servants; because they have no different 

titles for Man, only King, War-Captain, Old Man, or Young Man, which respect the 

Stations and Circumstances Men are employôd in, and arrivôd to, and not Ceremony. As 

for Servant, they have no such thing, except Slave, and their Dogs, Cats, tame or 

 
2 Alan Gallay (2009) makes an important distinction between societies that enslaved some individuals a by-product 

of war and slaving societies that initiated wars to obtain slaves. Most slavery in the precontact Americas was of the 

fi rst kind, slavery was a peripheral institution motivated by specific desires for revenge and the degradation of 

enemies. War captives might also be assimilated or reduced to a dependent relationship. The introduction of the 

European slave trade both transformed the character of Indigenous slavery and dramatically expanded its scope. 

There is no evidence that systemic, large-scale chattel slavery existed prior to colonization in the Piedmont.  
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domestick Beasts, and Birds, are callôd by the same Name: for the Indian word for Slave 

includes them all. (Lawson 1967: 210) 

 

It is worth mentioning that Lawsonôs reporting seems to suggest that there were 

obligations in place to prevent members of the community from falling into poverty in the event 

of calamities, and to ensure relatively equal access to basic necessities:  

They are very kind, and charitable to one another, but more especially to those of their 

own Nation; for if any one of them has sufferôd any Loss, by Fire or otherwise, they order 

the grievôd Person to make a Feast, and invite them all thereto, which, on the day 

appointed, they come to, and after every Manôs mess of Victuals is dealt to him, one of 

their Speakers, or grave old Men, makes an Harangue, and acquaints the Company, That 

that Manôs House has been burnt, wherein all his Goods were destroyôd; That he, and his 

Family, very narrowly escaped; That he is every Manôs Friend in that Company; and That 

it is all their Duties to help him, as he would do to any of them, had the like Misfortune 

befallen them. [é] The same Assistance they give to any Man that wants to build a 

Cabin, or make a Canoe. They say, it is our Duty thus to do; for there are several Works 

that one Man cannot effect, therefore we must give him our Help, otherwise our society 

will fall, and we shall be deprivôd of those urgent Necessities which Life requires. 

(Lawson 1967: 184) 

 

 Lawson also mentions ñconjurersò and ñdoctorsò as influential figures at various points 

(e.g., Lawson 1967: 220-221). Lawsonôs account indicates that in PVT communities in the 

1700s, a number of different powers were at play: nations or tribes, villages, headmen, war 

captains, council members (usually elders), and religious leaders and medicine men. This is 

consistent with Crumleyôs (1995) concept of heterarchy, which is defined as ñthe relation of 

elements to one another when they are unranked or when they possess the potential for being 

ranked in a number of different ways. For example, power can be counterpoised rather than 

rankedò (3). Notably, the societies that Lawson encountered do seem to have been mostly 

patriarchal ï while female leaders were not unheard of in the area (Hudson 2005), most of the 

leaders Lawson mentions are men. He describes clear gendered divisions of labor, with men 

more often involved in hunting, fishing, and warfare and women more often involved in 
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domestic tasks such as cooking and pottery manufacture (Lawson 1967: 195), although they may 

also have been engaged in small game hunting (Eastman 1999: 249), and men and women both 

sometimes participated in agriculture (Lawson 1967, 184). Regarding marriage, Lawson (1967) 

states that ñThe Marriages of these Indians are no farther binding, than the Man and Woman 

agree together. Either of them has Liberty to leave the other, upon any frivolous Excuse they can 

makeéò (193). Considering the historical and archaeological records, scholars generally agree 

that a relatively democratic decision-making process combined with an ideology and 

organization that seems to have guaranteed some level of autonomy and community assistance 

while avoiding significant structural wealth and power differences3 fairly warrants the descriptor 

óegalitarianô, although not without some reservations. As far as the PVT was concerned, there 

was likely significant variation in how these practices and social relationships were expressed 

across time and space. 

 Rogers (1993: 59-60) argues that polities in the Piedmont may have adopted different 

ñstructural posesò depending on the situation, for example, mobilizing the roles of the Orata and 

Mico, local and regional leaders who could collect tribute (potentially the same thing as ñkingsò), 

in response to Spanish and later English incursions. European chroniclers may have been 

recording just one of many possible arrangements of Indigenous heterarchies organized in 

response to colonial interactions.  

 
3 Lawson mentions ómoneyô made of shell on a few occasions, which seems to have been used in exchanges. He also 

states that some people were in possession of ña great many Skins, Wampum, Ammunition, and what other things 

are esteemôd Riches amongst them; yet such an Indian is no more esteemôd amongst them, than any other ordinary 

Fellow, provided he has no personal Endowmentséò (Lawson 1967, 206). This is consistent with a situation in 

which some degree of surplus can be accumulated but cannot be easily translated into structural differences in 

wealth and power resulting from different relationships to the means of production and subsistence (classes). It is 

also possible that these richer individuals were a new group largely created by participation in European trade 

networks. 
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Material evidence in the form of settlement patterns, house sizes, mortuary practices, and 

other artifacts tend to fit with the egalitarian and heterarchical community structure described by 

Lawson (Ward and Davis 1993, 1999). For example, Eastmanôs (1999) analysis of mortuary 

practices and gender lifecycles in the Dan drainage from AD 1000 ï 1600 indicates that 

heterarchically poised statuses and roles and some kind of gendered division of labor existed in 

these communities. For example, women, especially younger women, were buried with various 

shell ornaments (especially finely crafted Rattlesnake gorgets), likely symbolically linked to 

reproduction, and with pottery, while only men were buried with projectile points, fishhooks, 

animal teeth and claws, and clay pipes. Young people of both sexes were buried with shell beads, 

and both men and women were more likely to be buried with bone and stone tools instead of 

shell as their age increased, which Eastman (1999: 255) interprets as gender roles changing 

through the lifecycle, especially for women. While a womanôs role as a reproducer seems to have 

received more emphasis if she died earlier in life, older women (and men) were commemorated 

more for their roles as producers at death. Furthermore, the overall prevalence of gender-specific 

mortuary items is relatively low, which Eastman (1999: 247) takes as evidence that these rare 

artifacts were also signifying other social differences in addition to gender, perhaps related to 

kinship or cohort affiliation. Overall, the archaeological evidence suggests that while gendered 

divisions did exist, they were not always strongly and rigidly marked in these communities.  

The Mississippian Frontier 

 The two groups of Mississippian communities of direct interest to the UYRV and the 

Piedmont at large are the Pee Dee Mississippians of the Southern Piedmont and the Catawba 

Valley Mississippians. Coe (1952) notoriously compared the Pee Dee to ña beam of light 

flashing across a dark skyò (309) and regarded the Pee Dee culture as an intrusive phenomenon 
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resulting from a major, late precontact migration (circa the 1400 or 1500s). Oliver (1992) 

followed Coe in viewing the Pee Dee as an intrusive group but significantly revised the 

chronology with evidence from new excavations, pushing the genesis of the Pee Dee back 500 

years and dividing the sequence into the Teal (AD 950 ï 1200), Town Creek (AD 1200 ï 1400) 

and Leak (AD 1400 ï 1600) phases. Ward and Davis (1999) disagree with the migration 

narrative, arguing that Pee Dee was ñan invasion of ideas, not peopleò (133) and that: 

Although contacts between people living at sites like Irene [a Mound site in Georgia] 

certainly happened, óinvasionsô or other large-scale group movements are not necessary 

to explain the spread of temple-mound ceremonialism and complicated-stamped pottery 

[é] It seems more likely that local centers were tied into a vibrant communication 

network that facilitated the free flow of information, as well as the exchange of nonlocal 

goods and raw materials.ò (Ward and Davis 1999: 133) 

 

 Boudreaux (2007a, 64-65) takes a similar view, based on his study of the Town Creek 

mound site, the largest and best-understood Pee Dee settlement. He suggests that the presence of 

an earlier Woodland ritual feature (the óYadkin Hearth Circleô) which was seemingly 

incorporated into the site structure of the Mississippian community denotes continuity between 

the occupations. He further argues that the number of other early Mississippian sites that have 

been discovered in the Southern Piedmont of North Carolina and in South Carolina ï as opposed 

to a situation in which Town Creek was an isolated settlement ï more plausibly indicates the 

adoption of Mississippian ways by local groups. When other lines of evidence are also 

considered, I agree with this argument, but emphasize that ideas are still carried by people. While 

mound centers were not unheard of in the Southeast prior to the advent of Mississippian society 

and culture and did not need to be introduced by Mississippians, they are unknown in this part of 

the Piedmont prior to the Pee Dee, and the presence of possible Long-Nose effigies (Oliver 1992, 

247) and clear examples of Cahokia-style chunkey stones (Coe 1995, Fig. 10.21) at Pee Dee sites 
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are evidence of rather far-flung contacts, even if indirect. Furthermore, well-documented 

intrusions of Middle Mississippians as far away as the Deep South are not unheard of ï see the 

Rood Phase in the Chattahoochee Valley of Southwestern Georgia (Blitz and Lorenz 2002). Still, 

site-unit intrusion does not seem to be a good explanation of Pee Dee developments, because the 

construction history of Town Creek was more gradual and was at a much smaller scale than the 

mound centers closer to the center of the Mississippian world. And, perhaps more importantly, 

Town Creekôs sociopolitical organization has more in common with PVT communities than it 

does with classical Mississippian regimes. Yet in exploring the question of why a Woodland 

group in the Southern Piedmont adopted Mississippian practices while others to the north did 

not, interaction and exchange with powerful foreigners, even if relatively brief and far from 

invasion-like in character, should be considered as a significant (but not exclusive) possible 

impetus. Boudreaux (2017, 220-221) suggests that the spread of maize to the area, increased 

cooperation between social groups involved in agriculture, and the threat of intercommunity 

conflict could have also contributed to the nucleation of the population at Town Creek.  

 Boudreaux (2007a, 2007b, 2017) further refined the Pee Dee chronology, redating the 

Teal Phase to AD 1000-1150, the Town Creek phase to AD 1150-1300, and the Leak Phase to 

AD 1300-1500. The Teal Phase predates the construction of the Town Creek mound and was 

associated with the initial settling of most Pee Dee sites and the construction of a ritual structure 

at the Teal site (Oliver 1992: 243), as well as a small-scale occupation at Town Creek 

(Boudreaux 2007a). Boudreaux (2007b) initially described the pottery from this time period as 

dominated by complicated stamping, but with significant amounts of cord marking and cob 

impressing, which decline or disappear later in the sequence. Rims are described as mostly plain, 

with some top-thickened, and complicated stamped patterns include arc angle, concentric circles, 
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filfot,  herringbone, and split diamonds. Boudreaux (2017) later revised his view of the Teal 

phase, arguing that the Teal site is too poorly understood to firmly date. He also noted that 

evidence from other sites in the region (Ashe Ferry and Payne) suggests that complicated 

stamping does not become a dominant surface treatment in the Southern Piedmont until around 

AD 1150, coinciding with the onset of the Town Creek phase.  

 In the first half of the Town Creek phase, the site of Town Creek became more 

intensively occupied, as a number of circular structures, likely dwellings, were erected around 

the central plaza, which was host to a large circular enclosure centered on a post (Boudreaux 

2007a, 49-55). A palisade was also built and rebuilt around the site, and west of the plaza, a 

number of special rectangular ñpublicò buildings were constructed. It was not until later in the 

Town Creek phase, probably around AD 1250, that the platform mound was erected over the 

area previously occupied by the public buildings, to which additional layers of earth were added 

over time (Boudreaux 2007a, 55). Pottery from the Town Creek phase is dominated by 

complicated stamping, including the first ówideô stamp designs, and some textile impressing 

(Boudreaux 2007b, 31). New stamp motifs including quartered circles and lineblock also appear. 

Ceramics from earlier in this phase have plain rims with some crude rosette decorations, and 

later ceramics have pellets and rosette decorations. During the end of the Town Creek Phase and 

the first decades of the Leak Phase, there was a major shift in the types of buildings constructed 

around the plaza. A series of larger circular enclosures were built that seem to have served 

mainly as burial grounds, not domestic structures like the earlier circular structures. These 

enclosures may have each been paired with contemporaneous large rectangular structures, which 

Boudreaux (2007a, 60) thinks might have served as special meeting places for lineages or clans 

no longer living at the site.  
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 No more major mound construction occurred during the rest of the Leak phase, and at 

Town Creek, only a few medium-sized rectangular structures date to this time period (Boudreaux 

2007a). Oliver (1992, 251-252) argues that the Leak site was supplanting the role of Town Creek 

as a civic-ceremonial center during this time, and that much of the population had moved to Leak 

as well as at least two other village sites: the Asphalt Plant site, and the Stanback Ferry site4. 

Although no mound existed at Leak, it was clearly a place of domestic habitation, and chunkey 

stones, burial urns, and spatulate axes all speak to ñceremonial and ritualistic activitiesò (Oliver 

1992, 252). Pottery during this period includes a relatively higher proportion of plainware, 

brushed surfaces, and large simple stamping, and wide complicated stamping is about as 

prevalent as regular complicated stamping (Boudreaux 2007b, 33). The split diamond stamp 

pattern disappears early in the phase, and arc angle, herringbone, and quartered circles disappear 

later on, leaving only concentric circle, lineblock, and filfot stamps. Earlier rims are marked by 

nodes, punctated strips, and thickened exteriors, and later rims by notched strips, folded rims, 

and large hollow punctations. Evidence indicates that there was some residual occupation and 

use of the Town Creek site in the Caraway Phase, a regional variant of late Lamar, from AD 

1550-1700 (Boudreaux 2007a, 62). Overall, Boudreaux (2007a, 2010) describes the ceramic 

assemblage at Town Creek as variously consisting of carinated, open, and restricted bowls and 

jars as well as urns. Reid (1967, 42-52) also usefully described Pee Dee pottery as having a 

compact, granular, and sugary paste texture with sand, talc-schist, or grit temper and smoothed or 

burnished interiors.  

 
4 It is not clear exactly why Town Creek was abandoned as an occupation center. Evidence indicates that it was still 

in use as a periodic gathering place until the 1400s. Boudreaux (2007a, 112) hypothesizes that pan-regional droughts 

may have played a role by undermining maize subsistence, but this topic is understudied. 
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 The sociopolitical organization of the Town Creek community also merits discussion. 

Boudreaux (2007a) used mortuary, ceramic, and architectural evidence to test the hypothesis that 

the construction of the platform mound at Town Creek represented the centralization of political 

power, a hypothesis which was not supported. On the basis of extensive mortuary and 

architectural analysis including all excavated burials and buildings at the site, he argued that: 

éan early Town Creek phase political organization that was more diffuse and 

representative and that could still be seen as equal to or less important than family and 

household ties was replaced by a new form of social and political organization during the 

late Town Creek-Leak phases. This new organization was one in which some individuals 

ï primarily young adults ï were clearly distinct, and their ties to a community-wide 

status, which seems to have been closely related to ritual activities, were more important 

than their ties to family and household. (Boudreaux 2007a, 94)  

 

Boudreauxôs (2007a, 103) analysis of ceramics associated with the mound also did not 

support the idea that it was an elite residence, instead, it appears that the mound summit was 

used for food related activities involving large groups of people, which could have been 

communal feasts and/or feasts sponsored by a lineage. According to current evidence, the main 

purpose of the site later in its history was as a gathering place for the Pee Dee population for 

burials and these sorts of feasting activities. On the role of leaders in Pee Dee society, Boudreaux 

writes: 

Some people were ñeliteò in a relative sense in that they were afforded burial in public 

places, were associated with unusual artifacts, and played important roles in community 

rituals. There is no evidence, though, that these same people lived substantially different 

lives than anyone else in the community. (Boudreaux 2007a, 113) 

 

Furthermore, these community leaders included both men and women. As Boudreaux (2007a, 

94) argues, the archaeological record of Town Creek suggests that it was heterarchically 

organized, possibly into moieties (Boudreaux 2017, 223) - and the lack of evidence for major 



42 

 

structural wealth differences even as varying statuses meant that different people had different or 

special roles does suggest some meaningful degree of egalitarianism5. In short, though its 

elements and structural pose shifted through time, the underlying organization of the Pee Dee 

community at Town Creek remained quite similar to what is observed at PVT sites further north 

throughout the siteôs occupation, despite the fact that the Pee Dee were more dependent on 

agriculture, had a somewhat denser population, and built more elaborate monuments. This 

similarity is another powerful argument in favor of the view that the Pee Dee were descendants 

of a local Woodland population that adopted some Mississippian practices.  

Comparatively, less is known about the history of the Catawba Valley Mississippians. On 

the question of origins, Beck and Moore (2002) report that although Woodland sherds are 

present, they were unable to identify specific Woodland components in surveyed areas of the 

Catawba Valley, and that there are no certain Early Mississippian or Early Lamar sites. A higher 

percentage of Pisgah pottery at the Pitts site may indicate an occupation between AD 1200 ï 

1400 (Moore 2002, 177-178), but most of the Catawba Valley seems to have been sparsely 

populated before AD 1400, when a large number of sites appear abruptly. Beck and Moore 

(2002, 198) suggest the movement of ñLamar-related peopleò into the valley around this time. 

The time period between AD 1400 ï 1600 is associated with the florescence of Mississippian 

communities in the Catawba Valley and is variously designated as the Pleasant Garden, Burke, 

 
5 This does not preclude the possibility that situational hierarchies and ranking also existed, perhaps in certain ritual 

situations related to the new statuses appearing in the Late Town Creek-Leak phase. Hierarchies and heterarchies 

can co-exist, the relationship between them and the degree to which control hierarchies (as opposed to scalar 

hierarchies, see Crumley 1995, 2) do or do not subsume and durably rank other elements makes the difference 

between a predominantly heterarchical and hierarchical organization. Also note that heterarchy does not necessarily 

translate into a generalized egalitarianism, so I have tried to show evidence that an egalitarian ideology also existed 

in certain respects through references to written records and/or archaeological evidence rather than assuming this. 

Heterarchical and hierarchical power configurations, behaviors associated with egalitarianism, ranking, 

stratification., classless or class social relations, gender relations, etc., are separate but deeply interlinked attributes 

of the sociocultural world. 
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or Low phase depending on which area of the valley is being discussed. Of greatest relevance to 

this project are the Burke and Low phases.  

The Burke phase is associated with Burke series ceramics and is principally found in the 

Upper Catawba Valley and the far Upper Yadkin Valley. The most important Burke phase site is 

the Berry site, the location of the town of Joara mentioned in written accounts. Moore (2002) 

provides an extensive description of this series. Exterior surface treatments are dominated by 

complicated stamping, often of various curvilinear designs, rectilinear designs are comparatively 

rare. Plain, burnished, incised, check stamped, simple stamped, roughened, brushed, and small 

numbers of net/fabric/cob impressed ceramics are also present. Interiors are generally smoothed 

or burnished. A particularly distinctive feature is steatite temper, although grit, sand, and crushed 

quartz tempers are also present. Rims may exhibit thickening, punctating, applique strips, 

folding, and U or V shaped notching. Vessel forms include carinated bowls, and open and 

constricted jars with globular or slightly conoidal bodies, some of which have everted rims.  

On the other hand, the Low Phase is associated with Cowanôs Ford series ceramics, and 

is principally found in the Middle Catawba Valley, especially around Lake Norman. 

Unfortunately, most Cowanôs Ford sites were submerged when Lake Norman was created 

between 1959 and 1964. Based on surviving assemblages, Moore (2002) also describes this 

series. Exterior surface treatments are also dominated by complicated stamping, which is 

commonly curvilinear and exhibits larger ñexplodedò motifs compared to the Burke series. Other 

exterior treatments include plainwares, burnishing, incising, and cob impressing. Interiors are 

also smoothed or burnished. Steatite is absent in Cowanôs Ford assemblages, and ceramics are 

tempered with sand and some crushed quartz. Rims may exhibit notching or punctating, 

thickening, applique strips with notches or punctations, and folding. Vessel forms include 
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constricted neck jars, straight sided jars, globular bowls, flat bottomed bowls, and incised 

carinated and hemisphere bowls.  

According to Beck and Moore (2002, 198), several lines of evidence suggest that the 

Catawba Valley Mississippians, especially the people living at upper valley sites associated with 

the Burke phase, were organized into more stratified societies that fit a generalized definition of 

chiefdoms as ñhierarchical, multicommunity polities lacking internal administrative 

specialization at any level in the regional hierarchy.ò This evidence is in the form of earthen 

mounds, mortuary practices, settlement patterns, and written records. Earthen burial and 

substructure mounds have been found at Burke sites, indicating large scale corporate labor 

projects, although unfortunately the tops of the Berry site mounds were destroyed and could not 

be investigated archaeologically. Several burial mounds dating to the Burke phase are known, 

interring elaborate burials associated with gorgets, shell masks and necklaces, copper beads and 

bracelets, celts, discoidals, mica plates, and pottery vessels, among other artifacts (Beck and 

Moore 2002, 199). Settlement patterns from the area around the Berry site cluster into distinct 

size classes, which Beck (1997) and Beck and Moore (2002) argue represents a three-tiered 

hierarchical multicommunity organization. Finally, written accounts from the Hernando de Soto 

(Hudson 1997) and Juan Pardo (Hudson 2005) expeditions both mention Joara. In the De Soto 

expedition, Joara is mentioned as a prosperous town capable of supplying the expedition with 

food, porters, and baskets for carrying possessions (Hudson 1997, 189). More details are given in 

the Juan Pardo expedition. Of particular interest is that Pardo met a Mico at Joara, one of only 

three he encountered on his journey, whereas he met 120 Orata (Beck and Moore 2002). It is 

possible that Joara Mico was once subject to the larger Paramountcy of Cofitachequi to the 
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South, but the decline of Cofitachequi following the De Soto expedition may have freed Joara 

Mico to reassert local power and potentially compete with the Guatari Mico (Hudson 2005).  

Overall, the evidence does currently suggest that a more hierarchical and stratified order 

than is observed in Pee Dee and PVT communities was present in the Upper Catawba Valley. 

Beck and Moore (2002) argue that the ecotone setting of the Upper Catawba Valley and its 

location along major trade routes were especially important to the formation of polities like 

Joara. Easy access to the natural resources of both the Piedmont and the Blue Ridge Mountains 

could have provided the surpluses needed to support Mississippian political strategies even in the 

absence of agricultural intensification and in times of agricultural shortfall. The location of Joara 

at the nexus of several major trade routes also may have:  

éprovided emergent leaders in the upper Catawba and Yadkin valleys with knowledge 

of Mississippian ideas and strategies successfully being pursued by distant people, and 

may have contributed to a local political economy based upon the production of a staple 

surplus and access to exotic goods, such as shell, copper, and salt. (Beck and Moore 

2002, 203) 

 

 And, because leaders at Burke sites stood on less secure foundations than those in other 

parts of the Mississippian world, they may have emphasized group-building strategies such as 

mound construction to achieve regional integration (Beck and Moore 2002, 203). I would also 

point out that the abrupt in-migration in the 1400s into what seems to have been a sparsely 

populated region could mean that people settled the area with preconceived notions about 

political organization resulting from experiences farther west, certainly a more favorable social 

environment for the acceptance of certain Mississippian practices and social relationships prima-

facie than a local Woodland community. A summary of the relevant phases detailed in the 

preceding sections is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Archaeological Phases 

 

 

Date AD 

Eastern 

Woodlands 

Sequence 

Local 

Sequence 

Upper 

Yadkin 

North-Central 

Piedmont 

Central  

Piedmont 

Southern 

Piedmont 

Western 

Foothills 

1600s  

 

 

Mississippian/ 

Late Woodland 

Late Woodland/ 

South 

Appalachian 

and Lamar 

Mississippian 

 

 

? 

 

Saratown 

Mitchum/Jenrette Caraway Pleasant Garden 

1500s Hillsboro Burke/ 

Low 1400s Leak 

1300s  

Donnaha 

 

Dan River 

 

Haw River 

Pitts 

1200s Town Creek 

1100s  

Late Woodland 

Transition 

Related to 

Pisgah? 1000s Teal 

900s  

Late Woodland 

Uwharrie  Late  

Connestee 800s 

700s  

Middle 

Woodland 

 

Yadkin 

 

Connestee/ 

Yadkin 
600s 

500s Middle 

Woodland 400s 

See Ward and Davis (1999) Figure 1.5 for a more comprehensive phase chart.



47 

 

The Upper Yadkin River Valley 

Having provided a sketch of the wider world surrounding the UYRV, we can now 

proceed to discuss the valley itself. To this end, the hydrological/geological/ecological landscape 

and the history of research and interpretation will be covered, and then summarized into a 

testable account of sociocultural evolution. 

Landscape and Ecology 

 As Woodall (1984, 1990) and Mikell (1987) have already provided extensive discussions 

of the landscape of the UYRV, it will suffice to cover only the major points here. The Yadkin 

River itself (Figure 3) begins in the Blue Ridge Mountains, and then flows northeast before being 

forced south by resistant rock ï the ñGreat Bendò area. It then takes a winding path farther south, 

where it today terminates at High Rock Lake, the first of a series of reservoirs constructed in the 

1920s. Prior to these 20th century modifications the river would have flowed directly into what is 

now known as the Pee Dee River. One of the most noteworthy features of the river is the shoals 

just above where the riverôs course bends to the south, which make the water almost impossible 

to navigate at low levels and create dangerous torrents at high levels (Woodall 1990, 4). Woodall 

(1990, 5) also notes that the 10km above the shoals include floodplains which experience drastic 

cutting and filling episodes, especially after the modern clearing and tilling of the uplands, which 

has most likely damaged, destroyed, or buried many archaeological sites in that stretch. 

Meanwhile, the floodplains 10km below the shoals experiences more gradual and less drastic 

erosion but are potentially more affected by increased river deposition as indicated by their larger 

size (Jones 2017, 39).  

Various stone resources are found in the vicinity of the valley. White quartz outcrops are 

ubiquitous, while higher-quality (for tool-making purposes) metavolcanic stones such as rhyolite 
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are primarily found outside the valley to the southeast around the Carolina Slate Belt, although a 

few other smaller sources are located to the northwest and around the riverôs headwaters 

(Woodall 1990, 6). Woodall (1984, 8) also locates several soapstone outcrops in the Yadkin 

valley, including near the Great Bend, so this resource was locally available. The soils around the 

Donnaha site, described as a mosaic of Buncombe, Chewacla, and Congaree series soils, with the 

less fertile soils located directly adjacent to the river (Woodall 1984, 6-7), are probably not a 

good proxy for the entire valley, but may hold for other sites in the Lower Great Bend such as 

Forbush Creek. Another significant pattern noted by Woodall (1990, 5) is the changing size of 

floodplains ï farther upstream, floodplains tend to be narrower and patchier, but increase in size 

somewhat when moving downstream. The larger downstream floodplains are accompanied by 

more and larger wetlands (Jones 2017). Jones et al. (2012, 174) admit that their analysis of the 

number and size of modern wetlands may differ from the precontact landscape but argue that the 

lack of development around the analyzed sites suggests continuity. If this characterization is 

accurate, then the upper Great Bend would have been a marginal environment for both farming 

and foraging (Jones 2017).  
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Figure 3: Map of the UYRV with major excavated sites and landscape features labeled. 

 

 Mikell (1987) has provided the most useful discussion of precontact ecology in the 

region. Upland forests were probably dominated by oaks and hickories with some pines, while 

beech, sweetgum, maples, poplars, and some oaks and hickories could be found between uplands 

and bottomlands, and bottomland forests included oak, hickory, maple, sweetgum, elm, 

hawthorn, birch, ironwood, and walnut. Mikell (1987, 211-215) believes that Indigenous land 

management practices such as clearing, prescribed burning, and fire drives impacted the ecology 

of the area and created successional plant communities around habitation sites, which would 

have been diverse and productive zones for both human and non-human animal foraging. 

Analysis of botanical remains from Donnaha (Mikell 1987), Forbush Creek (Berger and Graham 
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2022), McPherson (Woodall 1990), Hardy (Marshall 1988; Woodall 1990), and Parker (Newkirk 

1978) indicate that a wide variety of plant foods were cultivated and/or foraged, including 

hickory nuts, walnuts, hazel nuts, acorns, persimmons, grapes, cherries, maize, chenopodium, 

squash, beans, knotweed, and sumpweed. Where cultivated plants are present, they tend to make 

up a minority of plant remains by weight and (usually) count ï foraged foods like hickory nuts, 

acorns, and persimmons seem to have been the most popular plant foods when entire 

assemblages are considered. Faunal remains from the same sites indicate that animals from all 

habitats in the valley were taken as food, including white-tailed deer, turkeys, freshwater 

mussels, squirrels, raccoons, beavers, various fishes, turtles, ducks, geese, and herons. White 

tailed deer, turkey, and mussel seem to have been preferred sources of animal protein (e.g., 

Mikell 1987, 116-117). Domestic dogs, probably hunting dogs (Woodall 1984, 32), were present, 

as dog burials are recorded at Donnaha and Forbush Creek.  

A Critical History of Research and Interpretation 

 The Forbush Creek salvage excavations were the first professional archaeological 

projects conducted in the UYRV and will be treated in more detail in the next chapter. Here, I 

will cover the history of research and interpretation at other sites in the valley. The two major 

óerasô of research in the UYRV were the work of Ned Woodall and his students from the 1970s 

to 2009, and the settlement ecology studies of Eric Jones and colleagues in the 2010s.  

 The first two sites in the UYRV to be targeted for professional excavation under Woodall 

were the Parker site in 1971-1972 (Newkirk 1978), and the Donnaha site in 1973 and 1975 

(Woodall 1984). The Parker site was first excavated by an amateur archaeologist, and the 

remains from this excavation were turned over to Woodall, who opened up 24 additional 

excavation units around the site. Unfortunately, the provenience information for some of the 
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previously excavated material was poor or missing, so it was difficult to draw too many firm 

conclusions. On the basis of analysis of features, ceramics, lithics, plant remains, and some 

burials, Newkirk (1978) interpreted the site as an intensively occupied permanent village site 

inhabited for a relatively short time. Based on her descriptions of the ceramics and available 

radiocarbon dates, it seems that the Parker site dates to around AD 10006, or the middle of the 

Uwharrie phase.  

 The Donnaha site excavations were more extensive. This site seems to have been a 

relatively large village of 7.2 hectares, probably with multiple components including a small 

Archaic period occupation and one or more Uwharrie and Dan River-like occupations which 

Woodall (1984) considered to date sometime between AD 1000-1500 based on ceramics and 

radiocarbon dates. Human and dog burials, trash/storage pits containing a variety of ceramic, 

lithic, faunal, and floral refuse, and the remains of several types of structures were present. 

Mikell (1987) identified some maize and other cultivated plants among the floral remains. 

Woodall (1984) suggests that a palisade may have been present around the village but admits 

that his interpretation of the suspected features is ñtorturousò (37) and does not provide 

photographs or drawings for independent evaluation, so in lieu of better evidence Donnaha will 

be considered palisade-less. Forty-three burials were excavated at the site, all located in the 

habitation area as opposed to a separate cemetery. These individuals showed no evidence of 

traumatic injury but relatively high rates of dental disease and malnutrition (42%), especially 

anemia (Weaver 1984). Interestingly, two burials contained shell gorgets made of a shell likely 

imported from the coast. One burial was male and the other female, and Weaver (1984, 118) 

 
6 An earlier date was obtained as well, indicating possible occupation in the 7th century. This date was not taken 

from a discrete context, but rather from material at the bottom of a midden. It is not completely reliable and may be 

associated with an unknown earlier component predating the rest of the Parker site material. 
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believes that both individuals were below the age of 40 at death, with the male perhaps as young 

as 25. The area above both burials was enclosed by a small circular structure (1.5-2.2 meters in 

diameter). The co-occurrence of these structures and shell gorgets with burials is the only 

evidence of possible status differentiation recorded at Donnaha.  

 At around the same time that Donnaha was being excavated, Woodall and Claggett 

(1974) and Woodall (1975) carried out archaeological surveys of the Great Bend area, 

identifying a total of 123 sites, the majority of which are small activity sites. Barnette (1978) 

used findings from the excavations and surveys to conduct a seriation and settlement pattern 

analysis of the Great Bend. The most important findings of this study were a relative ordering of 

a subset of larger sites in the Great Bend into Early, Middle, and Late periods, the identification 

of multicomponent sites, and the rejection of the hypothesis that a shift to maize agriculture was 

indicated by the settlement pattern data available at the time. On the basis of material from 

Donnaha, surveys, and Barnetteôs (1978) settlement pattern study, Woodall (1984) went on to 

postulate a population stability model to account for the apparent cultural conservatism of 

Donnaha and nearby settlements compared to other areas of the Southeast (Figure 4).  
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Figure 4: Woodallôs population stability model for the Great Bend (Adapted from Woodall 1984, 

Figure 33). 

 

Woodall summarizes the model: 

éa settlement pattern shift to riverine sites accelerated during late Archaic/early 

Woodland times as a consequence of grafting maize-squash horticulture to a subsistence 

pattern already utilizing riverine resources. As populations ï previously dispersed ï 
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concentrated in the floodplains of major streams, increased energy costs for animal 

protein were mitigated by increasing the use of domestic plants until a reliance on such 

domesticates ñanchoredò these Woodland groups to the bottomland sites. By Middle 

Woodland times, say AD 1000, populations had stabilized below that level necessary for 

a ramified organizational structure, a result of the limited and patchy occurrence of easily 

tilled natural levees. Perhaps more importantly, the narrow, patchy levees stabilized the 

human population at a predation level tolerable for deer, turkey, raccoon (and probably 

beaver) populations. This predator-prey relationship remained stable as long as the 

human population growth was kept in equilibrium by the available arable land, i.e., the 

natural levee soils. Presumably, by AD 1000 domesticates (and cultigens) had assumed 

an essential role in a varied aboriginal diet, and in accordance with Liebigôs Law of the 

Minimum (Liebig 1840), the human population was maintained at a level commensurate 

with the acreage of the levees producing these domesticates. (Woodall 1984, 109). 

 

 Several problems with this model exist. First, Woodallôs estimate for the daily animal 

protein needs of an adult is 240 grams (1984, 108), leaving one to wonder if professional 

bodybuilders are imagined as having inhabited the Great Bend7. In the absence of evidence that 

people in the Great Bend were consuming such high levels of protein, it seems unwise to use 

such an estimate. The relative contributions of plant and animal foods in the diet of foragers are 

known to have varied substantially depending on ecological conditions (Milton 2000) and should 

not be assumed without further explanation. Regardless, this conjectured energy cost is not 

adequate evidence that human populations were overshooting the capacities of local hunting 

territories after concentrating into what are ultimately relatively small villages in the Great Bend 

(when individual components are considered). The available evidence does indicate a significant 

presence of cultigens at Donnaha; they account for 15.3% by weight and 50.9% by count of the 

seven floatation samples analyzed, while nuts account for 79.5% by weight and 45.4% by count, 

and fruits 4.3% by weight and 2.1% by count. Of the cultigens documented, maize is most 

common, however formation processes might be contributing to a serious underestimation of 

 
7 Current recommendations for highly active strength athletes suggest daily protein intakes of 120-160 grams per 

day in most cases, variable depending on bodyweight (Trommelen 2017).  
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gourds, for example (Mikell 1987, 175-176). Clearly the people of Donnaha were cultivating 

crops, also indicated by Weaverôs (1984) skeletal analysis, which suggested a gritty diet high in 

carbohydrates, and contributions of C4 plants to the diet ranging from 26% to 59% with a mean 

of 37.8% based on carbon isotope ratios from 6 individuals. However, the assumption that this 

resulted in ñanchoringò to bottomland sites, especially when foraged foods were clearly still a 

major food source, could benefit from further testing. Barnetteôs (1978) conclusion that the 

settlement pattern was never reorganized around maize cultivation seems important and is not 

refuted by the presence of some cultivated crops at some sites8.  

The more empirically supported part of Woodallôs model is that the patchy occurrence of 

good agricultural land limited population growth and surplus production at some sites. Nutrient 

deficiencies reported from analysis of skeletal pathology at Donnaha (Weaver 1984) and Forbush 

Creek (Berger and Graham 2019) do indicate that some kind of food-related stress affected some 

people. Related to this, Woodallôs (1984) arguments about the relationship between 

sociopolitical organization and the possibility of increasing production to allow for higher 

populations deserve discussion. Woodall writes: 

Additional land was available adjacent to the levee, namely the backswamp soils and 

uplands. Before these could be cultivated, it would have been necessary to make 

substantial capital investment however, entailing clearing, draining, and/or terracing. 

Such undertakings would require a measure of social complexity beyond the egalitarian 

system indicated at Donnaha. Thus the potential for increasing food production was 

vested in the social organization as well as in the extent of arable land, but the level of 

social complexity is determined by the population density prior to initiation of the 

intensive cultivation methods. Just what the population density might be ï the ñcritical 

massò that moves a social order from egalitarian to ranked or stratified ï has been the 

subject of some debate, but all estimates involving horticultural societies are well below 

[sic] any reasonable estimate of the Donnaha population. (Woodall 1984, 108) 

 

 
8 Forbush Creek was excluded from Barnetteôs analysis due to its unusual features, especially its large size. 
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The impact of population size and density increases on society and organization remains 

a matter of controversy today (e.g., Graeber and Wengrow 2021; Smith 2022). I do not dispute 

that higher populations require some organizational innovations or that population impacts the 

scale of possible labor projects. Woodall does seem to be correct that the people of Donnaha 

never engaged in a large-scale land modification effort to prepare the ground for agricultural 

intensification. My objection is that this cannot necessarily be traced to the ñegalitarian social 

orderò, which Woodall seems to assume must necessarily coincide with very low scalar social 

complexity and the inability to carry out large labor projects9. By Friedôs (1967) definition of 

egalitarian society, this is almost categorically true. However, I question the degree to which 

Friedôs account of political evolution is capable of fully capturing the range of meaningfully 

egalitarian organizations in the human repertoire, and interpret egalitarianism, ranking, or 

stratification as social processes that are produced by people doing things to maintain them. In 

this sense, societies of any scale consist of unique configurations of social relationships and 

practices which constantly work together or in contradiction to produce tendencies towards both 

egalitarianism and ranking or stratification. Therefore, to produce an explanatory account of 

observed patterns, precedence should be given to specific configurations of political power, 

population scale, ecological conditions, cultural practices, interaction patterns, etc., rather than 

abstract neo-evolutionary models. An alternative explanation is that a society with persistent 

 
9 A few examples of sites and societies showing evidence of larger-scale populations (especially compared to the 

UYRV) with meaningfully egalitarian and heterarchical practices and principles capable of larger labor projects 

include Poverty Point (Gibson 2004, 2019; Kidder 2010), Ohio Hopewell (Carr and Case 2006), Teotihuacan at 

certain times in its history (Cowgill 2015), Tlaxcala (Fargher et al. 2011), La Galgada and other Kotosh sites in Peru 

(Quilter 2014), early raised-field agriculture in the Bolivian highlands (Janusek 2008), Taljanky, Maidenetske, and 

Nebelivka in Ukraine (Graeber and Wengrow 2021), and Çatalhöyük (Wright 2014). I would also consider Town 

Creek as a potential local example. The specific social/political/economic organization for each these examples 

displays considerable variation, and varying roles and statuses still existed. None represented a ñperfectò realization 

of total equality (an extremely reductive concept of what egalitarianism and freedom actually mean), rather some 

form of effectively counterpoised or democratic governance, egalitarian practices, and/or the lack of a pervasive 

class structure are in evidence.  
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egalitarian and heterarchical tendencies that was also relatively small-scale and reliant on many 

foraged foods in this particular set of ecological conditions may simply have never felt the need 

to decide to embark on such a project or may even have actively rejected such a prospect for any 

number of reasons. This clarification does not overturn Woodallôs model. It can be recognized 

that populations in the Great Bend may have remained relatively stable due to, in part, ecological 

conditions and even social and political factors while leaving behind the empirically 

unsubstantiated assumptions that meaningfully egalitarian organizing principles can only exist in 

the smallest societies, that societies with many egalitarian organizing principles cannot carry out 

larger-scale projects, and that societies are unconsciously compelled to rank or stratify at certain 

population levels (Fried 1967). Detailed studies of the emergence of durable inequalities, classes, 

regimes, and states clearly attest to the use of force and the active, conscious manipulation of 

social logic by would-be rulers (Graeber and Wengrow 2021; Flannery and Marcus 2012; Sidky 

1995). Attaining greater clarity in understanding how the sociocultural and natural configuration 

that existed in the UYRV produced the observed patterns improves the utility of this case for 

long-term or comparative studies as opposed to simply declaring that agricultural intensification 

required a higher level of social complexity than egalitarianism could provide.  

In short, the argument that cultivation must have anchored populations and was caused by 

overshooting available animal protein resources is currently less convincing than the argument 

that patchy floodplains contributed to limiting or stabilizing population growth and may have 

sometimes led to dispersals and/or relocations. Hopefully, future archaeology in the UYRV will 

continue to follow the examples set by Woodall (2009) and Jones (2017) and will be capable of 

moving past explanations that rely exclusively or almost exclusively on the (still extremely 

important) pressures of ecology and population.  
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 Woodallôs work did provide the beginnings of an interpretive framework. Possible 

explanations for the observed patterns had been specified and a ñbimodalityò of site sizes 

detected, with larger sites like Donnaha appearing at intervals of 6-12km with smaller hamlets 

interspersed (Woodall 1990, 1). Further excavations in the 1980s were directed at the McPherson 

site, believed to be a typical example of the smaller hamlet settlement type, and the Hardy site, a 

larger settlement located in the Upper Great Bend above the shoals. 

 McPherson is a small, potentially single household site of about 0.65 hectares, probably 

occupied for a shorter time span, perhaps a single generation. It has not been radiocarbon dated, 

but the ceramic assemblage suggests that it dates to sometime in the Uwharrie phase. Postholes 

and trash/storage pits were the only features recorded. The faunal and floral remains have not 

been comprehensively analyzed, but similar faunal remains to other Great Bend sites, hickory, 

and acorn were recorded. The most unusual find at McPherson was a small number of 

complicated stamped sherds, 18 in the analyzed sample, which Woodall (1990) reports as mostly 

displaying concentric circles designs, with a few bearing a ñnested squares or nested diamonds 

element decidedly not common in the region and similar to the Pee Dee ceramicsò (18).  

 The Hardy site was more substantial, about 4.3 hectares, and was initially hypothesized to 

be a larger village akin to Donnaha. However, analysis of Uwharrie and Dan River series 

ceramics, lithics, botanical remains, and radiocarbon dates by Marshall (1988) convincingly 

demonstrated that at least three clustered but temporally distinct occupations were present at the 

Hardy site. Thus, Marshall reinterpreted Hardy as three hamlets dating to different times but built 

around the same location. Using radiocarbon dates and seriation methods, Marshall argued that 

the eastern segment represents the earliest occupation, probably dating to sometime between the 

10th and 12th centuries, the central segment is intermediate, probably dating to the 13th or 14th 
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centuries, and the western segment the latest, probably dating to sometime between the 15th to 

17th centuries. Faunal and floral remains were not comprehensively analyzed, but deer, maize, 

gourds, acorns, hickory nuts and a single bean are confirmed to be present (Marshall 1988, 

Woodall 1990).  

Several unusual artifacts were recovered from the Hardy site. In the eastern segment, 

1/4th of a complicated stamped jar stamped with a concentric circles design was found. Marshall 

(1988, 127-128) argues that most of the characteristics of this vessel (unevenly mixed paste, 

crushed quartz and sand temper, and a scraped interior) are similar to other ceramics from Hardy, 

but that the stamp design is reminiscent of Swift Creek or Savannah River complicated stamped 

ceramics from Georgia. Therefore the vessel likely represents locally manufactured pottery 

stamped with a nonlocal paddle. Fragments of another complicated stamped vessel were also 

recovered in the eastern segment of the site, seemingly decorated with a different paddle from 

the first vessel, and with a more compact paste with finer sand temper. Marshall (1988, 128) 

believes this artifact was an imported, wholly nonlocal Swift Creek vessel10. 

 Several important refinements to the interpretation of settlement patterns were introduced 

by these excavations. Perhaps most importantly is Marshallôs (1988) demonstration that the 

component clustering model applies to some sites in the UYRV. Component clustering as an 

explanation of intrasite patterning in the Piedmont was first proposed by Simpkins (1985) based 

on work in the Eno, Haw, and Dan drainages. The model posits that some larger sites are actually 

clusters of discrete (mostly physically non-overlapping, horizontally distinct) components dating 

to different times. Thus, sites like Hardy that initially appear to be larger villages reveal 

 
10 It is more likely that these vessels are indexing Pee Dee influence, as will be discussed later. 
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themselves to be clusters of discontinuously occupied hamlets, resulting in interpretations of 

settlement patterns that suggest less population concentration and more mobility and periodic 

relocation. It is not always clear why a location is a target for repeated abandonment and 

reoccupation. Possible factors affecting the need to abandon such sites include the need to allow 

soil, plants, and animals to regenerate, weed or vermin infestation, and pressure from neighbors 

(Simpkins and Petherick 1986, 20). Factors affecting a preference to return to previously 

occupied locations include the benefits of easier clearing for garden plots, increased availability 

of successional species in a disturbed area, heightened soil fertility from midden deposition, 

mining of tools and resources from earlier occupations, and the natural attractions of certain 

settings, such as confluences and large floodplains (Simpkins and Petherick 1986; Marshall 

1988). Marshall invokes a refined version of Woodallôs population stabilization model to explain 

component clustering in the UYRV:  

Such a shifting settlement pattern may be viewed as a consequence of the physiography 

of the river valley coupled with the subsistence of the Late Woodland. Environmental 

constraints, specifically the intermittent occurrence of arable levees and their linear 

configuration, pose a formidable barrier to the development of a higher state of 

organization by constantly generating centripetal forces. These centripetal forces are the 

increasing costliness over time of acquiring critical resources, e.g., arable and fertile land, 

firewood, wild foods. As resources become locally exhausted, it would be necessary to 

search farther from the settlement, and eventually it would be expedient to move 

members of the population closer to sources. Thus the man-land relationship of the Late 

Woodland in the Upper Yadkin would preclude population concentrations of the 

magnitude necessary for the development of increased social complexity. (Marshall 1988, 

149-150) 

 

Thus, in an ecological situation where it takes a long time for soils to regenerate and large 

continuous segments of arable land are not available, increasing costs of acquiring resources 

bring about regular population relocations and dispersals, inhibiting population concentrations in 

large settlements. While the refinements are appreciated, several untested assumptions of this 
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model remain. For one, by Marshallôs own admission (138-139), the specific variables of rate of 

soil depletion, the nutrient requirements of plants cultivated in the UYRV, and the length of time 

required for soil rejuvenation in a setting like the UYRV were not adequately understood at the 

time and remain understudied today. Furthermore, Marshall (1988) repeats Woodallôs reductive 

assertion that the ñegalitarian social organization prevented the effective mobilization of labor 

forcesò (149) required for agricultural intensification to counteract the ecological constraints, 

thus creating a feedback loop maintaining low populations.  

Based on these additional excavations, Woodall (1990) attempted to synthesize several 

lines of evidence into an account of sociocultural change in the Great Bend. His findings are 

summarized in Table 2. Overall, Woodall (1990, 85) views ceramic change in the Great Bend 

area, especially after AD 1000, as set in motion by interrelated dietary and culinary processes 

and social processes. Woodallôs account, by his admission, is intended only as a heuristic device 

for further discussion and investigation, based as it is on excavations from just four sites (Parker, 

Donnaha, Hardy, and McPherson), and limited surface collections from others. 

Woodall conducted an additional survey of the Upper Great Bend from 1987-88, 

identifying 43 new sites (Woodall 1990). Woodall attempted to cross-date these sites using the 

Hardy ceramic assemblage. While it is hard to be fully confident in a pattern derived from site 

surface collections, some of which contained fewer than 10 sherds, it is interesting that most of 

the Upper Great Bend sites identified by Woodall in this survey appear to be later, i.e., after AD 

1200. Woodall also investigated lithics from these sites and compared them to sites located 

below the shoals. While there were many uncertainties, one notable result of the lithics analysis 

was the proposition that patterns of acquisition of high-quality felsite/rhyolite from the slate belt 

differed above and below the shoals. Below the shoals, felsite was more widely available, often  
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Table 2: Summary of Woodallôs Account of Change in the Great Bend 
Early Great Bend 

Date: Archaic to ~ AD 600 

Ceramics: Wide mouthed jars or bowls with fabric impressed exteriors and smoothed interiors. Sand and crushed rock/quartz 

temper. Thinner walls of ~6-9mm. Small, thin, and well-fired; seem to be designed with heating effectiveness and portability 

as primary concerns. Smoothed interiors may have enhanced cooking efficiency, unrestricted form may have enhanced 

portability through vessel nesting.  

Settlement Patterns: Hard to discern but suggests mobility and low density. 

Subsistence Patterns: Foraging.  

Social Patterns: Bands of food collectors integrated within and between units by kinship alone. 

 

Middle Great Bend 

Date: ~ AD 600 ï 900  

Ceramics: Appearance of ñStandard Great Bend Jarò, conical with orifice diameter usually > 20 cm and straight or gently 

flaring rims. Cord marking more common, and appearance and predominance of scraping. Sand and crushed quartz temper. 

Thicker walls of ~8mm-12mm. Larger average size, ease of manufacture and size emphasized at expense of heating efficiency 

and impact resistance. Scraped interiors possibly expose vessels to loss of fluids. Storage important. 

Settlement Patterns: Less frequent sites, but higher degree of sedentism indicated by storage pits, human burials, postholes, 

and dense middens.  

Subsistence Patterns: Mix of foraging and limited cultivation.  

Social Patterns: Kin ties and extra-kin relationships between villages reinforced by commodity exchange, especially of lithic 

raw material. 

 

Late Great Bend 

Date: ~ AD 1000 +  

Ceramics: Standard Great Bend Jar continues, base more rounded later on. Smaller bowls more prevalent especially after AD 

1200. Net impressing becomes more common, plain becomes more common after AD 1200. Mix of smoothed and scraped 

interiors. More sand tempered sherds. Thinner walls of ~6-8mm. Decoration more frequent. Storage, cooking, and signaling 

important.  

Settlement Patterns: Interstitial bottomlands previously unoccupied now used, villages large and small scattered evenly along 

river. Increased population density. 

Subsistence Patterns: Increased reliance on domesticates but wild foods remain important. 

Social Patterns: Increased anchoring, territorialization, and social differentiation assumed from possible reduction in mobility, 

increased use of domesticates, and increased use of decorations on pottery. Population stabilization/dispersals result in cultural 

conservatism. 

 

 

comprising as much as 50% of a lithic assemblage, while above the shoals, this percentage drops 

sharply and seemed to continue to do so as one moves further upstream. Woodall (1990, 116) 

believes that one interpretation of this pattern is that the Hardy site acted as a procurement locus 

for the Upper Great Bend, passing felsite farther up the Great Bend in a down-the-line trade 

model. 

 Overall, the first phase of investigation in the UYRV focused primarily on the Great 

Bend area and involved extensive surveys, limited excavations, and provisional interpretations. 

The following two decades represented a new phase in the archaeological investigation of the 



63 

 

UYRV. The most important work was Rogersô (née Marshall, 1993) analysis of social 

organization and Woodallôs excavations further upstream at the Porter (Woodall 1999) and T. 

Jones (Woodall 2009) sites.  

 Rogers (1993) was dissatisfied with definitions of tribal social organization in which 

archaeologists and anthropologists depict tribes as autonomous and bounded social units, and the 

ability of these analytical approaches to facilitate archaeological understanding of the UYRV. 

She proposed an alternative model drawing on ethnographic information, written accounts of the 

region, and previous archaeological work in which tribes are conceived as related sets of non-

coterminous social networks, and should be understood in terms of ñtopocentric boundariesò, 

defined as: 

éspecific to the geographical point from which it is observed. If a different point is 

considered, then the boundary will be different. This view acknowledges that sites 

represent nodes within the social networks in which they are engaged. The assemblage of 

networks operative at one site is not likely to be exactly duplicated by that at any other 

site. This is because sites are the residues of the activities of many people. These 

individuals are the building blocks of social networks ï networks exist through the 

interactions of the people who recognize themselves as members. Egalitarian villages are 

composed of individuals with diverse memberships, including different lineage 

affiliations, clans, special interest groups such as Serviceôs sodalities, trading partners, 

etc. (Rogers 1993, 77)  

 

 Rogers was also the first to explicitly theorize PVT society in the UYRV and elsewhere 

as heterarchical in organization. Focusing on the later end of the sequence, around the 15th 

century, Rogers identified 29 roughly contemporary sites or site components from the Great 

Bend for analysis. Investigation of the ceramic assemblages from these sites allowed for the 

identification of ñceramic microtraditionsò, which, when mapped, seem to indicate 

information/population flow, perhaps of female potters, over discontinuous areas, not simply 

between the most proximate sites. Rogers (1993) thinks this is indexing ñthe establishment of 
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broad based, geographically diffuse, social ties [é] In other words, the boundaries of different 

social networks did not necessarily coincideò (254-55). This may reflect a preference for 

marriage outside of the village or village cluster, perhaps due to low population densities (Rogers 

1993, 256-57). Analysis of burials also did not suggest the existence of small, distinct social 

units; instead two general classes of burials were present with wide geographical distributions 

stretching far beyond the UYRV. Special burial artifacts such as a shell gorget or spatulate celt 

also pointed to far-flung manufacture and interaction. Furthermore, deeper analysis of lithic 

remains revealed the possibility that formalized exchange may not have been the primary means 

of lithic acquisition at all, and if there were few real barriers in the social landscape as indicated 

by other data, high-quality lithics may have been acquired directly from the source by people in 

the UYRV (Rogers 1993, 260-261). Finally, analysis of feature patterns, especially storage pits, 

in light of what was known about settlement patterns led Rogers (1993, 264-265) to suggest that 

underground storage pits, as opposed to above-ground facilities, represent receptacles for the 

seasonal concealment of surpluses by mobile populations foraging around for resources, perhaps 

from hostile neighbors (local or not). Generally, the different spatial orders of patterning between 

data classes indicate large and diffuse interaction networks that were not particularly bounded 

(Rogers 1993, 266), probably a precondition of the egalitarian and heterarchical social order. 

However, an ñincipient form of rankingò (Rogers 1993, 273) may have been present at some 

sites, which brings us to Woodallôs later excavations. 

 The first of these was conducted at the Porter site, located about mid-way up the valley. 

On the basis of radiocarbon dates and the artifact assemblage, the site appears to have been a 

single component village that was occupied between AD 1500 ï 1600 (Woodall 1999). 

Trash/storage pits, sterile pits, postholes, and nine human burials were recorded. At least two 
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structures are indicated by the postholes: a possible ovate house and a larger public building of 

some sort. The faunal and floral remains are unreported. Ceramics are almost all typical 

Woodland vessels, with net impressed, plain, cord marked, etc., surfaces; only 36 complicated 

stamped sherds were found in the analyzed sample. An anomaly is that about 70% of the sherds 

exhibit steatite temper, meaning that they resemble Catawba Valley ceramics found to the west 

and Smyth series ceramics found to the north more than typical PVT ceramics in this regard 

(Woodall 1999, 60). In addition, 27% of the lithic assemblage was composed of chert sourced 

from the ridge-and-valley region to the west, a much higher percentage than any UYRV sites to 

the east. 

 The most unusual find was burial 7-6, a young adult woman who was buried with more 

accoutrements than perhaps any other single individual in the UYRV. These included two 

spatulate celts, a conch gorget, 11 copper beads, 8 beaver incisors, 1 box turtle shell, several 

pieces of leather some of which were stained red, and dozens of lithic artifacts including 

specially crafted projectile points (Woodall 1999, 62-63). Several of the other child burials also 

included special objects, such as a shell gorget, copper beads, and marine shell beads. Woodall 

(1999) interprets burial 7-6 as ñthe marriage of a high-ranking female from a Lamar social 

system into a Woodland community on the chiefdomôs peripheryò (65) and thinks that the child 

burials with special objects may be this womanôs children. The other half of the marriage may 

have been a local leader, who Woodall (1999) designates as a Woodland ñbig manò (67) seeking 

to legitimate his authority and/or secure prestigious goods from the west. As Woodall points out, 

the woman may have been actively involved in this arrangement, as marrying into an unaffiliated 

frontier community could have been a route to higher status if this community later became the 

seat of a new subsidiary or even independent chiefdom-like polity.   
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 The T. Jones site is located in the far upper valley. The site seems to have been a small 

village with two components (Woodall 2009). There are a few features associated with an 

Uwharrie occupation dating to sometime around the 12th century, but most of the site belongs to 

a later Burke phase component dating to between AD 1400 ï 1600. Trash/storage pits, postholes, 

large ñearth ovenò features, and five burials were recorded in the excavated parts of the site. 

Structures included a circular house and a long relatively straight fence-like structure on one side 

of the site. The floral and faunal remains are mostly unreported, but feature descriptions indicate 

that maize, acorns, hickory nuts, deer, and turtle were all recovered. A variety of ceramic series 

were present, with the most prevalent being Burke and Smyth, with some Yadkin and Uwharrie 

sherds and small minorities of Pisgah, Cowanôs Ford, and Dan River (Woodall 2009, 29-30). The 

dominance of Burke complicated stamped ceramics and their co-occurrence with Smyth series 

ceramics, which are similar to Dan River ceramics but exhibit steatite tempering, is notable in an 

otherwise typical UYRV village. The lithic assemblage mostly consisted of projectile points and 

debitage made of local quartz, chert from the west, and felsite from the slate belt all in high 

quantities. None of the burials were nearly as grandiose as Porter burial 7-6, but one burial was 

interred with copper beads.  

 Woodall (2009, 48-49) attributes the Burke component at the T. Jones site to the Lamar 

culture Mississippians moving into the Catawba and far Upper Yadkin valleys after AD 1400 as 

the effects of the Little Ice Age pushed some populations east. This was not necessarily a 

population replacement, but it was at least a population influx that brought many new cultural 

practices with it, including new ceramic traditions, burial preferences, and leisure activities 

(stone and ceramic discs probably used in some kind of game were found at Porter and T. Jones). 

Large earth oven features are interpreted as evidence of competitive/status enhancing feasting 
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sponsored by Woodland big men, and on this basis Woodall (2009) argues that ñThe Woodland 

social system was, in a sense, preadapted to undergo Mississippianizationò (50). Thus, one or 

more residents or groups at the site engaging in such behavior may have been drawing on social 

ties with other Lamar groups to the west to obtain special objects and mundane but sought after 

goods like high-quality chert, preferable to the locally available quartz, and increased social ties 

and emulation could have been mechanisms for other practices, like the production of Burke 

series ceramics, to enter the area. This is not the only explanation for the material culture seen at 

the T. Jones site, and the assumption of ñBig Manò behavior at T. Jones and Porter as well as the 

assertation that large earth ovens must indicate competitive feasting associated with Big Men 

both warrant further testing and scrutiny as to the appropriateness of this analogy. In any case, 

the evidence from these two sites does strongly indicate mixing of Woodland and Lamar 

Mississippian traits in this part of the UYRV during the 15th and 16th centuries.  

 By 2010, decades of research and excavation had achieved rough chronological control, 

and produced workable interpretations of the social organization, settlement patterns, subsistence 

methods, interregional interaction patterns, and cultural ecology of communities throughout the 

UYRV. Eric Jones and colleaguesô extensive settlement pattern and settlement ecology analyses 

represent the next and most recent phase of research in the UYRV. This involved additional 

surveys, site mapping, and excavations that enhanced archaeological understanding of 

demographic and settlement strategy change (Jones 2017; Jones et al. 2012).  

 The most important finding of this research was the identification of a possible major 

shift in settlement patterns in the UYRV after AD 1200 (Jones 2017). Specifically, Jones argues 

that there was a population movement upstream after this date, in which the larger pre-AD 1200 

settlements in the Lower Great Bend, such as Forbush Creek and Donnaha, were abandoned. The 
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subsequent upstream occupation seems to have been smaller and less sedentary, occupying the 

lesser floodplains and wetlands of the Upper Great Bend. Because it is unlikely that this move 

was done in pursuit of better land for agriculture or foraging, Jones (2017, 51) invokes political 

factors as a possible explanation. For example, the appearance of Pee Dee Mississippian 

communities in the Southern Piedmont about three days to the south during the 12th century may 

have encouraged a move upstream to avoid the newcomers. There is no strong evidence of 

warfare, whether in the form of high violence-related injury rates, palisades, or deliberate 

destruction of structures in the Lower Great Bend, so the move could have been pre-emptive. 

Other lines of evidence that may support this interpretation include geospatial analysis (Jones et 

al. 2012, Jones and Ellis 2016) suggesting that communities in the UYRV preferred to locate 

their settlements further away from the trading paths documented by Myer (1971), possibly as a 

defensive strategy. Additionally, the observed reduction in high-quality felsite at Upper Great 

Bend sites may indicate reduced access to this mostly-southern resource after AD 1200 (Jones 

2017; Woodall 1990).  

The database used for this settlement pattern analysis consisted of all known sites in the 

UYRV that had been archaeologically reported by previous research and a few new sites located 

by Jones and colleagues11 (Jones 2017). However, there are several important assumptions that 

underpin the interpretation which are worth discussing. In Jonesô words: 

Barnette (1978) examined the then-known Lower Great Bend sites relative to Donnahaôs 

ceramic assemblage and found that they all overlapped stylistically. Five had common 

characteristics with the earliest occupations at Donnaha, which equates roughly with 200 

BC ï AD 800. Three of those five also had similar styles to the later Donnaha 

occupations. This suggests most of the Lower Great Bend sites date between AD 800 and 

1200, with a few sites, such as Forbush Creek and Donnaha, being occupied as early as 

200 BC until AD 1200. It should be noted that these dates are based on my interpretation 

 
11 This included the Redtail site, excavated by Jones and colleagues. Redtail appears to be a typical example of a 

later Upper Great Bend hamlet dating to sometime between the 13th and 15th centuries (see Jones 2018).  
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of the Donnaha radiocarbon dates, not Woodallôs. He tended to reject the earlier dates as 

outliers, whereas I include them and exclude the second-latest date, for reasons discussed 

above. Thus, my two main assumptions are: 1) that Donnaha was occupied primarily 

between 200 BC and AD 1200 and 2) that Barnetteôs assessment that several sites have 

similar assemblages to Donnaha means they overlap with those same dates. (Jones 2017, 

42, emphasis added).  

 

In short, Jones is assuming that most of the Lower Great Bend sites actually represent 

pre-AD 1200 occupations. There are a few reasons why this may not be true. For one, there are 

two post-AD 1200 radiocarbon dates from Donnaha. A 13th century date is from a mussel shell 

and is less reliable. However, a 15th century date was from a charcoal sample directly associated 

with a clear example of a later Dan River series ceramic vessel (Woodall 1984, Figure 24; 

Eastman 1994, 40). Other vessels pictured in Woodall (1984) also show decorations similar to 

the Dan River and the even later 17th century Oldtown series from the Dan drainage (Steve 

Davis, personal communication, 2022). I agree with Jones (2017) that an earlier Middle 

Woodland occupation does seem evidenced at Donnaha, however I also agree with Rogers 

(1993, 120-121) who considers most of Donnaha to have been the result of numerous 

occupations between AD 1000-1500. Rogers selected two areas from Donnaha, EU 34 and EU 

35, for her analysis of material culture patterns in the 15th century UYRV because she believed 

that they did in fact date to this period. As with many other sites in the valley, the site of 

Donnaha is likely an example of component clustering. Another possible objection is Jonesô 

(2017) assumption that relatively similar formation processes were in effect above and below the 

shoals, which as noted previously, Woodall (1984) contradicts. It is possible that cutting and 

filling episodes have mostly destroyed or buried larger and/or earlier sites in the Upper Great 

Bend, causing a false impression of dissimilarity.  
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The upstream migration model was subsequently refined with more evidence from 

surrounding areas and the UYRV itself. Jones (2018) points to a suite of pressures potentially 

contributing to the population movement after AD 1200. First, research from the Haw, Eno, and 

Dan drainages indicates that in these areas population growth and warfare were contributing to 

village formation after AD 1300. However, Jones (2018) argues that the observed ecological 

factors limiting population growth in the UYRV meant that the inhabitants of the valley may 

have been forced to disperse instead of nucleate in response to the threat of raiding/warfare. 

While the larger and more fortified communities of the Central and Northern Piedmont were a 

direct barrier to Mississippian expansion, the smaller UYRV communities would not have been 

able to easily defend themselves. However, this raises the question of why there was no 

Mississippian expansion into the UYRV prior to the late precontact period. To this, Jones (2018, 

84-85) suggests that the UYRV may have essentially acted as a buffer zone between the 

Mississippian communities to the west and south and the larger PVT communities to the east, 

with a sparse and dispersed local population, or that the UYRV may simply not have been a 

desirable target for expansion.  

This claim also rests on certain assumptions. First, there is the assumption that the Pee 

Dee around Town Creek, the primary Mississippian society which that have been in contact with 

the UYRV prior to the 15th century, was an expansionistic society intent on attacking and 

colonizing areas occupied by PVT people. Certainly the Pee Dee founded several settlements, 

however Figure 1 shows that Leak and Teal are quite close to Town Creek, and Payne is located 

northeast of Town Creek, not northwest as would be expected if the Pee Dee were seeking to 

expand into the UYRV. Town Creek itself is not a particularly large Mississippian town, and 

Boudreaux (2007a) does not think it was hierarchically organized or centralized. Admittedly, this 
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does not preclude it from engaging in expansionistic behavior. Town Creek was palisaded, and 

there could be Pee Dee sites submerged beneath High Rock Lake or other unknown evidence. 

Still, these considerations do lead one to at least question the idea that the Pee Dee would have 

desired to, planned to, or even been able to attack and/or colonize the UYRV. It is possible that 

the Pee Dee would have preferred to engage in other forms of interaction with people in the 

UYRV, such as exchange and/or intermarriage. Another missing consideration is that internal 

tensions within communities in the Lower Great Bend itself could have driven the population to 

move and become less sedentary. Finally, the hypothesis that the UYRV acted as a buffer zone 

needs further testing.  

 Analysis of UYRV settlement patterns continued with Jones et al.ôs (2020) work on lithic 

and ceramic interaction networks in and around the Upper Great Bend after AD 1200. This study 

had several important findings. First, more extensive analysis of lithics in the Upper Great Bend, 

including at some previously unknown sites, indicated that some sites likely acted as gateway 

communities for acquisition of high-quality rhyolite/felsite, as Woodall (1990) argued but 

Rogers (1993) challenged. Jones et al. (2020, 86) think that these gateway communities may 

have linked dispersed households around the Upper Great Bend together in pursuit of this crucial 

resource, and it is hypothesized that related men were responsible for acquiring and moving 

rhyolite through these gateways. Meanwhile, additional mapping of ceramic microtraditions 

bolstered Rogerôs (1993) contention that potters, likely women, were moving around widely 

throughout the valley. Thus, lithics and ceramics represent two spatially distinct interaction 

networks (Jones et al. 2020, Figure 8).  

More importantly, Jones et al. (2020) provided an integrated and testable account of 

changing interregional interaction over time. Jones et al. (2020, 87-88) argue that between AD 
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1100-1200, around the time that the Pee Dee appeared in the Southern Piedmont, the Great Bend 

does fit the definition of periphery provided by King and Meyers (2002), citing the possibility 

that violent interaction drove inhabitants of the Great Bend upriver into a marginal environment. 

However, from AD 1200-1500 or so, they point to the lack of evidence for interaction with 

Mississippians in the Great Bend and suggest that periphery may not be the most appropriate 

term. Instead, Jones et al. (2020, 88) coin the term ñboundarylandsò to describe ñareas of 

settlement near the unspecified divide between two cultural groupsò (Jones et al. 2020, 88), 

which avoids the requirement for rigid borders in Parkerôs (2006) term ñborderlandsò. They 

suggest that ñboundarylands may be considered as an alternative to borderlands in archaeological 

cases where borders as we know them today almost certainly did not exist and where they power 

dynamic between groups is unclear, non-existent, or predicated on equal standingò (Jones et al. 

2020, 88). After AD 1500, as the T. Jones and Porter settlements were founded and the intrusion 

of Mississippian people from the west is in evidence, the Great Bend does fit King and Meyerôs 

(2002) definition of frontier.  

Finally, Jones et al. (2020, 89) argue that developments in the Upper Great Bend between 

AD 1200-1500 may represent an alternative form of coalescence:  

éwe believe our results show that even though communities in the upper Yadkin River 

valley remained small and dispersed, social and economic interactions may have 

encompassed 5-10 households spread over 15-20 miles of river valley with populations of 

50-100 people, similar in size to other coalesced Piedmont Village Tradition settlements. 

Such settlement patterns may require us to expand our definition of coalescence in the 

Eastern Woodlands. If coalescence is about identity and interaction, it is possible that 

Piedmont Village tradition households were forming a unified identity and increasing 

interaction within that group without living proximate to one another. (Jones et al. 2020, 

89) 
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 Before proceeding, three more sites should be mentioned; Nelson, W. Davenport Jones, 

and R.T. Lenoir. These three burial sites exhibit many extraordinary features when closely 

investigated and were reported on and partially excavated by Cyrus Thomas in the 1880s. Nelson 

appears to have been the site of a large, low burial mound and a large triangular burial pit. W. 

Davenport Jones is the site of another low burial mound, and R.T. Lenoir of a large circular 

burial pit. Moore (2002) examined the records of these sites and the collections identified with 

them at the Smithsonian Museum of Natural History. All three appear to have represented 

special mortuary rituals conducted by late Burke phase people associated with Catawba Valley 

Mississippians, and contained significant numbers of special objects such as spatulate celts, 

chunkey stones, shell beads and masks, figurines, Citico gorgets, finely made Burke ceramics, 

and even some iron tools (Moore 2002). Moore (2002, 120) believes they were mortuary 

facilities for individuals of chiefly status, although one or more may also be a mass grave, and 

many questions about them remain unanswered. 

Summary 

 A summary account of the sociocultural evolution of communities in the UYRV begins 

with known occupations dating back at least to the Middle Woodland. A small and mobile 

foraging population inhabited the valley during this time, about which little is known besides a 

few details of their ceramic tradition. Sometime between AD 600-1000, populations began to 

live in larger and somewhat more permanent settlements marked by houses, storage pits, burials, 

and middens, especially around the relatively larger floodplains and wetlands of the Lower Great 

Bend (Newkirk 1978; Woodall 1984, 1990). This settlement pattern shift coincided with broader 

transformations occurring across the Eastern Woodlands during this time. The Forbush Creek 

and Donnaha sites are examples of these new settlements, as is the Parker site downstream. 
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Various cultivated plants were grown, including a mix of eastern agricultural complex crops, 

maize after AD 1000, and later on, beans. These cultivated plants were a supplement to a diet 

largely relying on foraged foods including a wide variety of terrestrial and aquatic animals, nuts, 

and fruits (Barnette 1978; Berger and Graham 2022; Mikell 1987; Newkirk 1978; Woodall 1984, 

1990). As populations grew, ecological and social pressures may have resulted in the periodic 

abandonment and reoccupation of village sites, producing the observed component clustering 

patterns (Marshall 1988). Arguably, there was an increased element of territoriality and 

agricultural ñanchoringò (Woodall 1984, 1990). There is quite limited evidence of status 

differentiation and society seems to have been organized as an egalitarian heterarchy (Rogers 

1993). Some level of interaction with surrounding populations probably occurred as evidenced 

by the shared Uwharrie ceramic tradition, and a few vessels from the eastern segment of the 

Hardy site may indicate an ephemeral meeting with the Swift Creek culture to the south 

(Marshall 1988), although these vessels should be reexamined to verify this.  

 The described pattern seems to accord well with the evidence until near the end of the 

Uwharrie phase, about AD 1200. Current interpretations suggest that violent interaction with Pee 

Dee Mississippians to the south, conflict avoidance strategies, and/or internal tensions within 

communities precipitated dispersal and migration to the marginal Upper Great Bend area, where 

a smaller and less sedentary population lived in a loose arrangement of hamlets and camps for 

the next three hundred or so years (Jones 2017, 2018; Jones et al. 2020). During this time, there 

is no clear evidence of interaction with Mississippians. The population was probably still 

interacting with PVT neighbors as evidenced by similar ceramic trends to those seen in the Dan 

drainage, such as the appearance of small, decorated bowls (Woodall 1990). 
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 During the 15th and 16th centuries, Mississippians moved into the Catawba Valley and 

encroached on the UYRV, evidenced by a mixture of Mississippian and PVT traits at T. Jones 

and Porter (Woodall 1999, 2009). Remains and material from these sites suggest significant 

interaction with the west, including the adoption of western ceramic traditions, acquisition of 

western lithic resources, and even the entrance of a high-status Mississippian woman into a local 

PVT community. During these later centuries, there still may have been limited occupation in the 

Lower Great Bend. The late-dating excavation units 34 and 35 from Donnaha contained 

trash/storage pits, Dan River series ceramics, and several human burials, including two 

individuals, a man and a woman, buried beneath small circular structures and interred with shell 

gorgets. In the 1500s Hernando de Soto and Juan Pardo passed through to the south and west of 

this region, documenting the presence of a quasi-Mississippian polity named Guatari in the 

Middle Yadkin Valley (Hudson 1997, 2005). In the mid-1500s, 39 Oratas were reported as 

paying tribute to the Mico of Guatari - some of these probably lived in the UYRV. Around this 

time, Catawba Valley Mississippians constructed three unusual mortuary facilities in the extreme 

upper valley (Moore 2002). The precise fate of the PVT people who lived in the UYRV is 

unknown, but they almost certainly fell victim to disease, enslavement, and other forms of 

colonial violence during the 1700s. It seems likely that any survivors sought refuge with the 

Catawba confederacy to the south.  

Whether the established settlement pattern and occupation models for the UYRV can 

account for the archaeological record of Forbush Creek is a major question this study seeks to 

answer. In light of new evidence from Forbush Creek and synthesis of previously published 

work from across the valley, this project will contribute to testing, refining, and explaining this 

account of sociocultural evolution.   
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Chapter 4: The Forbush Creek Site 

Excavation History 

 Forbush Creek has been excavated twice, in 1957 and in 1972 (Figure 5). In December 

1957, Stanley South led excavations to salvage the portion of the site that would otherwise be 

destroyed by the construction of US Highway 421. No official report was written on the results 

of these excavations, but judging by the associated records, the budget and timescale were tight. 

The entire project took place between Saturday, December 7th and Wednesday, December 18th. 

Severe weather, including snowstorms, was a major obstacle. A bulldozer and self-loading pans 

were used to remove strips of ground, and only seven 10x10 ft ñsquare unitsò were carefully 

mapped for small features such as postholes. Otherwise mostly larger features were recorded 

(Figure 6). One picture from the excavation indicates that screening of some sort was utilized on 

recovered soil (Figure 7). The archaeologists excavated 28 burials including the remains of at 

least 54 people and two dogs from an apparent cemetery area. The other 42 numbered features 

included trash/storage pits, hearths, and postholes (only some postholes were recorded as 

features). There were also 25 ñpitò features in the square units that were not assigned feature 

numbers. One circular structure with a large hearth was recorded to the south of the cemetery 

area, others may have existed but were not recorded due to the short time available and the 

adverse weather conditions.  

  About 11,374 potsherds were recovered during this excavation ï of these, 4,904 (mostly 

from features) have been coded, the majority during this study. Lithic objects included axes, 

awls, beads, celts, choppers, cobbles, drill s, hammerstones, hoes, nutting stones, perforators, 

pipes, projectile points, scrapers, and debitage. Bone objects included a bead, fishhooks, needles, 
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and turtle shell cups. Mussel shells and various animal bones were common refuse. Some of the 

miscellaneous items recovered were fired clay fragments, crystals, and red ocher.  
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Figure 5: Excavations at Forbush Creek (Adapted from McGhee-Snow 1998, Figure 1). 
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Figure 6: Detail of 1957 excavation (Adapted from McGhee-Snow 1998, Figure 2). 
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Figure 7: 1957 excavations in progress. This photo shows Joffre Coe (left) and Ed Gaines (right) 

screening. (Stanley South, RLA site files). 
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In 1972, a planned widening of the highway to four lanes necessitated additional salvage 

work. Joffre Coe (1972) requested and secured funding from the State Highway Commission to 

excavate 10,000 square feet of the surface area (Figure 8), which he felt would allow the 

recovery of ñthe very minimum of archaeological informationò (6, emphasis original).  

 

Figure 8: Plan of the 1972 excavations (After Keel 1972 Figure 1). 

 

 Bennie Keel supervised the excavations, which took place from March 6th to May 11th of 

1972, employing staff members from the Research Laboratories of Anthropology/Archaeology 

(RLA) and local laborers. The additional time and funding allowed for more careful and 

exhaustive excavation and recording. Keel (1972) produced a short report on the excavations. 

The project began with the hand-digging of 19 test pits to obtain a sample of the local 

stratigraphy before stripping. Stratigraphic zones within the test pits were removed as units and 

dry screened through ½ inch mesh sifters. Thick midden deposits were located near the western 

edge of the levee, and these were divided into three arbitrary levels of equal thickness for 

excavation purposes. With testing completed, five areas (including one main area) were stripped 

of plowed soil by a bulldozer, which removed all but the bottom 0.2 feet of plowed soil. This last 

portion was skimmed off by shovel until cultural features were discovered. At this point, features 

such as postholes, storage and refuse pits, hearths, and tree stumps were carefully cleaned, 
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drawn, and photographed. A total of 83 numbered features and many postholes were excavated, 

and no burials were found. Feature fill was screened through a ½ inch mesh. The plan of the 

main excavation area (Figure 9) suggests the presence of many overlapping structures to the 

point that it is difficult to isolate specific buildings. 

 A total of 44,752 potsherds were recovered during the excavation. Of these, 10,386 were 

coded prior to this study, some by McGhee-Snow (1998) and most by later lab assistants at the 

RLA. Lithic objects included adzes, axes, stone balls, bifaces, celts, choppers, cores, 

denticulates, drills, stone pendants, gravers, grinding stones, hammerstones, hoes, metates, 

nutting stones, perforators, pipes, projectile points, scrapers, and debitage (see McManus 1985). 

Bone objects included awls, beads, beamers, burins, turtle shell cups, and tines. Mussel shells 

and a variety of other animal bones are present. Keel (1972, 13) described deer as the most 

common animal; rabbit, raccoon, and birds are also mentioned. Plant remains observed in the 

field included maize, beans, acorns, and nuts. Miscellaneous objects included fired clay 

fragments, steatite lumps, and red ocher. Artifacts recovered from both excavations are pictured 

in Figure 10. Photographs from the 1972 excavation are shown in Figures 11 and 12.  
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Figure 9: Detail of main area of 1972 excavations (After Keel 1972 Figure 1). 

 

 The materials are curated as part of the North Carolina Archaeological Collection at 

UNC-Chapel Hill. Associated records include a specimen catalog, feature descriptions, 

photographs, and drawings, and other paperwork related to the excavation such as daily reports. 

Materials are kept in archival-quality boxes in a climate-controlled storage room. Complete and 

mostly complete vessels have been reconstructed and are kept in cabinets, while the rest of the 

material is packaged in labeled plastic bags. 
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Figure 10: Artifacts from Forbush Creek: 1957 Biface (A); 1972 Hoe (B); 1972 Celt (C); 1957 

Ground Stone Axe (D); 1972 Hoe (E); 1972 Metate or Milling Stone Fragment (F); 1972 

Ground Stone Axe (G); 1957 Projectile Points (H); 1972 Stone Pendant (I); 1957 Bone Fishhook 

(J); 1957 Clay Pipe (K). 
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Figure 11: A view of part of the main excavation area after stripping (Photographer unknown, 

RLA site files). 
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Figure 12: Feature excavations in progress (Photographer unknown, RLA site files). 
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Site Surroundings and Stratigraphy 

 Keel (1972) describes Forbush Creek as located on ñthe crest of a natural levee 

approximately 500 feet from the river and elevated about 17 feet above the riverò (3-4). This 

levee is believed to have been created by over-bank flooding of the river. The site is located 

between a major confluence of Forbush and Deep Creeks with the Yadkin River. Barnette (1978, 

95-97) notes that these creeks are the largest creeks in the Great Bend study area, at times large 

enough to warrant the designation of river, thus the site is exceedingly well-drained, probably an 

important factor in considering its occupation history. Extremely limited stratigraphic 

information is available for the 1957 excavation ï only the internal stratigraphy of large features 

was recorded. Based on all the records associated with this excavation, it seems that the features 

were located directly beneath the plowzone with the exception of a few square units that were 

topped by midden layers.  

 Keelôs report provides a much more extensive discussion of the stratigraphy including 

drawings (Figure 13). The various strata described around the site included an uppermost layer 

of plowed soil, midden deposits, redeposited midden that had eroded into washed out areas along 

the eastern margin of the levee, and a fine sand subsoil. The deeper strata are briefly described 

by Keel (1972, 6).  
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Figure 13: Stratigraphy of the 1972 excavation (After Keel 1972 Figure 2). 
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Major Site Formation Processes 

 Several major formation processes have affected Forbush Creek, and thereby the sample 

of archaeological material available for analysis. Keel (1972) thinks that the deposition of the 

levee by over-bank flooding may have buried early remains. One test pit was dug to a depth of 9 

feet to look for early buried occupations. However, this pit did not produce evidence of anything 

below the main excavation area. Keel also remarks: 

The stratigraphy of the site suggests that the Yadkin River has meandered across the 

valley at this point at least once during the geologically recent past. If this interpretation 

is correct, then any early materials deposited along old banks of the river have been 

carried away as the river moved across the valley. (Keel 1972, 6) 

 

 As the site is located on agricultural land, recent plowing has undoubtedly mixed up and 

broken up some of the artifacts, especially those associated with the surface collection and 

plowzone. Some features at the site are intruded by other features, which could result in mixing 

of contents. If multiple occupations of some form are present, successive occupants may have 

mined or otherwise modified earlier features. Some pit features have complex internal 

stratigraphy consisting of multiple layers, probably the result of rapid successive filling episodes 

of pits with refuse after their useful lifetime as, for example, a storage receptable was over 

(Dickens 1985). And, of course, the construction of the highway and the excavations themselves 

must be considered formation processes. Some valuable information was undoubtedly lost due to 

the rushed nature of the 1957 excavations. The central portion of the site was destroyed while 

grading to make a base for the highway. 
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The Problem of Site Size 

 The actual size of the Forbush Creek site is one of the key questions facing any 

interpretation. That the site is large for the region is beyond doubt. Keel (1972) described 

evidence of human occupation ranging 400 feet north and south of the highway, with a 350-foot 

east-west dimension. A polygon approximately matching the map of the artifact scatter pictured 

in Coeôs proposal (1972, Figure 1) obtained from the Office of State Archaeology measures 6.65 

hectares. Barnette (1978) surveyed Great Bend sites for her settlement pattern study, and 

described Forbush Creek as spanning 24 hectares, nearly 3.5x larger than Donnaha. Jones (2017, 

43) doubts this estimate, and assigned the site an area of 8 hectares, assuming it was slightly 

larger than Donnaha. Keel (2022, personal communication) reaffirmed that he was sure there 

was much more to the site than it was possible to excavate in 1957 and 1972. The reality of the 

situation is that we do not know how large the site of Forbush Creek really is. The artifact scatter 

described by Keel and Coe indicates that the total area of the site is at least 6.65 hectares, but 

Barnetteôs later survey figure could mean that there are many more remains around the site than 

this estimate suggests. The actual village occupation area of the site was almost certainly smaller 

than the full site extent, even if cultural remains are scattered across the surrounding floodplain. 

It is also very possible that multiple sites or large components are represented. The excavated 

area of the site spans less than a quarter of a hectare, so at best the archaeological sample is 

reflective of activities from 3.46% of the total site area, perhaps as little as 0.96%12. Ultimately, 

the only way to resolve this question is to conduct additional surveys and excavations.  

 

 
12 These figures are based on Keelôs (1972, 14) estimate of 10,500 square feet uncovered in 1972 and an area 

calculation of at most 14,000 square feet uncovered in 1957 (see Figure 6). This sums to 24,500 square feet/2,276.12 

square meters/0.23 hectares, which is about 3.46% of 6.65 and 0.96% of 24.  
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Previous Research 

 To date, four studies have been completed on various aspects of the Forbush Creek 

artifact assemblage, and three features have been radiocarbon dated. McManus (1985) analyzed 

the lithic assemblage associated with the 83 numbered features excavated in 1972, which 

included 270 projectile points, 421 stone tools or ornaments, and 4,031 pieces of debitage. The 

most important contribution of this study was to identify and quantify the various lithic artifacts 

present in these features, described in the first section of this chapter. The lithic assemblage 

indicated that a variety of activities including hunting, hide processing, processing of gathered 

mussels and nuts, wood gathering and working, non-utilitarian stone-working, and cultivation of 

crops were carried out by the inhabitants of Forbush Creek (McManus 1985, 48). These activities 

are consistent with the idea that the site represents a large, relatively permanent village. Another 

interesting finding was that quartz was quite rare in the chipped stone tool assemblage ï the most 

prevalent raw materials were ñother metavolcanic rockò at 89.25%, rhyolite at 4.15%, vein 

quartz at 4.03%, chert at 1.34%, and crystal quartz at 1.23% (McManus 1985, 7-8). Quartz was 

more common in the ground stone tool assemblage13, at 51%, followed by a number of different 

igneous rocks (McManus 1985, 8). Judging by this information, the people of Forbush Creek 

could easily access high-quality metavolcanic rocks from various sources for the purposes of 

making chipped stone tools and did not have to resort to using quartz very often. Furthermore, 

they obtained almost none of their lithic material from western sources, as evidenced by the very 

low percentage of ridge-and-valley chert.  

 
13 The ground stone assemblage is 35 objects and included celt fragments, an abrader, a possible metate, 

hammerstones, cobbles, a pecked ball, a ground stone gorget, a ground stone pendant, a stone bead, and a stone pipe 

(McManus 1985). 
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 McGhee-Snow (1998) performed a basic analysis of ceramic artifacts from four features 

and one dog burial from the 1957 excavation, eleven features from the 1972 excavation, and 

fifteen complete or semi-complete vessels from various contexts (totaling 3,469 sherds). This 

work provides a useful preliminary characterization of the ceramic assemblage, which McGhee-

Snow (1998) believes dates primarily to the Uwharrie phase with some possible evidence of later 

occupation. McGhee-Snow (1998, 42) identified 56 complicated stamped sherds in the analyzed 

contexts, which she interprets as Pee Dee pottery brought to Forbush Creek from the south. This 

claim will be tested by this project.  

 Berger and Hutchinson (2019) examined the skeletal remains from the 1957 excavations. 

Within the sample of 54 individuals from the cemetery area, 51 were complete enough to be 

included in their study. In total, 28 burial contexts and two burial modes were in evidence at the 

site: primary burials, which included the flexed or semi-flexed remains of a single individual, 

and secondary ossuary burials, which included the bundled remains of two or more individuals. 

Only four of the burials were secondary burials, yet these included about half of the individuals 

present in the burial assemblage. Burial 26 contained the highest number of individuals, 13. For 

all individuals, age at death, sex, skeletal pathology, and any evidence of traumatic injuries were 

recorded. The basic characteristics of the burial assemblage are shown in Table 3. There were no 

significant differences in age or sex between the two burial modes, but there were fewer 

juveniles in the secondary burials (7) than the primary burials (13) (Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 

123).  

According to an age-stratified odds-ratio analysis, Berger and Hutchinson (2019, 127) 

argue that individuals interred in secondary burials were 3.82 times as likely to suffer from 

nutrient deficiencies and 18.6 times as likely to experience traumatic injuries compared to 
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individuals interred in primary burials. Secondary burials were also more likely to experience 

violence-related injuries, but this was not significant, probably due to low sample size (1 primary 

burial individual and 5 secondary burial individuals). Age and sex also shaped prevalence ï only 

adults sustained traumatic injuries and violence-related injuries, and although the total number of 

traumatic injuries was similar between sexes, traumatic injuries and violence-related injuries 

were more prevalent among women compared to men. 

Table 3: Major Characteristics of Forbush Creek Burials 
Characteristic Quantity 

Interred in Primary Burials 27 

Interred in Secondary Burials 24 

Male Adults 17 

Female Adults 9 

Indeterminate Sex Adults 5 

Adults 31 

Subadults 20 

Affected by Nutrient Deficiencies 17 

Nutrient Deficiencies, Primary 5 

Nutrient Deficiencies, Secondary 12 

Total Traumatic Injuries, Primary 

Total Traumatic Injuries, Secondary 

Total Violence-related Injuries, Primary 

Total Violence-related Injuries, Secondary 

1 

16 

1 

8 

Total Individuals Analyzed 51 

Nutrient deficiencies represent the total count of individuals affected. Injury counts represent the total number of 

injuries, a total of 11 individuals experienced traumatic injury and a total of 6 individuals experienced violence-

related injury. Table based on information provided in Berger and Hutchinson (2019) and excavation notes. 

 

 Berger and Hutchinson (2019), mainly on the basis of the limited ceramic analysis 

conducted by McGhee-Snow (1998) and re-evaluated by Davis (Davis 2022, personal 

communication), assume that Forbush Creek primarily dates to AD 800-1200, or the Uwharrie 

Phase. More broadly, they argue the site dates to the period of transition between the Middle and 

Late Woodland - a time of competition, conflict, agricultural intensification, and population 

growth. Thus, they interpret the differences in injury rates and prevalence of nutrient deficiencies 

between burial modes as evidence that the risk of suffering the ñnegative consequencesò of the 

Late Woodland Transition was not distributed equally among the Forbush Creek population 
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(Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 128). They provide several possible explanations for these 

differences: the possibility that the secondary burials could represent massacre and mass 

interment, captives or outsiders, different occupations, or some form of nascent social 

difference/inequality. They argue that a massacre explanation seems unlikely due to the low 

overall prevalence of violence-related injuries, and a captives or outsiders explanation seems 

unlikely due to biodistance analysis of non-metric dental variation finding no significant 

differences in trait frequencies between the burial group thus suggesting genetic affiliation 

(Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 129). They admit that the different occupations explanation is 

harder to prove or disprove without a stronger understanding of the siteôs chronology but believe 

on the basis of limited analysis of ceramics and dental traits that the two burial modes represent a 

contemporaneous population. It is also possible that the two burial modes represent different 

stages of a mortuary cycle, and thus other unknown factors are shaping the differences in injury 

and malnutrition rates. Ultimately, Berger and Hutchinson (2019, 129-30) favor the explanation 

that burial group inclusion was linked to some kind of social status, thus the secondary burials 

are argued to represent a group within the Forbush Creek community that was marginalized and 

vulnerable during the Late Woodland transition. Following Woodallôs (1990) interpretation of 

social change through time around the Great Bend, they argue:  

Competition, conflict, and uncertainty followed the intensification of traditional lifeways 

during the Late Woodland transition. Burgeoning populations required sustenance, and 

communities invested more of their subsistence efforts in agriculture. The subsequent 

need for fertile land and resources resulted in increasing territoriality, and ceramic 

evidence suggests that new forms of social distinction and differentiation occurred 

alongside these changes. With the growing number of settlements in the Yadkin River 

Valley, communities had to navigate new forms of competition and conflict. The 

evidence from Forbush Creek suggests that similar tensions were reproduced within 

communities, and changing lifeways may have contributed to the growth of inequality. 

As secondary burial individuals struggled to cope with the Late Woodland transition 

changes, they may have faced an increased risk of morbidity as a result of their 

marginalized social status. (Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 130) 
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This interpretation was refined by Berger and Graham (2022). This study involved the 

collection of botanical data from nine pit features and one midden layer (Table 4) and the 

integration of this data with the skeletal analysis performed by Berger and Hutchinson (2019). 

Berger and Graham (2022) point out that the botanical remains from only one of these features, 

Feature 116, were originally recovered through floatation ï the rest were only dry-screened. 

Thus the full range of plant remains is probably not represented in most features due to the bias 

for larger materials over smaller seeds, and Feature 116 is interpreted as the best representative 

context of the real range of plants grown and eaten by the inhabitants of Forbush Creek. With 

this caveat in mind, the plant remains are indicative of the same mixed subsistence strategy 

practiced throughout much of the Piedmont during the Late Woodland. The presence of carious 

dental lesions in 19 individuals (9 in the primary burials and 10 in the secondary burials) is also 

taken as evidence of increased reliance on maize at Forbush Creek (Berger and Graham 2022, 

246). Following Jones (2017), it is contended that the evidence from Forbush Creek for 

intergroup and intragroup violence, the probable marginalization of the individuals interred in 

secondary burials, and the increased use of agriculture, along with Woodallôs (1990) claim that 

communities in the Great Bend were becoming increasingly territorial after AD 1000, indicate 

that tensions within the UYRV itself may have contributed the possible migration taking place 

around AD 1200: 

Landscape played a critical role in shaping the challenges faced by communities during 

the Piedmont Late Woodland transitional period, and the social memories of these 

challenges, as well as their negative health impacts, may have become embedded in the 

landscape. In response to memories of violence and scarcity, the inhabitants of Lower 

Great Bend settlements may have abandoned larger agricultural villages in favor of 

smaller, dispersed, and isolated settlements better supported by foraging. (Berger and 

Graham 2022) 
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Table 4: Botanical Remains from Forbush Creek  
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U470R270 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

F. 73 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

F. 74 S1/2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

F. 101 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

F. 103 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

F. 105 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

F. 106 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 

F. 115 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

F. 116L1 2 0 11 36 2 3 1 0 0 0 55 

F. 116L2 0 0 3 9 1 3 2 0 0 0 18 

F. 116L3 0 0 1 7 1 2 0 0 1 1 12 

F. 126 2 0 0 36 0 0 0 20 0 0 58 

Total 23 1 15 99 5 8 3 21 1 1 177 

Percent 12.99 0.56 8.47 55.93 2.82 4.51 1.69 11.86 0.56 0.56 100 

Table based on raw data collected by Anna Graham for Berger and Graham (2022). Used with permission.  

 

 A brief critical discussion of the findings of Berger and Hutchinson (2019) and Berger 

and Graham (2022) is warranted. These studies made significant contributions to archaeological 

understanding of the site. However, they both assume that Forbush Creek primarily dates to the 

tumultuous Late Woodland transition, an assumption that is ultimately based on the limited 

ceramic analysis performed by McGhee-Snow (1998). The evidence that disproportionate injury 

rates and malnutrition rates affected the secondary burial individuals is convincing. However, 

contra Berger and Hutchinson (2019) and Woodall (1990), I do not think that the skeletal, 

botanical, and ceramic assemblages are necessarily indicative of pervasive anchoring, 

territoriality, and inter/intra group conflict. Only six individuals out of a sample of 51 (11.76%) 

displayed evidence of violence-related injuries, and just one of these was a clear projectile point 

injury. Only two were perimortem. An unambiguous palisade identification is one line of 
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evidence that could bolster their interpretation, but no palisade has ever been securely identified 

at any settlement anywhere in the UYRV14. 

Berger and Graham (2022) also argue that a biodistance analysis of nonmetric dental 

traits demonstrates low genetic variability and indicates that the two burial groups belong to the 

same community. This may be true, but what does ñcommunityò mean in a relatively mobile and 

heterarchical tribal society like the one that seems to have inhabited the Great Bend, where so 

many overlapping social networks were in operation at every settlement? Regular contact and 

intermarriage between groups around the Great Bend, which seems to have been the norm 

(Rogers 1993; Jones et al. 2020) suggests gene flow was not restricted, and that people from 

different settlements throughout the valley could have shared similar genes. The possibility that 

the two burial groups do in fact represent members of different communities in the geographical 

sense is not necessarily ruled out by biodistance analysis. The evidence of increasing reliance on 

agriculture at Forbush Creek is made more convincing by the observations that dental caries 

affected 19 individuals. However, even in the best context as analyzed, Feature 116, maize only 

represents 14.12% of the plant remains by count, and the three chenopodium seeds present could 

not be securely identified as domesticated or undomesticated, while the rest of this assemblage 

consisted of foraged foods (Berger and Graham 2022). More work and more context are 

necessary to make convincing inferences about violence, community relationships, and the 

impacts of agriculture at Forbush Creek and around the UYRV. 

Before this study, three radiocarbon dates had been run on features from Forbush Creek 

(Table 5). The first date from 1972 is very late and potentially an anomaly. The other two (which 

 
14 While a line of postholes similar to a palisade was found at the T. Jones site, this seems to have been a fence 

facing the river and not a full palisade (Woodall 2009). 
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were previously unpublished) point to the prospect of both a pre-AD 1200 Uwharrie occupation 

and a post-AD 1200 occupation of some sort. These dates will be presented in recalibrated form 

along with new dates in chapter 6.  

Table 5: Previous Radiocarbon Dates from Forbush Creek 
Context Year Material Original Date 

Feature 86, 

associated with 

ñUwharrie vesselò*  

 

1972 Charcoal 340 +/- 100 BP  

(Median AD 1610) 

 

Feature 8, from fill 1998 Charred material 950 +/- 60 BP 

(AD 990 ï 1225 2 Sigma) 

 

Feature 81, 

associated with 

fabric impressed 

vessel 

1998 Charred material 660 +/- 60 BP 

(AD 1265 ï 1415 2 Sigma) 

*Cord marked and scraped vessel with slightly flaring rim designated as Uwharrie by Keel (1972, Figure 6). 

 

The final topic that should be discussed here is the current status of Forbush Creek. 

According to files obtained from the North Carolina Office of State Archaeology, Forbush Creek 

was revisited in 2015 by the CRM company New South Associates as part of the Three Bridges 

project. Additional areas north and south of Highway 421 and west of the original estimated site 

limits were explored with 17 (positive) shovel tests and two test trenches. The site limits were 

extended along both sides of the highway to the west, and it was reported that the newly 

discovered part of the site likely continues to the south and east of the highway. This indicates 

that the site is at least somewhat larger than the initial estimates suggested. Dense lithic and 

ceramic scatters were recorded around the site along with the existence of a possible ñAò horizon 

containing dense artifact deposits. Materials recovered from these test excavations were not 

included in this study as the reporting form did not provide sufficient detail. Overall, the research 

potential of the site was recorded as ñvery highò.  
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Chapter 5: Methodology 

The goals of this study can be summarized as follows:  

1. To produce a comprehensive descriptive report of the Forbush Creek site integrating as 

much evidence as possible and feasible. 

2. To achieve improved chronological control over the Forbush Creek site.  

3. With improved chronological control, to further investigate synchronic and diachronic 

patterns of practice at Forbush Creek, including reevaluations of previous studies. 

4. To investigate the timing, directionality, and form of possible PVT-Mississippian 

interaction at Forbush Creek, and to improve archaeological understanding and 

explanation of frontier dynamics in the UYRV. 

5. To refine archaeological understanding of the historical-evolutionary trajectory of the 

UYRV and to improve explanations of why it took the shape that it did.  

This chapter begins with the methodology used to gather additional information on the 

Forbush Creek ceramic assemblage, which was used to construct a more comprehensive site 

ceramic database consisting of detailed information on vessels and sherds. This is followed by a 

discussion of the methods used to make inferences about chronology by cross-referencing 

seriation, feature assemblage analysis, and radiocarbon dates. Finally, the methods used to 

investigate patterns of practice and interaction in ceramics, lithics, features, and subsistence 

practices are outlined. 

Ceramic Data Collection 

 Prior to the completion of this study, two sources of data were available on the Forbush 

Creek ceramic assemblage. The first was the limited analysis conducted by McGhee-Snow 

(1998), which I obtained in spreadsheet form from the RLA. The second was extensive ceramic 
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coding conducted by lab assistants in 2016, which was also obtained in spreadsheet form from 

the RLA. Together, these datasets covered ceramics from all numbered features from the 1972 

excavation, two features, two square unit pits, and one dog burial from the 1957 excavation, and 

a few other contexts such as surface collections from both excavations and bulldozer cuts from 

the 1972 excavation. In total, these datasets included 12,875 sherds. Two problems existed with 

this dataset. First, the majority of the features from the 1957 excavation were not included. 

Second, the data collection procedures used to produce these datasets were not always sufficient 

to answer the questions posed by this study. For example, detailed information about important 

characteristics such as orifice diameters, vessel forms, and stamp patterns was usually missing. 

To resolve these problems, I coded all ceramics from the 40 numbered features from the 1957 

excavation that McGhee-Snow did not code, which totaled 2,875 sherds. I also went through all 

numbered features from the site as well as a few additional contexts (described later) and re-

coded all vessels, large vessel segments, rim sherds, and complicated stamped sherds in more 

detail. I coded a total of 270 vessels, large vessel segments, or unique instances of rims large 

enough to measure orifice diameter, and of 339 complicated stamped sherds. See Appendix A for 

the full ceramic coding sheet.  

 After coding was completed, the data was combined into a single ñmaster spreadsheetò. 

The final working assemblage consisted of the pottery from all numbered features, 1 dog burial, 

and two square unit pit features from the 1957 excavation15. Surface collections and bulldozer 

cuts were not included because they were not discrete contexts. The total sherd count of this 

 
15 Of the 1957 square unit pit features, full samples were only coded for Sq. 145R10 Pit 7, and Sq. 145 Pit 2, work 

previously done by McGhee-Snow (1998). There was insufficient time to fully record other square unit pit features, 

and only complicated stamped ceramics from these features were recorded as form of exploratory analysis. These 

sherds were not included in the working assemblage but will be discussed in the section on complicated stamped 

pottery. 



101 

 

working assemblage is 13,807. Included in this assemblage is at least 222 vessels, partial vessels, 

or unique rims large enough to measure orifice diameter and 270 complicated stamped sherds 

(151 4cm+ in size). The rest of the assemblage primarily consists of body sherds that could not 

be securely associated with any particular vessel. 

Chronological Control 

 Previous research at Forbush Creek has been able to provide only very rough 

chronological control. Providing a more satisfactory and precise answer to the question of site 

chronology requires a larger dataset than has been previously available and systematic use of 

relative and absolute dating methods. Over eight decades of professional archaeological research 

in the Piedmont have produced an understanding of the ceramic chronology that should allow, at 

least, a relatively secure identification of which components are really represented, and usually a 

more specific estimate of the particular centuries represented in an assemblage, especially for the 

Uwharrie phase onward. While theoretically possible, this is still a challenging task because of 

the slow rate of ceramic change in the Piedmont, and the fact that many vessel attributes are 

present for long time spans and/or appear and disappear more than once during the ceramic 

sequence. For example, net impressed exteriors appear as early as AD 800 and continue all the 

way into the colonial period, increasing and then decreasing in frequency over time, while 

smoothed interiors are common throughout the Yadkin phase and are largely replaced by scraped 

interiors during the Uwharrie phase but appear again and become more common in the Dan 

River and Saratown phases (Ward and Davis 1993, 1999). While the kinds and relative 

proportions of surface treatments change through time and do provide a useful guide to 

chronology, there is no attribute that can be solely relied on to produce an accurate chronological 

designation for a site or feature. These problems also tend to make it difficult to classify 
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individual sherds into clear types, because there is often significant overlap between types in 

terms of the characteristics used to define them. Piedmont ceramics represent moments in a 

gradually changing and continuous tradition of pottery making, and while certain time periods 

can be analytically distinguished, there are also an enormous number of ambiguous and 

transitional specimens. In short, there is no hope of achieving finer chronological resolution 

without considering as many lines of evidence as possible. My method for improving 

chronological control integrates seriation, manual feature assemblage analysis, superposition, 

and radiocarbon dating.  

 Seriation is essentially the arrangement of archaeological materials in a presumed 

chronological order on the basis of a logical principle other than superposition (OôBrien and 

Lyman 2000). The key assumption of seriation is that proximity in the formal properties of 

artifacts between seriated units denotes relative proximity in time. There are a number of 

different seriation methods, and most do not presume a particular direction to the resulting 

seriated data. Instead, the goal is to identify attributes and/or construct types that are believed to 

be temporally sensitive (usually with a focus on stylistic and decorative attributes) and to employ 

a seriation method to relatively order the units using these attributes or types. Testing the 

accuracy of the order and determining which end of the chronology is early and which is late 

requires independent verification through stratigraphic excavation and/or absolute dating of 

seriated contexts. OôBrien and Lyman (2000) also argue that heritable continuity and historical 

continuity must be established to have high confidence in the results of a seriation. In short, 

heritable continuity means that seriated artifacts are part of a related lineage, i.e., that the seriated 

ceramics are structurally similar homologs. Historical continuity simply means that artifacts 

succeed each other in time, and can exist in the absence of heritable continuity, such as in the 
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case of a major discontinuity. However, if heritable continuity is established, historical 

continuity automatically follows.  

 Three other conditions that should be met to increase the chance that a seriated order 

primarily reflects the passage of time include: (1) the condition of similar seriated units (that the 

unit assemblages were produced over comparable time durations); (2) the local area condition 

(that assemblages come from the same area, so that time and not space is being measured); and 

(3) the same cultural tradition condition (which, if met, ensures heritable continuity) (OôBrien 

and Lyman 2000). It is also important to select appropriately sized samples; at least 50 but 

ideally 100 or more sherds are benchmarks that have been used in the past (Ford 1962, OôBrien 

and Lyman 2000, Boudreaux 2007b).  

 Before attempting a seriation, I determined that I could establish heritable and historical 

continuity for Forbush Creek ceramic assemblages, and that the conditions of the seriation 

method were not violated. Significant overlap between ceramic attributes across features indicate 

no major discontinuities and suggest that the makers of the majority of the ceramics belonged to 

the same cultural tradition and that most of the ceramics are part of a related set of lineages of 

practice. So, the same cultural tradition condition and heritable and historical continuity 

generally seem to be met, with the probable exception of complicated stamped ceramics, which 

are a small minority in most features. The requirement of local area is met, given that all 

assemblages come from the same site. In order to ensure similar duration of seriated units, the 

contexts selected for seriation all fit the definition of a storage pit later filled with refuse as 

described by Dickens (1985). Thus, the assumption is that the seriated contexts underwent 

roughly comparable formation processes in which a storage pit was rapidly infilled with the 

refuse of one or more cultural activities at the end of its useful life.  
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 I considered any probable storage pit that contained at least 50 determinate sherds of a 

maximum size that exceeded 4 centimeters as a candidate for seriation. Determinate sherds 

included those that had an identifiable exterior and interior surface treatment. Sherds less than 

4cm were not included in the seriated assemblage because it was often difficult to reliably 

classify their surface treatments. The seriated assemblage included a total of 26 contexts and 

2,169 sherds. Exterior surface treatment was chosen as the attribute to seriate, given that it 

appears to be a primarily stylistic attribute that does show relatively directional temporal changes 

in both the kinds of exterior surface treatments represented and their relative proportions when 

ceramics from around the Piedmont are considered. However, I make no pretense that the order 

produced by seriating exterior surface treatments is the real, exact order that features 

assemblages were produced and deposited in. Instead, the seriation should be viewed as a tool to 

help understand what the real order might be by understanding variation in exterior surface 

treatments that is likely related to time in some way. The seriation method employed to order the 

assemblage was Nonmetric Multidimensional Scaling, or NMDS, which has been employed in 

archaeology for decades (Drennan 1976, Shennan 1997). This method produces a common-space 

matrix visualizing similarity and dissimilarity between cases based on the distance between 

percentages of attributes associated with each case. City-block was utilized as the distance 

metric, and percentages were calculated based on the count of each exterior surface treatment out 

of the count of seriated (determinate and larger than 4 cm) sherds in an assemblage, not the total 

count of sherds in that assemblage. The PROXSCAL program in IBM SPSS Pro v. 29.0 was 

used to perform the seriation. The results of the seriation, including stress, dimensions, and shape 

will be discussed in the next chapter.  
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 Given the problems with relying exclusively on a seriated order, I also conducted a 

manual feature assemblage analysis. This method involved two steps. First, I analyzed the entire 

working assemblage by producing counts and percentages of major characteristics and then 

grouping together sherds based on exterior surface treatment and investigating the percentages of 

various temporally sensitive attributes associated with each exterior surface treatment. These 

temporally sensitive attributes were evaluated in a general way in comparison to ceramic 

sequences known from elsewhere in the UYRV and neighboring areas, as they are described in 

chapter 3. The goal of this step was to produce a workable overall picture of possible 

chronological variation within the assemblage in relation to regional ceramic sequences with 

which to compare each feature. The second step involved manually assessing each feature 

assemblage in relation to this overall picture and the known regional ceramic sequences. This 

method is obviously more subjective than a seriation but allowed for greater simultaneous 

consideration of all temporally sensitive attributes, which here included exterior surface 

treatment, interior surface treatment, temper, rim form, lip form, rim decoration, vessel form, and 

stamp pattern/characteristics (overstamping, wide stamping). Using this method, I assigned each 

feature to an approximate timespan designation based on consideration of the temporal attributes 

shown in Table 6. While the majority of the analyzed ceramic assemblage comes from features 

that are horizontally but not vertically distinct, limiting the utility of stratigraphic analysis for 

understanding relative chronology, some features were superposed on other features. In such 

cases superposition was considered when making relative placements.  
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Table 6: Approximate Chronological Spans and Frequencies  

of Certain Temporally Sensitive Ceramic Attributes in the Piedmont 
Date AD 600s 700s 800s 900s 1000s 1100s 1200s 1300s 1400s 1500s 1600s 

Exterior Treatments 

Fabric Impressed            

Cord Marked            

Net Impressed            

Complicated Stamped            

Simple Stamped            

Check Stamped            

Cob Impressed            

Brushed            

Brushed Over            

Plain            

Interior Treatments 

Scraped            

Unscraped            

Tempers 

Crushed Quartz            

Sand            

Rim Form 

Vertical            

Inverted & Incurvate            

Everted & Excurvate            

Lip Form 

Folded            

Rim/Lip Decoration 

Plain 

Stick Incisions 

           

          

Fingernail Decorations            

Notched Lips            

Incised/Punctated Motifs            

Reed Punctations            

Applique Strips            

Vessel Form 

Straight sided conical jar            

Hemispherical bowl            

Conical jar with shoulder 

and vertical rim 

           

Conical jar with shoulder 

and everted/flaring rim 

           

Small decorated bowl            

Carinated/Cazuela vessel            

Complicated Stamp Patterns 

Concentric Circles            

Arc Angle            

Herringbone            

Line Block            

Wide Stamping            

Other            

Dark gray indicates a more frequent attribute, light gray a rarer attribute in relative terms. Adapted from Boudreaux 

(2007a, 2007b), Davis (1996), Moore (2002), Ward and Davis (1993, 1999), and Woodall (1990). Complicated 

stamped chronology is based on Pee Dee and Catawba Valley sequences.  
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Finally, funding was obtained from Sigma Xi and the North Carolina Archaeological 

Society to order three new radiocarbon dates on three separate feature contexts: Feature 19, 

Feature 23, and Feature 109. Feature 19 was selected for dating because it had an unusually high 

concentration of complicated stamped sherds (99/297), while Features 23 and 109 were selected 

because of their relative placements near the end and middle of the NMDS seriation results 

respectively, in order to test the seriation order with absolute dates. The results of radiocarbon 

dating are presented and discussed in chapter 6. An occupation history was inferred by 

integrating all these lines of evidence. 

Patterns of Practice, Interaction, and Frontier Dynamics 

 Based on the inferred occupation history and the relative placements of different feature 

contexts, I attempted to characterize changing patterns of practice at Forbush Creek in terms of 

ceramic function and style, lithic assemblages, feature form and function, and subsistence 

practices (as indicated by ceramic/lithic/botanical/feature function evidence). A detailed study of 

ceramic function is beyond the scope of this study; however I make some observations about 

function based on vessel forms, orifice diameters, and a few other characteristics with reference 

to Rice (2015). Ceramic styles are one important line of evidence for investigating interregional 

interaction, and I focus on complicated stamped ceramics and any other ceramics that may speak 

to the timing, directionality, and form of possible interactions. Following other studies of 

complicated stamped ceramics in the Southeast (Wallis et al. 2010; Wallis 2013), I also 

investigate the possible social effects of this pottery. Based on McManusôs (1985) lithic analysis 

and feature contents descriptions, I attempted to broadly characterize diachronic changes in the 

lithic assemblage. Next, I investigated any possible diachronic patterns in feature types. Building 

on any observed patterns in ceramics, lithics, botanical remains (as recorded by Berger and 
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Graham 2022), and feature functions I reassess what is known about subsistence practices at 

Forbush Creek. I also reassess the meaning of the burial patterns in context. Overall, most of 

these observations will still be preliminary, but they should lead towards better inferences about 

what life at Forbush Creek might have looked like and how it changed over time, and how this 

relates to frontier dynamics and broader changes occurring throughout the UYRV and Piedmont.  

Historical-Evolutionary Chronicle and Explanation 

 In light of the rest of the results, I will end with a reevaluation of previous interpretations 

of Forbush Creek and the account of sociocultural evolution in the UYRV provided at the end of 

chapter 3. Promising explanations for the overall historical-evolutionary trajectory suggested by 

the various lines of evidence will be explored by investigating the interplay between choices, 

events, historical-evolutionary processes, and ecological and sociocultural conditions and 

structures. 
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Chapter 6: Results and Discussion 

 Discussion of results begins with a description of relevant ceramic attributes and an 

outline of possible temporal trends, and then integrates seriation, radiocarbon dates, and feature 

assemblage analysis into an inferred occupation history. I argue that the known occupation at 

Forbush Creek primarily dates to AD 1200-1400. Refinements to the areaôs ceramic sequence are 

proposed based on these findings. Patterns of practice in ceramics, lithics, subsistence, and 

features are investigated in general and with reference to the occupation history, and burial 

patterns are re-evaluated. Analysis of complicated stamped ceramics and other lines of evidence 

suggests low level and mostly peaceful interaction with the Pee Dee between AD 1200-1400.  

Description of Ceramics 

Surface Treatments and Associated Attributes 

The distribution of ceramics from the 1957 and 1972 excavations and the whole site is 

presented in Table 7. Overall, net impressing was the most common exterior surface treatment 

followed by cord marking and brushing, with all other treatments each making up less than 10% 

of the working assemblage. The majority of interior surface treatments were scraped (Table 8), 

but there are a significant number of unscraped sherds as well. Typical examples of exterior and 

interior surface treatments are pictured in Figure 14 and Figure 15. There are some differences 

between the 1957 and 1972 excavations. The 1957 features contained more net impressed, plain, 

complicated stamped, and cob impressed pottery, and less cord marked, brushed, and fabric 

impressed pottery. There were fewer scraped and more unscraped sherds from 1957 features 

compared to 1972 features. This may reflect temporal differences, although there is still 

significant overlap in ceramic attributes between the two excavations. Counts of exterior and 

interior surface treatments by feature are presented in Table 9. 
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Table 7: Overall Distribution of Exterior Surface Treatments 
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This table is based on the working assemblage. If multiple treatments were present, each treatment was counted. 

This occurred on 5 sherds from 1957 and 0 sherds from 1972. The Plain/Smoothed category includes sherds that 

have plain surfaces and incisions or punctations on that surface, these will be discussed more later. The brushed 

category contains sherds that displayed brushing as the only surface treatment, not those with another treatment that 

was brushed over, brushing over will be discussed later. The indeterminate category includes all sherds below 4cm 

in size (1957, n=3,002; 1972, n=6,627; Site, n=9,629) and sherds above 4 cm in size with indeterminate exterior 

surface treatments (1957, n=285; 1972, n=144; Site, n=429). Percentages for 1957 and 1972 and Total Percent 

Determinate calculated out of total count of determinate sherds for each context (1957, n=1,554; 1972, n=2,200; 

Site, n=3,754) 

 



111 

 

Table 8: Overall Distribution of Interior Surface Treatments 
Context Scraped Unscraped Indeterminate Total 

 

1957 

 

 

1,215 

 

591 

 

3,030 

 

4,836 

1957 Percent 

 

67.28 32.72 - 100 

 

1972 

 

2,000 

 

295 

 

6,676 

 

8,971 

 

1972 Percent 

 

 

87.15 

 

12.85 

 

- 

 

100 

 

Site 

 

3,215 

 

886 

 

9,706 

 

13,807 

 

Total Percent 

 

23.29 

 

6.42 

 

70.30 

 

100 

 

Total Percent 

Determinate 

 

 

78.40 

 

21.60 

 

- 

 

100 

This table is based on the working assemblage. The Unscraped category includes sherds that were plain, smoothed, 

and wiped on the interior, these are combined because they were not consistently recorded by previous analysts as 

detailed in the previous chapter. The indeterminate category includes all sherds below 4 cm in size (1957, n=3,002; 

1972, n=6,627; Site n=9,629) and sherds above 4cm in size with indeterminate interior surface treatments (1957, 

n=28; 1972, n=49; Site, n=77). Percentages for 1957 and 1972 and Total Percent Determinate calculated out of total 

count of determinate sherds for each context (1957, n=1,806; 1972, n=2,295; Site, n=4,101). 
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Figure 14: Typical examples of Fabric Impressed (A), Cord Marked (B), and Net Impressed (C) 

partial vessels and rims from Forbush Creek. 
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Figure 15: Typical examples of Cob Impressed (A), Brushed (B), Complicated Stamped (C), 

Simple Stamped (D), Plain (E), Scraped Interior (F), and Unscraped Interior (G) vessels and 

rims from Forbush Creek. Resized for detail, not to scale. 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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F49 

 

- - 1/0/0 - 2/0/0 - - - - 45 48 

F50 

 

- - - - - - - - - - 0 

F51 

 

- - - - - - - - 0/1/0 2 3 

F52 

 

- 3/0/0 1/0/0 - - 0/1/0 - - - 22 27 

F53 

 

0/1/0 2/0/0 - - 1/0/0 - - - - 12 16 

F54 

 

- 1/2/0 - - - - - - - 6 9 

F55 

 

- - - - 0/1/0 - - - 0/1/0 40 42 

F56 

 

- - 1/0/0 - - 1/0/0 - - - 13 15 

F57 

 

- - 2/0/0 - - - - - - 5 7 

F58 

 

- - 1/0/0 - - - - - - 11 12 

F59 

 

- 3/0/0 - - - - - - - 12 15 

F60 

 

- 1/0/0 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 32 35 

F61 

 

- 9/1/0 5/0/0 - 5/0/1 - - - - 118 139 

F62 

 

- 22/0/0 - - - - - - 0/1/0 5 28 

F63 

 

- 4/0/0 - - - - - - 2/0/0 9 15 

F64 

 

- 1/0/0 - - - - - - - 6 7 

F65 

 

- - 0/1/0 - 2/0/0 - - - - 5 8 

F66 

 

- 5/1/0 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 15 23 

F67 

 

- - - - - - - - 0/0/1 7 8 

F68 

 

- 1/0/0 - - - - - - - 19 20 

F69 

 

- 2/0/0 0/1/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 18 22 

F70 

 

- 1/0/0 - - - - - - - 9 10 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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F71 

 

- - 1/0/0 - - - - - - 2 3 

F72 

 

- 2/1/0 3/0/0 - 4/0/0 - - - 2/0/0 1 13 

F73 

 

1/0/0 5/0/0 10/3/0 - 11/0/0 - - - 0/2/0 148 180 

F74* 

 

5/0/0 43/8/0 51/8/1 - 46/3/1 1/7/0 2/0/0 - 7/1/0 768 952 

F74 

RPNS 

 

- 4/0/0 - - 29/0/0 - - - - 45 78 

F75 

 

- 15/4/3 5/1/0 - 4/0/0 0/2/0 - - - 90 124 

F76 

 

- 2/0/0 4/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 25 32 

F77 

 

2/0/0 1/0/0 0/1/0 - - - - - 2/0/0 42 48 

F78 

 

- 6/1/1 - - 5/0/0 - - - 1/2/0 26 42 

F79A 

 

- 6/0/0 4/3/0 - 2/0/0 0/1/0 - - - 34 50 

F79B 

 

- 5/0/0 1/2/0 - - - 0/2/0 - - 19 29 

F79C 

 

- - - - - - - - - - 0 

F80 

 

- - 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 16 18 

F81 

 

65/0/0 13/7/0 13/1/1 - 7/0/0 - - - - 132 239 

F82N 

 

- 9/1/0 12/3/0 - 10/0/0 3/2/0 - - 1/0/0 250 291 

F83 

 

- 7/0/0 21/2/0 - 3/0/0 - - 1/0/0 0/2/0 95 131 

F84 

 

- 1/0/0 1/0/0 - 0/1/0 - - - - 15 18 

F85 

 

- 0/1/0 0/1/0 - 0/1/0 - - 0/1/0 - 21 25 

F86 

 

6/1/0 22/1/0 3/0/0 - 2/0/0 - - - 0/1/0 61 97 

F86 

PH3 

 

1/0/0 1/0/0 - - - - - - - 19 21 

F87 

PH 

 

- - - - - - - - - 1 1 

F88 

 

- 2/1/1 2/1/0 - - - - - 0/1/0 23 31 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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F88 

IPH 

 

- 3/0/0 - - - - - - - 10 13 

F89 

 

- 3/0/0 - - - - - - - 11 14 

F90 

 

1/0/0 9/0/0 14/0/0 - 10/1/0 - - - - 226 261 

F90 

IPH 

 

- 2/0/0 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 98 103 

F91 

 

1/0/0 6/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 - - - 2 10 

F92 

 

- 0/14/0 - - - - - - - - 14 

F93 

 

- - 14/0/0 - 2/0/0 - - - - 29 45 

F94A 

 

- 1/0/0 2/1/0 - - - - - - 11 15 

F94B 

 

- - - - 1/0/0 3/0/0 - - 1/0/0 24 29 

F95 

 

- 4/0/0 - - - - - - - 22 26 

F96 

 

- 5/0/0 - - - - - - - 10 15 

F97 

 

2/0/0 16/0/0 22/0/1 - 5/2/0 - - - 1/0/0 249 298 

F97  

PH1 

 

- 0/0/3 - - - - - - - 1 4 

F98 

 

- 9/4/0 2/1/0 - 4/0/0 1/0/0 - - - 29 50 

F99 

 

- 18/0/0 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 20 40 

F100 

 

- 8/1/1 11/3/0 - 7/0/0 2/0/0 - - - 95 128 

F100A 

 

1/0/0 5/1/0 6/1/0 1/0/0 4/0/0 2/1/0 - - 1/0/0 67 90 

F100A 

BS 

 

- - - - - 0/1/0 0/2/0 - - 10 13 

F100B 

 

- 5/1/0 15/0/0 - 5/1/0 2/1/0 - - 0/3/0 172 205 

F101 

 

5/0/0 21/0/0 62/1/0 - 6/0/0 0/3/0 - - - 241 339 

F102 

 

1/0/0 4/0/0 1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - - 14 21 

F103 

 

- 12/1/0 18/1/0 4/0/0 13/1/0 0/3/0 - - - 137 190 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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F104 

 

- 6/1/0 7/0/0 - 4/0/0 - - - 1/1/0 24 44 

F105 

 

- 10/1/0 9/0/0 - 7/1/1 - - - 0/1/0 220 250 

F106 

 

- 23/0/1 16/2/0 - 15/1/0 0/2/0 - - 2/0/0 190 252 

F107 

 

- 15/1/0 24/0/0 - 9/0/0 1/1/2 - - 4/1/0 191 249 

F108 

 

2/0/0 5/0/0 28/1/0 - 3/0/0 1/0/0 - - - 72 112 

F109 

 

- 37/2/0 48/2/2 - 17/0/0 4/2/0 - - 1/3/0 398 516 

F110 

 

- 31/2/3 3/0/0 - 4/0/4 - - - 2/0/0 165 214 

F111 

 

3/0/0 33/6/1 4/0/0 - 7/0/0 - - - 0/3/0 55 112 

F112 

 

- 4/1/0 8/1/0 - 7/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 96 118 

F113 

 

1/0/0 9/2/0 4/1/0 - 8/0/0 - - - 0/1/0 113 139 

F114 

 

- - - - - - - - - - 0 

F115 

 

- 17/0/0 15/1/1 - 18/1/0 - - - 0/1/0 221 275 

F116 

 

- 7/0/0 116/0/

0 

0/2/0 1/0/0 1/0/0 - - 2/2/0 161 292 

F117 

 

- 8/2/0 10/0/0 2/5/0 2/0/0 1/1/0 - - 0/8/1 99 139 

F118 

 

- 3/0/0 10/0/0 - 3/0/0 - 0/1/0 - - 80 97 

F119 

 

1/0/0 1/18/2 23/1/0 - 1/1/0 1/2/0 - - 0/4/0 33 88 

F120 

 

- 6/1/0 4/0/0 - - - - - 0/2/0 36 49 

F121 

 

- 4/1/0 12/1/0 - 3/2/1 - - - - 98 122 

F122 

 

- - 6/1/0 - - - - - - 83 90 

F123 

 

0/0/1 12/0/0 38/1/0 15/2/0 19/0/0 1/1/0 - - 0/5/0 249 344 

F124 

 

3/0/0 5/4/0 6/2/0 - 4/0/0 - - - - 7 31 

F125 

 

- 26/4/1 21/5/0 - 15/0/1 - - - - 271 344 

F126 

 

- 9/0/0 19/2/0 - 6/1/0 - - - 0/3/0 108 148 
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Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments (Continued) 
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Sq. 

145  

P2 

 

1/0/0 0/2/0 37/22/

0 

- - - - - 0/10/0 695 767 

Sq. 

145 

R10 

P7 

 

9/0/0 4/3/0 38/34/

0 

2/1/0 - 8/3/0 - - 11/7/0 261 381 

Dog 

Burial 

1 

 

- 8/3/0 15/6/0 1/0/0 - - - - 1/1/0 123 158 

Total 

 

165 

(157/7

/1) 

1040 

(799 

/210 

/31) 

1,597 

(1,316

/267/ 

14) 

78 

(52/26

/0) 

473 

(430/ 

29/14) 

151 

(47/ 

102/2) 

17 

(8/9/0) 

2 

(1/1/0) 

231 

(90/ 

137/4) 

10,058 13,812 

Counts are presented as Scraped Count/Unscraped Count/Indeterminate Count. Bolded contexts were included in the 

seriation. The same rules used in Tables 7 and 8 were used in Table 9. Note that I recorded all complicated stamped 

sherds even when specimens were below 4cm in size, and this kind of recording was only consistently done for 

complicated stamped ceramics. These smaller complicated stamped sherds were excluded from this table; however, 

they are still discussed in the section on the complicated stamped ceramics.  

*Represents the combination of Feature 74 North Half and Feature 74 South Half.  

 

Table 10 presents percentages of various ceramic attributes by exterior surface treatment. 

Possible temporal patterns can be discerned in this information. The fabric impressed pottery, 

which was a relatively minor surface treatment at the site, was almost all scraped on the interior, 

was dominated by tempers exhibiting a mix of crushed quartz and quartz sand and exhibited 

decoration in 4 out of 9 unique instances as well as a small amount of brushing over. This 

suggests that most of this pottery is similar to the Uwharrie series, although there were a few 

examples that probably belong to the Badin or Yadkin series mixed into some features.  

Cord marked pottery, which was a common surface treatment, exhibits interior scraping 

in about 3/4ths of cases, less frequent co-occurrence of crushed quartz and sand compared to 



121 

 

fabric impressed sherds, more brushing over, and rim decorations in 34 of 61 unique instances. 

This suggests that while most of the cord marked sherds are similar to the Uwharrie series, there 

is probably more temporal variation. Cord marked sherds with unscraped interiors may represent 

either earlier Yadkin series ceramics or ceramics associated with a post-Uwharrie series 

depending on their other attributes. 

It is notable that the majority of shell tempered sherds were also cord marked. In 

particular, Features 2, 36, and 62 contained 1, 2, and 1 cord marked vessels respectively, each 

with at least some shell temper (Figure 16), and Features 6 and 37 contained concentrations of 

cord marked and partially shell tempered body sherds. The four mentioned vessels are the only 

partial vessels or measurable rim sherds with shell temper, and the only other exterior surface 

treatment associated with a significant amount of shell temper is brushing. Shell temper is 

unusual in the Piedmont and could be a potential sign of outside interaction. However, 

considering that it only appears on a small number of vessels that otherwise exhibit all the 

characteristics of typical Piedmont pottery, it seems more likely that in this case it represents 

some kind of idiosyncratic local practice. It is also possible that it represents some connection 

with groups to the northwest in Virginia, who sometimes produced shell-tempered and 

cordmarked New River series pottery (Davis 2023, personal communication).  
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Table 10: Ceramic Attributes by Exterior Surface Treatment 
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U
n
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u

e
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c
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s
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R
im

 D
e

c
o
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tio

n
*** 

Fabric 

Impressed 

 

95.15% 10.91% 6.67% 81.82% 0.61% 46.06% 5.45% 8.81 4/9 

Cord 

Marked 

 

76.82% 13.49% 22.45% 61.46% 7.61% 6.94% 21.68% 8.57 34/61 

Net  

Impressed 

 

82.40% 19.45% 16.81% 63.43% 0.57% 5.46% 26.73% 8.58 30/68 

Cob  

Impressed 

 

66.67% 13.51% 32.43% 54.05% 0.00% 9.46% 21.62% 8.03 1/5 

Brushed 

 

 

90.91% 17.55% 23.26% 59.20% 4.65% 5.71% 0.00% 8.43  4/16 

Complicated 

Stamped (Curv) 

 

27.27% 2.02% 4.04% 93.94% 0.00% 41.41% 23.23% 8.13  2/5 

Complicated 

Stamped (Rect) 

 

39.47% 23.68% 10.53% 65.79% 0.00% 57.90% 13.16% 7.76 1/2 

Simple 

Stamped 

 

47.06% 6.25% 12.50% 81.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.89 0/3 

Check  

Stamped 

 

50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.0% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 7.5 0/0 

Plain/ 

Smoothed 

 

38.96% 16.88% 15.15% 67.97% 0.00% 8.23% 2.60% 8.16 16/24 

Percentages derived from counts in the working assemblage (Table 9).  

*Temper percentages were calculated as follows: Percent Crushed Quartz includes any sherds with crushed quartz as 

a significant temper in which sand temper was not also present. Percent Sand includes any sherds with sand as a 

significant temper in which crushed quartz or other large crushed rock/mineral particles were not also present. 

Percent Crushed Quartz and Sand includes any sherds where both crushed quartz and sand were present together. 

Percent Shell includes any sherds where shell fragments were present, and often overlapped with other temper 

states, thus the temper percentages for some exterior surface treatments may not sum to 100. Percent Other includes 

any sherds where other tempers were present, and this also overlapped with other temper states. These other tempers 

are discussed in the text. 

**Average thickness of all sherds in the working assemblage in this category. Some thickness measurements were 

recorded in intervals, e.g., 4-6 mm. In these cases, the middle number of the interval, e.g., 5, was used in the 

calculation. 

***Presented as the count of unique instances of rim decoration out of the total count of unique instances of 

complete vessels, partial vessels, and rim sherds for each exterior surface treatment (excluding a few vessels with 

absent rims).  
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Figure 16: Cord marked and shell tempered partial vessels and rim sherds: Feature 2 (A), 

Feature 37 (B), Feature 62 (C). 
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Net impressed pottery, the most common surface treatment, exhibited a high prevalence 

of interior scraping, and roughly comparable tempering, brushing over, and rim decoration 

patterns to cord marked sherds with the exception of shell tempering, which was extremely rare. 

Once again, similarity to Uwharrie is in evidence, but unscraped interiors and sand tempered 

sherds indicate potential similarities with later Dan River series net impressed ceramics in some 

contexts.  

 Brushed ceramics, which could also be designated as plain brushed over ceramics, 

exhibited the second highest prevalence of interior scraping and similar tempering to cord 

marked and net impressed ceramics, but a lower relative frequency of decoration. Considering 

that brushed over exteriors are most common during the Uwharrie phase, and interior scraping is 

dominant in association with this surface treatment, most of these sherds accord with definitions 

of the Uwharrie series. 

 With plain/smoothed ceramics, on the other hand, interior scraping was a definite 

minority treatment. Most tempers were characterized as a co-occurrence of crushed quartz and 

sand. Most unique instances of rim sherds were decorated. It is probable that most of these 

sherds represent vessels produced after AD 1200, beyond what is traditionally recognized as the 

Uwharrie phase. 

 Interesting patterns are present in the complicated stamped ceramics. For both rectilinear 

and curvilinear complicated stamped ceramics, interior scraping was in the minority. There are 

some differences in tempering, with crushed quartz and sand very dominant among curvilinear 

sherds and a somewhat more even distribution among rectilinear sherds. Some brushing over was 

present in both cases, and more prevalent among curvilinear sherds. The most important patterns 

observable at first glance are that both categories seem to include a minority of sherds that 
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display all the attributes of typical Uwharrie series Piedmont ceramics, including interior 

scraping, but the majority are unscraped on the interior, which is one possible indication that 

they are either nonlocal or relatively later-dating, or both. The attributes of these ceramics will be 

discussed in more depth later in this chapter.  

 Cob impressed ceramics were a small minority. The presence of these ceramics is another 

line of evidence indicating that maize was indeed known at Forbush Creek, and that features 

where concentrations of cob impressed ceramics are found postdate the introduction of maize 

into the Piedmont. It is not known exactly when this occurred in each valley, but a reasonable 

estimate for the UYRV would be sometime around AD 1000, as Newkirk (1978) reports a burnt 

maize cob at the Parker site. Simple stamped and check stamped ceramics were both extremely 

rare and as such there is not much to be gained from discussing the attributes of these tiny 

samples.  

Rim and Vessel Form and Decoration 

Overall counts of rim forms are presented in Table 11. Vertical rims were the most 

common, followed by inverted, everted, excurvate and incurvate. Vessels with vertical rims are 

believed to be rare after what is recognized as the Uwharrie phase, although it should be 

remembered that the Uwharrie phase does not end at the same time everywhere, rather it 

gradually branches into regional traditions after about AD 1000. The presence of 93 vessels with 

other rim forms that tend to appear after AD 1000 indicates that many features date to at least the 

second half of the Uwharrie phase if not later.  
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Table 11: Working Assemblage Rim Forms 
Rim Form Unique Instances Count Sherd Count 

Vertical 107 196 

Everted 26 98 

Excurvate 18 147 

Inverted 44 121 

Incurvate 5 20 

Total 200 582 

Includes all complete and partial vessels and unique rims with determinate rim forms and measurable orifice 

diameters from the working assemblage. In total, the working assemblage contained 472 unique instances of 

complete vessels, partial vessels, or unique rims. However, for 272 rims, the rim form was not determinate and/or 

less than 5% of the vessel was represented and a reliable orifice diameter measurement could not be obtained. Sherd 

count includes all sherds associated with a vessel.  

 

Rim decorations are presented in Table 12 and pictured in Figure 17. Perpendicular or 

diagonal lip notches and parallel or perpendicular stick incisions circling below the rim were a 

common form of rim decoration. Stick incisions first appeared in the Piedmont around AD 800 

and are common in the Uwharrie phase. Lip notching is the most common decoration when its 

categories are combined. This decoration is increasingly common in the Dan and Haw drainages 

after AD 1000. A variety of other rim decorations were present, often including combinations of 

lip notching, stick incisions, and finger impressions and fingernail punctations. Reed punctations 

and applique strips appeared on a few rims, these decorations are generally unknown in the 

Piedmont prior to AD 1200 and are most commonly found in later contexts.  

Judging by the 35 partial or complete vessels, conical jars with vertical rims, inverted 

rims, or everted rims, conical jars with shoulders and vertical or everted rims, a few bowls, and 

various possible small jars or bowls of any rim form are the vessel forms represented. There are 

also a few possible examples of carinated vessels. Vessel forms will be discussed more 

extensively later. 
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Table 12: Working Assemblage Rim Decorations 
Rim Decoration Contexts Unique Instances Count Sherd Count 

No decoration (RD-5)  114 207 

Diagonal notches across lip of vessel 

(RD-3) 

 30 132 

Stick incisions around rim  

(RD-9) 

 19 38 

Vertical notches across lip of vessel 

(RD-14) 

 18 42 

Cordmarking on lip (RD-16)  6 116 

Diagonal lip notches and stick 

incisions (RD-3, RD-9) 

 5 42 

Finger impressions around lip  

(RD-8) 

 3 3 

Plain applique strip (RD-24)  3 3 

Vertical lip notches and stick incisions 

(RD-9, RD-14) 

 3 3 

Finger impressions around lip and 

stick incisions (RD-8, RD-9) 

 2 2 

Fingernail punctations around rim 

(RD-11) 

 2 2 

Vertical lip notches and vertically 

incised applique strip (RD-14, RD-17) 

 1 1 

Reed punctations and vertically 

incised applique strip  

(RD-12, RD-17) 

 1 1 

Stick incisions and cordmarked lip 

(RD-9, RD-16) 

 1 2 

Finger impressed applique strip (RD-

7) 

 1 1 

Vertically incised applique strip (RD-

17) 

 1 3 

Diagonal lip notches and vertically 

incised applique strip (RD-3, RD-17) 

 1 3 

Reed punctations around rim (RD-12)  1 1 

Filleted applique strip (RD-15)  1 1 

Vertical and diagonal lip notches (RD-

3, RD-14) 

 1 3 

Finger pinched applique (RD-25)  1 1 

Punctated lip (RD-22)  1 2 

Fingernail punctations on neck (ND-

2)* 

 4 5 

Rim absent  6 54 

Total  222 664 

Includes all complete and partial vessels and unique rims that were above 4 cm in size and/or had a measurable 

orifice diameter from the working assemblage. Sherd count includes all sherds associated with a vessel. RD and ND 

signify different rim and neck decoration states, see the ceramic coding sheet in Appendix A. 

*Neck decorations were recorded differently from rim decorations, these 4 instances are not included in the total of 

222 but overlap with other rim decoration states. 
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Figure 17: Examples of rim and neck decorations. Diagonal Lip Notches (A), 

Perpendicular/Vertical Lip Notches (B), Stick Incisions (C-D), Finger Impressions (E), Plain 

Applique (F), Fingernail Punctations Around Rim (G), Reed Punctations (H), Applique Strip 

with Vertical Incisions and Reed Punctations (I), Finger Impressed Applique Strip (J), Filleted 

Applique Strip (K), Punctated Lip (L), Fingernail Punctations on Neck (M). Resized for detail, 

not to scale. 
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Special Incised and Punctated Decorations 

Special incised and punctated decorations were present in seven unique instances (Table 

13), all nine sherds associated with these instances are pictured in Figure 18. These included a 

small incurvate bowl with a rim diameter of 8 centimeters and burnished exterior and interior 

surfaces with an incised wavy line design (Figure 18.A), and another small flaring vessel of 

indeterminate rim diameter with a plain exterior and smoothed interior incised with radiating 

lines and exhibiting small punctations (Figure 18.B). These are the clearest examples of small 

decorated bowls in the working assemblage, although there are other possible examples. Four 

sherds (Figure 18.C-F), all but one (Figure 18.E) with plain or smoothed interiors, exhibited 

small punctations with diameters of about 2-4mm. The sherd pictured in Figure 18.F also 

exhibited a fragment of an unknown incised design. An unusual sherd exhibiting a bold incised 

squares and circle design on the exterior (Figure 18.G) with a scraped interior was recorded in 

Feature 25. The incised and punctated decorations on the sherds in Figure 18.A-F resemble late 

Dan River phase (~AD 1300-1450) decorations from the upper Dan Drainage (Ward and Davis 

1999, Figure 4.13). These are probably the result of potters interacting and moving between 

communities in the two areas.  
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Table 13: Working Assemblage Special Incised and Punctated Decorations 
Decoration Contexts Unique Instances Count Sherd Count 

Small Punctations F19, F20 3 4 

Incised Wavy Design F23 1 2 

Incised Radiating Lines 

with Small Punctations 

F29 1 1 

Unknown Incised Design 

and Small Punctations 

F39 1 1 

Bold Squares and Circle 

Design 

F25 1 1 

Total  7 9 

Drawn from the entire working assemblage. 

 

Figure 18: Incised and punctated decorations. Incised Wavy Design (A), Incised Design with 

Radiating Lines and Small Punctations (B), Small Punctations (C-E), Unknown Incised Design 

with Small Punctations (F), Bold Squares and Circle Design (G). 
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Minority Tempers 

There was some notable variation in temper beyond the four main categories mentioned. 

The vast majority of sherds are best described as tempered with crushed quartz, sand, crushed 

quartz and sand, and/or shell. However, overlapping with these or in the other category, there 

was a small but significant minority of sherds tempered with an unidentified red to reddish-

brown mineral and/or with feldspar particles. While it was originally believed that the red 

mineral was an incidental inclusion, several sherds were observed where it was the majority 

temper or the only temper. The significance of this temper is unknown, and it would benefit from 

geological analysis. Additionally, a single plain and unscraped rim sherd from Feature 55 

exhibited steatite temper. Aside from this, the total absence of steatite temper at Forbush Creek 

clearly differentiates it from sites further upstream such as Porter where steatite tempering was 

present in 70% of the ceramic assemblage (Woodall 1999).  

Summary 

While there is some limited evidence of earlier occupation in the working assemblage, 

the picture derived from initial investigation of exterior and interior surface treatments and 

associated attributes, rim and vessel forms, rim decorations, and special incised and punctated 

decorations is of an occupation that largely dates to at least the Uwharrie phase, probably after 

AD 1000. Ceramics in many features appear to date to at least AD 1200, if not even later.  
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Seriation 

 The results of the NMDS seriation are shown in Figure 19. Percentages of exterior 

surface treatments by context derived from counts and entered into the SPSS PROXSCAL 

program are shown in Table 14. The normalized raw stress of the configuration was 0.01386, 

while the dimension-1 stress was 0.11775, and the dimension-2 stress was 0.22982. Stress is 

within the acceptable range for dimension 1, while dimension two is more highly stressed, 

partially due to outliers. Overall, the stress is low enough to indicate strong patterning in the 

dataset accurately reflected by the NMDS diagram ï however this does not necessarily indicate 

temporal patterning. With two exceptions (Features 19 and 81), the features are arranged into a 

curvilinear shape, as is expected in a temporal NMDS seriation (Drennan 1976). The two outliers 

can be explained by the extraordinarily high percentage of complicated stamped pottery in 

Feature 19 and of fabric impressed pottery in Feature 81 (most from a single vessel).  

 

Figure 19: NMDS Common Space plot of Forbush Creek feature assemblages. 
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Table 14: Percentages for NMDS Seriation 

 

C
o

n
te

x
t 

F
a

b
ri

c
 

Im
p

re
s
s
e

d 

C
o

rd
  

M
a

rk
e

d 

N
e

t  

Im
p

re
s
s
e

d 

C
o

b
  

Im
p

re
s
s
e

d 

 

B
ru

s
h

e
d 

C
o

m
p

lic
a

te
d

 

S
ta

m
p

e
d

 (
C

u
rv

) 

C
o

m
p

lic
a

te
d

 

S
ta

m
p

e
d

 (
R

e
c
t) 

P
la

in
/ 

S
m

o
o

th
e

d 

F6 0.00 69.09 5.45 0.00 3.64 0.00 0.00 21.82 

F7 2.56 3.85 80.77 3.85 6.41 0.00 0.00 2.56 

F19 0.00 11.93 26.61 0.92 8.26 46.79 0.00 5.50 

F20 6.38 10.64 36.17 6.38 23.40 10.64 0.00 6.38 

F23 1.06 8.51 54.26 3.19 9.57 3.19 0.00 20.21 

F24 1.92 11.54 57.69 3.85 7.69 3.85 1.92 11.54 

F25 7.81 3.13 68.75 3.13 9.38 1.56 1.56 4.69 

F37 2.63 53.95 28.95 1.32 5.26 0.00 0.00 7.89 

F39 6.17 6.17 71.60 0.00 3.70 6.17 0.00 6.17 

F42 16.06 5.11 57.66 6.57 0.73 0.00 0.00 13.87 

F74 2.78 28.33 33.33 0.00 27.78 0.56 2.78 4.44 

F81 60.75 18.69 14.02 0.00 6.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 

F97 4.08 32.65 46.94 0.00 14.29 0.00 0.00 2.04 

F101 5.15 21.65 64.95 0.00 6.19 0.00 2.06 0.00 

F103 0.00 25.00 36.54 7.69 26.92 1.92 1.92 0.00 

F106 0.00 38.71 29.03 0.00 25.81 0.00 3.23 3.23 

F107 0.00 28.07 42.12 0.00 15.79 5.26 0.00 8.77 

F109 0.00 33.05 44.07 0.00 14.41 0.85 4.24 3.39 

F111 5.26 70.18 7.02 0.00 12.28 0.00 0.00 5.26 

F115 0.00 31.48 31.48 0.00 35.19 0.00 0.00 1.85 

F116 0.00 5.34 88.55 1.53 0.76 0.76 0.00 3.05 

F119 1.85 38.89 44.44 0.00 3.70 1.85 1.85 7.41 

F123 1.06 12.77 41.49 18.09 20.21 0.00 1.06 5.32 

F125 0.00 42.47 35.62 0.00 21.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 

S145P2 1.39 2.78 81.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.89 

S145R10 

P7 

7.56 5.88 60.50 2.52 0.00 7.56 0.84 15.13 

Features placed in the rightmost third of the common space plot are highlighted in green, features placed in the 

central third are highlighted in yellow, and features placed in the leftmost third are highlighted in orange. Outliers 

are highlighted in blue. Bolded contexts were radiocarbon dated. 

 

 Three analytical groupings can be observed in Figure 19. Cluster 1 consists of two 

features between coordinates 1.0 and 1.5 on dimension 1. Cluster 2 consists of 12 features 

between or on the edges of coordinates 0.0 and 0.5 on dimension 1. Cluster 3 consists of 10 

features between or on the edges of coordinates -1.0 to -0.5 on dimension 1. Observing 

differences in percentages of exterior surface treatments between clusters (Table 15) with 

reference to Piedmont ceramic sequences, it appears that Cluster 1 should be temporally early, 
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and Cluster 3 should be temporally late with Cluster 2 in the middle. Thus, dimension 1 can be 

read as time from right (early) to late (left).  

Table 15: Percentages by NMDS Cluster 
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2.68 69.64 6.25 0.00 8.04 0.00 0.00 13.39 112 

2 

 

1.53 31.22 37.23 2.73 20.09 1.31 1.64 4.26 916 

3 

 

5.51 7.35 68.65 2.60 3.78 2.27 0.54 9.30 925 

Outliers 30.09 15.28 20.37 0.46 7.41 23.61 0.00 2.78 216 

         2,169 

 

Based on this information Cluster 1 ceramics appear to be associated with the Late 

Yadkin/Early Uwharrie series, Cluster 2 ceramics with the Uwharrie series, and Cluster 3 

ceramics with either the Late Uwharrie series or a post-Uwharrie series such as Dan River. While 

the percentages of cord marked, net impressed, cob impressed, brushed, and complicated 

stamped ceramics behave admirably with reference to known ceramic trends, fabric impressed 

and plain/smoothed ceramics are confounding elements. The percentages of fabric impressed 

ceramics display an irregular pattern and peak in Cluster 3 contrary to expectations. This can 

perhaps be attributed to the small size of this sample overall/the lack of a significant Yadkin 

phase component at Forbush Creek. Plain/smoothed ceramics peak in Cluster 1, decline in 

Cluster 2, and rise again in Cluster 3. The peak in Cluster 1 is contrary to expectations. This is 

probably a classification problem. In the seriation, plain, smoothed, roughly smoothed, and plain 

and incised or punctated ceramics were grouped together under this category due to a lack of 

consistent recording between the different sources from which the database was compiled.  
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Once again, this seriation should not be seen as the ñrealò order. It is based on only a 

single temporally sensitive attribute ï count of sherds by exterior surface treatment - that can be 

significantly affected by formation processes such as vessel breakage rates. Furthermore, 

attempts to introduce additional temporally sensitive attributes, such as by splitting each exterior 

surface treatment into scraped and unscraped percentages or defining types, resulted in confusing 

orders with high stress. The utility of the seriation order is to provide a guide to possible 

temporal patterning by generating expectations about the relative placements of different feature 

contexts. These may be supported or contradicted by superposition, radiocarbon dates, and 

manual analysis of all temporally sensitive traits in each feature.  

Radiocarbon Dates 

 All radiocarbon dates including the three new dates ordered for this study are presented in 

their recalibrated form in Table 16. The recent calibration curve published by Reimer et al. 

(2020) was used, and recalibration was done in OxCal v4.4.  

Table 16: All  Radiocarbon Dates from Forbush Creek 
Context Year Material Recalibrated Date 

Feature 8 1998 Charred material 950 +/- 60 B.P. 

(AD 995-1217 2 Sigma) 

Feature 23 2023 Wood charcoal 790 +/- 20 B.P. 

(AD 1223-1273 2 Sigma) 

Feature 81 1998 Charred material 660 +/- 60 B.P. 

(AD 1265-1410 2 Sigma) 

Feature 109 2023 Hickory shell 650 +/- 20 B.P. 

(AD 1287-1392 2 Sigma) 

Feature 19 2023 Hickory shell 610 +/- 20 B.P. 

(1302-1400 2 Sigma) 

Feature 86 1972 Wood charcoal 340 +/- 100 B.P. 

(1403-1916 2 Sigma, 1403-1695 83.90%) 

 

 

 The dates are plotted together in succession on Figure 20, and the OxCal output for each 

date is shown in Figures 21-26.  
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Figure 20: Radiocarbon dates in order. 

 

 

Figure 21: Feature 8 calibration output. 
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Figure 22: Feature 23 calibration output. 

 

 

Figure 23: Feature 81 calibration output. 
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Figure 24: Feature 109 calibration output. 

 

 

Figure 25: Feature 19 calibration output. 
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Figure 26: Feature 86 calibration output. 

 

 Several important points are immediately clear upon observing the radiocarbon dates. 

First, based on this evidence, it is now very difficult to support the claim the Forbush Creek was 

primarily a pre-AD 1200 site, as Jones (2017), Berger and Hutchinson (2019), and Berger and 

Graham (2022) argue. Only the range of possible dates for Feature 8 falls primarily before AD 

1200. Four dates, including two dates from each excavation, cluster in the time period between 

AD 1200-1400, including two highly reliable hickory shell dates16. One date, on Feature 86, 

almost certainly postdates AD 1400, although problems with the calibration curve in this period 

inhibit greater precision. Such results coming from the largest site in the valley are a major 

challenge to the hypothesis that the lower Great Bend was abandoned after AD 1200, and to the 

contention that Forbush Creek is a Late Woodland transition site and therefore patterns at the site 

 
16 Specimens were identified as carbonized hickory shell and confirmed as suitable for radiocarbon analysis by Dr. 

Margaret Scarry. 
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can be explained with reference to what was happening in the Southeast between AD 800-1200. 

While it does seem that there was some occupation at Forbush Creek prior to AD 1200, it also 

seems that activities at the site continued into the 1200s and 1300s, and possibly beyond. 

 The radiocarbon dates also partially contradict the seriated order. While the ordering for 

the two outliers matches up between the seriation and radiocarbon dates, the order of Feature 23 

and Feature 109 is flipped in the seriation compared to the radiocarbon dates. Feature 23, 

assigned a later position in the seriation based on exterior surface treatment percentages, was 

dated to be earlier than Feature 109, assigned a middle position, despite the fact that Feature 23 

had more net impressed and less cord marked pottery than Feature 109. This shows the 

importance of integrating other lines of evidence. Seriations are useful but cannot be relied on as 

the sole tool for inferring chronology. Many formation processes can impact the sherd counts 

used in seriations, and seriated orders may appear tidy while masking problems with the assumed 

developmental ordering of ceramic sequences.  

 It is worth discussing the ceramics associated with each radiocarbon date, some relevant 

attributes of which are shown in Table 17. While the sample of direct-dated features is still 

relatively small, several useful observations can be made by comparing this data to the general 

Piedmont ceramic sequence. First, it is clear that fabric impressed ceramics were, in at least one 

case, produced here into the 1200-1300s, as evidenced by the partial fabric impressed vessel 

directly associated with the dated material in Feature 81. Second, the partial obliteration of 

underlying exterior surface treatments by brushing over continues after AD 1200 at Forbush 

Creek. Third, it seems as though vessels with vertical rims continued to be produced after AD 

1200 at Forbush Creek, although they are supplemented by vessels with other rim forms such as 

everted. However, it is unknown exactly when other rim forms were introduced in the UYRV.  
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Table 17: Select Attributes of Ceramics Associated with Radiocarbon Dated Features 
Attribute Feature 8 Feature 23 Feature 81 Feature 109 Feature 19 Feature 86 

Date AD 995-1217 AD 1223-

1273 

AD 1265-

1410 

AD 1287-

1392 

AD 1302-

1400 

AD 1400+ 

Fabric 

Impressed 

0/0/0 1/0/0 65/0/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 6/1/0 

Cord  

Marked 

9/0/0 4/4/0 13/7/0 37/2/0 8/5/0 22/1/0 

Net  

Impressed 

5/0/0 37/16/0 13/1/1 48/2/2 22/7/0 3/0/0 

Cob  

Impressed 

0/0/0 2/3/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 0/1/0 0/0/0 

Brushed 3/0/0 

 

9/0/0 7/0/0 17/0/0 9/0/0 2/0/0 

Complicated 

Stamped 

0/3/0 2/1/0 0/0/0 4/2/0 2/49/0 0/0/0 

Plain/ 

Smoothed 

0/0/0 2/17/0 0/0/0 1/3/0 0/5/1 0/1/0 

Brushed  

Over 

4 23 10 13 19 2 

Crushed 

Quartz 

Temper 

3 2 0 3 5 0 

Sand  

Temper 

1 5 11 54 5 7 

Crushed 

Quartz and 

Sand Temper 

16 89 96 61 98 11 

Shell  

Temper 

1 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 

Temper 

1 15 64 8 22 1 

Determinate 

Sherds 

20 96 107 118 109 18 

Vertical  

Rims 

2 

 

4 1 3 3 0 

Everted  

Rims 

0 

 

1 1 4 1 0 

Excurvate 

Rims 

0 1 0 1 0 2 

Inverted 

Rims 

0 0 1 2 2 2 

Incurvate 

Rims 

 

0 1 0 0 0 0 

Counts of surface treatments presented as Scraped/Unscraped/Indeterminate. Brushed Over represents the count of 

determinate sherds where an observable surface treatment other than plain was visibly obliterated by brushing. 

Tempers are presented with the same rules as Table 10.  
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Table 17: Select Attributes of Ceramics Associated with Radiocarbon Dated Features 

(Continued) 
Attribute Feature 8 Feature 23 Feature 81 Feature 109 Feature 19 Feature 86 

Complicated 

Stamp 

Designs 

Split 

Diamond (?), 

Indeterminate 

Concentric 

Circles, 

Indeterminate 

None Arc Angle, 

Indeterminate 

Concentric 

Circles, 

Scrolls (?) 

 

None 

Rim and 

Body 

Decorations 

Stick incision 

(1) 

Diagonal lip 

notches (1), 

vertical lip 

notches (1), 

incised wavy 

design (1), 

plain (3)  

Finger 

impressed 

applique (1), 

cordmarked 

lip (1), plain 

(1) 

Diagonal lip 

notches (2), 

cordmarked 

lip (1), plain 

(6) 

Diagonal lip 

notches (1), 

vertical lip 

notches (1), 

stick incision 

(1), plain (3) 

Diagonal lip 

notches and 

stick 

incisions (1), 

diagonal lip 

notches (1), 

cordmarked 

lip (1), plain 

(1) 

 

Vessel  

Forms 

Indeterminate Conical jar 

with 

excurvate 

rim, small 

restricted 

bowl 

 

Conical jar 

with everted 

rim 

Conical jar 

with everted 

rim 

Indeterminate Conical jar 

with 

excurvate rim 

Vessel forms were only estimated when partial or complete vessels were present as estimations based only on rim 

sherds are unreliable.  

 

It is possible that they were introduced before AD 1200, but unlikely that they were introduced 

before AD 1000, when they begin to appear in the Dan and Haw drainages (Ward and Davis 

1993, 1999). Fourth, as in other parts of the Piedmont, a variety of rim decorations such as 

diagonal and vertical lip notches and applique strips become more common over time, and some 

combination of these is observed in all features dating to after AD 1200. Once again, these may 

actually have been introduced prior to AD 1200. For example, notched lips appear after AD 1000 

in the Dan and Haw drainages. Finally, the small incurved decorated bowl pictured in Figure 

18.A notably appears in the post AD 1200 Feature 23. The observations will be taken into 

account in feature assemblage analysis.  
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Inferred Occupation History 

 Drawing on insights gained from describing the working assemblage, running the 

seriation, and investigating the radiocarbon dates, I assessed each feature against the assemblage 

as a whole and regional ceramic sequences with the goal of discerning broad temporal trends 

(Table 18). Each feature was assigned an analytical temporal designation and associated 

suggested date. The justification for each feature is listed on the right-hand side of the table.  

 Badin series designations were associated with two small features containing what 

appeared to be Badin rimsherds mixed in with later sherds. Late Yadkin/Early Uwharrie series 

designations were associated with features where there were one or more large vessel sections 

that appeared to be similar to Yadkin cordmarked vessels mixed with some Uwharrie sherds. The 

most important differences are between what I designated ñUwharrie Iò, ñUwharrie IIò, and 

ñPost Uwharrieò. Uwharrie I refers to features that are associated with the traditional definition 

of Uwharrie series ceramics in the Piedmont ï fabric impressed/cord marked/net impressed 

exteriors with scraped interiors, vertical rims with simple decorations like stick incisions, conical 

vessels, etc. (Coe 1952; Ward and Davis 1999). Uwharrie II designates features that are 

associated with ceramics that bear similarities to the traditional definition of the Uwharrie series 

but also show signs of diverging in some way and probably dating to a later time period on the 

feature assemblage level. Such signs include high percentages of net impressed pottery, the 

presence of concentrations of cob impressed or complicated stamped pottery, new rim 

decorations such as lip notching, applique strips, and reed punctations, and more diverse vessel 

forms including jars and bowls with various kinds of everted and inverted rims. Post Uwharrie 

designates features associated with radiocarbon dates and/or ceramics that support a definite later 

(AD 1200+) date for the feature. Ceramic attributes that I associate with such later dates include 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis 
Context Determinate 

Ceramics 

Suggested 

Ceramic 

Series 

Suggested 

Date AD 

Feature  

Form 

Date 

Justification 

F1 12 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F2 34 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, excurvate and 

inverted vessels and rims, stick 

incised rim, notched lips, 

cordmarked lips 

F3 9 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F4 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

N/A 

F5 14 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, notched lips 

 

F6 55 Late Yadkin/ 

 Uwharrie I 

800-1000 Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Seriation, surface treatments, large 

conical cordmarked/smoothed jar 

resembling Yadkin series mixed 

with small quantity of Uwharrie 

ceramics 

F7 78 Post Uwharrie 1200+ Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Seriation, surface treatments, 

vertical, excurvate, inverted vessels 

and rims, notched lips, possible 

carinated vessel 

F8 20 Uwharrie I, 

CS 

995-1217 Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

C-14 date, surface treatments, 

complicated stamped sherd, vertical 

rims, stick incised rim 

F9 20 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical rim, 

notched lip 

F10 4 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Four close 

postholes 

Surface treatments 

F11 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F12 9 Uwharrie 

INDT 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F13 10 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, everted rim, 

notched lip 

F14 9 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F15 18 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F16 27 Uwharrie II 1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

sherd, vertical and inverted vessels, 

reed punctated rim 

F17 13 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

everted rims 

F18 7 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, stick incised rim 

with notched lip 

F19 109 Post 

Uwharrie, CS 

1302-1400 Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

C-14 date, surface treatments, 

complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, everted, and inverted rims, 

stick incised rim, notched lip 

F20 55 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Not described Seriation, surface treatments, cob 

impressed and complicated stamped 

sherds, vertical, everted, excurvate, 

and inverted rims, notched lip 

F21 19 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

excurvate and inverted rims, 

notched lip 

F22 46 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, stick incised rims, 

applique strip with vertical notches, 

notched lips 

F23 95 Post 

Uwharrie, CS 

1223-1273 Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

C-14 date, seriation, surface 

treatments, cob impressed and 

complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, everted, excurvate, 

incurvate vessels and rims, small 

decorated bowl (Figure 18.A), 

notched lips 

F24 52 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Seriation, surface treatments, cob 

impressed and complicated stamped 

sherds, vertical rim, notched lip  
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F25 64 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Seriation, surface treatments, cob 

impressed and complicated stamped 

sherds, vertical, everted, and 

inverted rims, notched lip 

F26 29 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

everted rims, notched lips 

F27 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Semi-circular 

series of 

postholes 

N/A 

F28 11 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F29 5 Post Uwharrie 1200+ Large oval pit 

with sloped 

sides (hearth) 

Surface treatments, incised and 

punctated vessel with flaring rim 

(Figure 18.B) 

F30 14 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with rounded 

bottom 

(hearth) 

Surface treatments 

F31 39 Uwharrie I, 

CS 

800-1200 Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherd, partial vertical rim 

conical jar, vertical rim 

F32 38 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped and cob impressed sherds, 

vertical, everted, excurvate, inverted 

rims, notched lip 

F33 9 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F34 12 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F35 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatment 

F36 15 Uwharrie I 800-1200 Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatment, vertical and 

inverted rim. Inverted rim may be a 

globular bowl, which may be 

earlier. Intrudes into secondary 

burial. 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F37 76 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

sherd, vertical, everted, and inverted 

rims and vessels, stick incised rim 

with notched lip, notched lips, 

punctated lip 

F38 48 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical and everted rims. Intrudes 

into primary infant burial. 

F39 81 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Oval pit with 

belled sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Seriation, surface treatments, 

complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, everted, and inverted rims, 

notched lips 

F40 12 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F41 9 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Posthole Cob impressed sherds 

 

F42 137 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Two 

overlapping 

circular pits 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottoms 

Seriation, surface treatments, cob 

impressed sherds, vertical and 

everted rims 

F43 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F44 6 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Tree stump Surface treatments 

F45 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit (hearth) 

N/A 

F46 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular basin 

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F47 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular basin 

shaped pit 

N/A 

F48 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular basin 

shaped pit 

N/A 

F49 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Large oval 

basin-shaped 

pit 

N/A 

F50 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit (hearth?) 

N/A 

F51 1 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatment 

F52 5 Badin, 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, contains a rim 

sherd of a Badin fabric impressed 

vessel 

F53 4 Badin, 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments, contains a rim 

sherd of a Badin fabric impressed 

vessel 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F54 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F55 2 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Large 

irregular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F56 2 Uwharrie 

INDT, CS 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments, contained 

unique complicated stamped sherd 

with star-like design 

F57 2 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F58 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Irregular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F59 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F60 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F61 21 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical, 

inverted, and incurvate rims, stick 

incised rim, notched lip, 

cordmarked lip 

F62 23 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments, inverted rim, 

stick incised rim with notched lip 

F63 6 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F64 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F65 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F66 8 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F67 1 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F68 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F69 4 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F70 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F71 1 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F72 12 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Tree stump Surface treatments 

F73 32 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

(hearth?) 

Surface treatments, vertical, 

excurvate, and inverted rims, plain 

and smoothed fingernail punctated 

rim 

F74 184 Uwharrie I/ 

Uwharrie II, 

CS 

800-1200+ Large circular 

pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom, 

sloping 

opening 

Seriation, surface treatments, 

complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical rims, everted rim, notched 

lips, notched lip with stick incision, 

applique strip with vertical notches, 

stick incised rim, folded lip. This 

was a very large feature and may 

represent an accumulation of refuse 

associated with Uwharrie I and 

Uwharrie II. 

F74 

RPNS 

33 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Rich artifact 

concentration 

on north side 

of F74 

Surface treatments, relationship to 

F74 

F75 34 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F76 7 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F77 6 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F78 16 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F79A 16 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Oval-basin 

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, intrudes F79B 

F79B 10 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Oval-basin 

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, small conical 

net impressed jar with smoothed 

interior 

F79C 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Oval-basin 

shaped pit 

Predates F79A and F79B 

F80 2 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F81 107 Post Uwharrie 1265-1410 Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

C-14 date, surface treatments, 

vertical and everted rims, finger 

impressed applique strip, 

cordmarked lip 

F82N 41 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, vertical and 

inverted rims, finger impressed rim, 

stick incised rims, notched lip 

F83 36 Uwharrie I 800-1200 Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical rims 

 

F84 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F85 4 Post Uwharrie 1400+ 

 

Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments, intrudes F86 

F86 38 Post Uwharrie 1400+ Circular pit 

with sloped 

sides and flat 

bottom 

C-14 date, surface treatments, 

vertical, excurvate, and inverted 

rims and excurvate vessel, stick 

incised rim with notched lip, 

notched lip, cordmarked lip 

F86 

PH3 

2 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Posthole  Surface treatments 

F87  0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with sloped 

sides and flat 

bottom 

N/A 

F87  

PH 

0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Posthole N/A 

F88 8 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F88 

IPH 

3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Pot hole Surface treatments 

F89 3 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Irregular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments 

F90 35 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, finger impressed and 

stick incised rim, plain applique 

strip 

F90 

IPH 

5 Uwharrie II  Insufficient 

data 

Pot hole Surface treatments, intrudes F90 

F91 8 Uwharrie II? 

CS 

1000-1200+ Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, small inverted 

complicated stamped vessel with 

unknown stamp, vertical rim 

F92 14 Uwharrie II? 1000-1200+ Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Incurved cordmarked vessel with 

plain interior and cordmarked lip, 

intrudes F91 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F93 16 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical rims 

with notched lips 

F94A 4 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, intrudes F94B 

which intrudes F82N 

F94B 5 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, intrudes F82N 

F95 4 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

sloped bottom 

Surface treatments 

F96 5 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Shallow oval 

pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F97 49 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical rims, 

reed punctated rim with notched 

applique strip, fingernail punctated 

rim 

F97 

PH1 

3 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Post hole Surface treatments, intrudes F97 

F98 21 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Shallow oval 

pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherd, vertical and inverted 

rims, notched applique strip, 

notched lip, stick incised rims 

F99 20 Late Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

800-1000 Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Conical cord marked partial vessel 

with smoothed interior with heavy 

use wear (not scraping?)  

F100 33 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Top of 

features 100A 

and 100B 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped ceramics, small restricted 

jar with notched lip and fingernail 

punctations on neck 

F100A 23 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, inverted, and incurvate 

rims, stick incised rim, notched lip 

F100A 

BS 

3 CS 1000-1200+ Black stain in 

F100A 

Finely made complicated stamped 

sherd and simple stamped rimsherd 

F100B 33 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, relationship to 

F100 and F100A 

F101 98 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, vertical, excurvate, 

and inverted rims, notched lip 

F102 7 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments, intrudes into 

F103 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F103 53 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical rim, excurvate complicated 

stamped rim with notched lip 

F104 20 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular 

basin-shaped 

pit 

Surface treatments, vertical, 

everted, and inverted rims, notched 

lip, finger impressed applique strip 

F105 30 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical, 

everted, and inverted rims, notched 

lips 

F106 62 Uwharrie II , 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, vertical and 

inverted rims, stick incised rim with 

notched lip, fingernail punctated rim 

with notched lip, notched applique 

strip 

F107 60 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, vertical and 

inverted rims, stick incised rims, 

notched lip, filleted applique strip 

F108 40 Post 

Uwharrie, CS 

1287-1392+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherd, vertical and everted 

rims, notched lip, intrudes into F109 

F109 118 Post 

Uwharrie, CS 

1287-1392 Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

C-14 date, surface treatments, 

complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, everted, excurvate, and 

inverted rims, stick incised rim, 

notched lips, cordmarked lip 

F110 49 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, stick incised rim, 

notched lip, stick incised rim with 

notched lip 

F111 57 Late Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

800-1000 

 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Seriation, surface treatments, 

vertical rims, stick incised rim, 

conical cord marked jar with 

smoothed interior 

F112 22 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval pit with 

sloped sides 

and rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F113 26 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

everted rims, stick incised rim, stick 

incised rim with notched lip 

F114 0 Indeterminate Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

N/A 

 



153 

 

Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
F115 54 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments. Despite the 

number of sherds, no diagnostic 

rims were found in this feature. 

F116 131 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, everted, and excurvate rims 

and vessels, notched lips 

F117 40 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

everted and excurvate rims 

F118 17 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, stick incised rim with 

notched lip 

F119 55 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, complicated 

stamped sherds, vertical, inverted, 

and excurvate rims, stick incised 

rims, notched lips 

F120 13 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F121 24 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

Surface treatments 

F122 7 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments 

F123 95 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Large circular 

pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom, 

sloping 

opening 

Surface treatments, cob impressed 

and complicated stamped sherds, 

vertical, excurvate, and inverted 

rims, notched lip, rough applique 

strip 

F124 24 Uwharrie II 1000-1200+ Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical, 

everted, inverted, and incurvate 

rims, finger pinched applique strip 

F125 73 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, notched lips 

F126 40 Post Uwharrie 1200+ Shallow 

circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

Surface treatments, vertical and 

inverted rims, net impressed vessel 

with notched and folded rim and 

smoothed interior 
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued) 
Sq.  

145 

P2 

72 Uwharrie II  1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, seriation. The 

large concentration of net impressed 

pottery suggests this is a later 

feature, although diagnostic rims 

were lacking. 

Sq. 

145 

R10 

P7 

120 Uwharrie II, 

CS 

1000-1200+ Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

rounded 

bottom 

Surface treatments, seriation, cob 

impressed and complicated stamped 

sherds, vertical and everted rims, 

stick incised rim, notched lip 

Dog 

Burial 

1 

35 Uwharrie 

INDT 

Insufficient 

data 

Dog burial Surface treatments. Presence of one 

cob impressed sherd may indicate 

later date, but this is uncertain. 

CS = Complicated Stamped. INDT = indeterminate.  

new vessel forms such as small decorated bowls or carinated vessels, and folded rims. 

Significantly, several features were designated Post Uwharrie based on radiocarbon dates that 

would have been classified as Uwharrie II if no dates were available. Uwharrie INDT simply 

refers to those features where a combination of low sherd counts, lack of diagnostic rim sherds or 

vessels, or problems of equivocality prevented designation to Uwharrie I or Uwharrie II. 

Descriptions of feature form are provided for each feature and are based on photographs, profile 

drawings, and notes from both the 1957 and 1972 excavations. 

 Select ceramic attributes found in pottery from features from each designation are shown 

in Table 19. A total of 74 feature assemblages could be assigned to one of the designations, the 

vast majority to Uwharrie II or Post Uwharrie. This table clearly highlights the importance of 

considering as many attributes as possible when attempting to date features and improve 

chronological control in the UYRV due to the high levels of attribute overlap between different 

series (and, presumably) time periods. Based on the various lines of evidence available, it 

appears that ceramics from only a few features at Forbush Creek are associated with the 

traditional definition of the Badin, Yadkin, or early Uwharrie series and therefore likely to date 

to before AD 1000. Significantly, these features do not cluster into a spatially discrete  
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Table 19: Select Attributes of Features Associated with Assemblage Designations 
Attribute Badin 

(+Uwharrie 

INDT) 

Late Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

Uwharrie  

I 

Uwharrie  

II  

Post 

Uwharrie 

Total  

Features 

2 3 4 55 10 

Fabric 

Impressed 

0/1/0* 3/0/0 0/0/0 73/4/1 77/1/0 

Cord  

Marked 

5/0/0 67/27/2 28/0/0 463/118/22 100/23/0 

Net  

Impressed 

1/0/0 7/1/0 63/3/2 909/187/7 213/49/3 

Cob  

Impressed 

0/0/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 47/18/0 0/7/0 

Brushed 

 

1/0/0 10/0/0 6/0/0 263/18/12 59/2/0 

Complicated 

Stamped 

0/1/0 0/0/0 0/4/0****  36/43/2 9/52/0 

Plain/ 

Smoothed 

0/0/0 7/8/0 1/2/0 67/80/2 5/30/1 

Brushed  

Over 

2 28 67 577 164 

Crushed  

Quartz 

Temper 

3 3 12 555 38 

Sand 

Temper 

4 12 19 506 124 

Crushed 

Quartz and 

Sand Temper 

2 123 84 1572 544 

Shell  

Temper 

0 11 12 81 0 

Other  

Temper 

1 15 5 204 148 

Determinate 

Sherds 

9 133 110 2,388 633 

Vertical  

Rims 

0**  4 8 124 20 

Everted  

Rims 

1***  0 0 25 9 

Excurvate 

Rims 

0 0 0 13 5 

Inverted 

Rims 

1 0 0 44 11 

Incurvate 

Rims 

 

0 0 1 4 1 

Same format as Table 10.  

*The second rimsherd is not recorded here because it was smaller than 4cm. Despite its small size, it was 

distinctively early so it was considered in this specific case but is excluded from all counts of determinate sherds. 

**One Badin rimsherd (the small one) had a vertical rim, the other was slightly inverted. 

***Associated with an indeterminate and eroded complicated stamped rim sherd. 

**** 3/4 of these sherds were from Feature 8, which was radiocarbon dated to 995-1217.  
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Table 19: Select Attributes of Features Associated with Assemblage Designations 

(Continued) 
Attribute Badin 

(+Uwharrie 

INDT) 

Late Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

Uwharrie  

I 

Uwharrie  

II  

Post 

Uwharrie 

Complicated 

Stamped 

Designs 

1 indeterminate None Herringbone, 

Split Diamond 

Arc Angle, 

Concentric 

Circles, 

Herringbone, 

Line Block, 

possibly Figure 

8, Scrolls, Split 

Diamond, Swirl 

or Filfot, other 

indeterminates 

Arc Angle, 

Concentric 

Circles, possibly 

Scrolls, other 

indeterminates 

Rim and Body 

Decorations 

None Stick incisions Stick incisions Notched lips, 

stick incisions, 

fingernail 

punctations, 

reed 

punctations, 

applique strips, 

cordmarked 

lips, finger 

impressions, 

folded lips 

Incised wavy 

design, incised 

design with 

radiating lines 

and small 

punctations, 

notched lips, 

finger impressed 

applique strip, 

cordmarked lip, 

stick incisions, 

folded lips 

Vessel  

Forms 

No partial or 

complete 

vessels 

Conical jar with 

vertical rim 

Conical jar with 

vertical rim 

Various conical 

jars with 

restricted rims, 

slight shoulders 

and vertical 

rims, excurvate 

rims, everted 

rims, vertical 

rims 

 

Conical jar with 

everted or 

excurvate rims, 

vertical rims, 

small decorated 

bowl, possible 

carinated bowl 

Vessel forms were only estimated when partial or complete vessels were present as estimations based only on rim 

sherds are unreliable.  

 

component but are spread around the site. Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie features dominate both 

the 1957 and 1972 excavation areas. This suggests that the excavated area of Forbush Creek does 

not in itself display component clustering. Rather, the earlier features may represent the residue 

of small-scale activities at the site by foragers. It is also possible, even likely, that there is a 

discrete earlier component located in a different, unexcavated area of the site, and that these 

features represent outliers associated with that component. The activities that took place in the 
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excavated area can be plausibly interpreted as the remains of later occupations, or perhaps a 

single later occupation/component (albeit involving multiple structure rebuilding episodes, see 

Figure 9). 

 This begs the question of exactly when the Uwharrie II features date to and what their 

relationship to the Post Uwharrie features is. As previously stated, several of the Post Uwharrie 

features, such as Features 81, 86, and 109, would have been classified as Uwharrie II if not for 

their later radiocarbon dates. In these cases, ñPost Uwharrieò is a misnomer. It would be more 

accurate to say that these features display Uwharrie II attributes but date to after AD 1200, or 

what is traditionally seen as the end of the Uwharrie phase. Fabric impressing and cord marking, 

vertical rims, brushing over, and even a few stick incised rims, all Uwharrie attributes, appear in 

radiocarbon dated ñPost Uwharrieò features, although they are accompanied by and co-occur 

with other later-appearing ceramic attributes; everted rims, notched lips, etc. The picture that 

emerges when considering this evidence is that many attributes associated with the traditional 

definition of the Uwharrie series dating from AD 800-1200 continue in the UYRV after AD 

1200, although there are also many new attributes that are not associated with the traditional 

definition of the Uwharrie series at Forbush Creek that appear in the same features. Therefore, I 

hypothesize, based on the five radiocarbon dates which postdate AD 1200 and the feature 

assemblage analysis, that most of the Uwharrie II features also postdate AD 1200, and therefore 

that the excavated portion of Forbush Creek largely represents part of a single component that 

was occupied sometime between AD 1200-1400. While it is possible that the five radiocarbon 

dates postdating AD 1200 are late flukes, this is unlikely. 

 If this is the case, what ceramic series are represented in the features designated as 

Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie? Ward and Davis (1999) proposed a ñDonnaha Phaseò from AD 
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1000-1450 in the UYRV that is associated with ceramics ñrelated to Dan Riverò (109). 

Considering that Forbush Creek can now be more confidently assigned to this time period and 

was just as large if not larger than Donnaha, a better phase designation would simply be the 

ñGreat Bend Phaseò. It is with the Great Bend phase that I associate the Uwharrie II and Post 

Uwharrie features, and the ceramics in these features I associate with the Uwharrie and Dan 

River ceramic series. Many of the Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie features include ceramics with 

Dan River attributes - such as notched lips, fingernail punctations and impressions, reed 

punctations, small punctations (possibly made with bird bones or small sticks), various incised 

and punctated motifs, some unscraped interiors, and new vessel forms such as everted jars and 

small bowls. However, as mentioned, some traits traditionally associated with the Uwharrie 

phase such as vertical rims, stick incised rims and brushed over exteriors also appear in these 

features. Ultimately, these features are probably best thought of as displaying a mix of vessels 

and sherds that could be classified as Uwharrie, Dan River, or transitional specimens 

incorporating attributes from both series. Notable local variation on these series exists in the 

form of red mineral, shell, and feldspar tempering in some sherds, the presence of applique 

strips, and a few examples of carination and miniature jars. Additional examples of Forbush 

Creek ceramics are shown in Figures 27 and 28. 
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Figure 27: Additional examples of Forbush Creek ceramics: A) possible carinated bowl 

fragment from Feature 7 with brushed over net impressing, B) excurvate brushed jar rim from 

Feature 23, C) everted cord marked jar rim with stick incisions and notched lip from Feature 86, 

D) vertical cord marked jar rim with applique strip from Feature 98, E) vertical net impressed 

jar rim with folded lip from Feature 126, F) inverted fabric impressed rim with notched lip from 

Feature 20, G) everted cob impressed vessel from Feature 116, H) inverted plain vessel with 

finger impressed rim from Feature 32. Resized for detail, not to scale. 
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Figure 28: A typical cooking/storage vessel from Forbush Creek ï a brushed over net impressed 

jar with an excurvate rim and notched lip from Feature 116. The vessel has an orifice diameter 

of 35 centimeters. 
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In sum, the most important implication of this inferred occupation history is that the 

excavated portion of Forbush Creek is almost certainly not the pre-AD 1200 site that Jones 

(2017), Berger and Hutchinson (2019), and Berger and Graham (2022) assume it is. Combined 

with the evidence of later occupation at Donnaha, it does not appear that the lower Great Bend 

was abandoned after AD 1200 in response to Mississippian intrusion, the threat of Mississippian 

intrusion, memories of violence and scarcity and intra/intercommunity conflict, or any other 

reason. Conversely, it seems that a major component of the largest site in the valley was actually 

settled during this time. This new evidence requires a serious rethink of what is currently 

believed about the history of the UYRV. First, however, it is pertinent to examine patterns of 

practice and the complicated stamped assemblage in light of improved chronological control.  

Patterns of Practice 

Ceramic Form and Function 

 A comprehensive functional analysis of the Forbush Creek assemblage is desirable but 

would require more detailed consideration of variables such as use wear than is possible here. 

Nonetheless, some valuable observations about vessel function can be made by considering 

attributes like vessel forms, orifice diameters, and sooting. A total of 186 vessels are included in 

the following functional analysis. Qualifying vessels had a measurable orifice diameter, were 

represented by at least one sherd of at least 4cm in size and had a determinate rim form. This 

included 101 vessels with vertical rims, 26 with everted rims, 17 with excurvate rims, 37 with 

inverted rims, and 5 with incurvate rims.  

 A histogram of the orifice diameter sample is shown in Figure 29. Summary statistics are 

shown in Table 20. Assuming that orifice diameter is a workable proxy for vessel size, a rather 

wide range of vessel sizes is present in the Forbush Creek assemblage, ranging from bowls small  
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Figure 29: Orifice Diameters Histogram. 

 

Table 20: Orifice Diameter Summary Statistics 
Statistic Value 

Sample Size 186 

Minimum 8 

Maximum 53 

Range 45 

Mean 23.47 

Median 21 

Mode 20 

Standard Deviation 8.66 

Variance 74.997 

Skewness 0.891 

Kurtosis 0.501 

25th Percentile 17 

50th Percentile 21 

75th Percentile 28.250 

 

enough to fit in the palm of a hand to large jars that would have required significant effort to 

carry. The average vessel was a medium-sized conical jar with an orifice diameter of around 23 

centimeters. The distribution was fairly positively skewed with a value of 0.891, indicating that 
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the right tail is longer than the left tail. This is not unexpected as orifice diameters cannot get 

much smaller than 8 centimeters while still functioning as vessels, however there are a number of 

possible uses for much larger vessels. A kurtosis of 0.501 signifies a platykurtic distribution with 

lighter, shorter tails containing fewer outliers. This indicates that most orifice diameters were 

more similar to the average than they would be if the data were normally distributed. Only three 

vessels with orifice diameters greater than 46 centimeters were classified as outliers in the total 

dataset, and although there is second small peak at 34-36 centimeters, the distribution does not 

appear to display a strong pattern of bimodality. Overall, these observations suggest that there 

are not large numbers of vessels that can be easily grouped into different vessel size clusters. 

While very small and very large vessels are present and may be associated with special 

functions, most of the assemblage appears to represent variations on a single theme as far as size 

is concerned.  

 Additional dimensions of variability in orifice diameter were investigated by comparing 

orifice diameters across the categories of rim form and feature assemblage designation. A box 

and whisker plot of orifice diameters by rim form is presented in Figure 30.  
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Figure 30: Box and Whisker Plot of Orifice Diameters by Rim Form. 

 

This plot indicates that there is significant overlap in orifice diameters between rim forms, and 

that the means are relatively similar to each other. A One-Way ANOVA test failed to reject the 

null hypothesis that the means were not significantly different between rim forms with a 

significance value of 0.491. However, the Welch and Brown-Forsythe tests indicated that the 

dataset was violating at least one assumption of ANOVA, probably normality, so the non-

parametric Kruskal-Wallace test was also used to determine whether the medians of each group 

were significantly different. The Kruskal-Wallace test failed to reject the null hypothesis that the 

distribution of orifice diameters was the same across the categories of rim form with a 

significance value of 0.229. Pairwise comparisons using the Bonferroni correction for multiple 

tests also failed to detect any significant differences in orifice diameters between rim forms at a 

significance level of 0.05. Notably, there is a significant difference (p = 0.029) between the 
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orifice diameters of excurvate and inverted rim form vessels if the Bonferroni correction is not 

applied. In this case the application of the Bonferroni correction may be resulting in a false 

negative. If there is a significant difference, the scale of that difference is still relatively small.  

Overall, orifice diameters do not significantly vary by rim form. If rim form is related to 

different vessel functions, this could mean that vessels with different functions as indexed by rim 

forms have similar average orifice diameters and therefore sizes. Alternatively, this could mean 

that rim form combined with orifice diameter is not a good correlate for different vessel 

functions, and that vessels with different rim forms, orifice diameters, and sizes may have had 

similar functions. There are several reasons why the latter scenario is more likely. First, the 

distribution of orifice diameters is platykurtic and does not strongly display more than one mode, 

so if vessel size is related to function, there is not a great deal of functional variation in the 

dataset in the sense that many kinds of specialized vessels clustering around particular sizes were 

being produced for particular functions. Second, there is reason to believe that rim form is at 

least partially a stylistic attribute. Different rim forms appear on the same conical jars that tend to 

dominate Piedmont assemblages throughout most of the sequence, changing from vertical rims 

earlier on to a wider variety of rim forms, especially everted and excurvate rim forms, later in the 

sequence. Third, Rice (2015) argues that smaller-scale societies may often have ña smaller range 

of vessel form categories, fewer specialized forms, more overlapping of functions, and greater 

emphasis on the primary all-purpose or multifunctional formsò (219). When the sample of partial 

and complete vessels from Forbush Creek is examined, it is immediately evident that the vast 

majority are conical jars of various sizes and rim forms mixed with a small number of bowls and 

unusual jars. Thus, it is probable that most of the assemblage consists of a single overarching 

category of conical jars which had similar functions in the sense that this category was itself a 
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single multifunctional category. Within this category, differences in orifice diameter, vessel size, 

and possibly rim form are likely indexing either some of the different functions to which these 

multipurpose vessels were put or the particular stylistic tendencies of potters. Size variations 

within the category of conical jar may be explained by factors such as the kind of food or other 

material being cooked, prepared, or stored in the jar, or the size of the audience for which the 

food or other material was being cooked, prepared, or stored.  

To test whether temporal variation was affecting orifice diameters and vessel sizes, a 

similar procedure was used. A box and whisker plot of orifice diameters by feature assemblage 

designation is presented in Figure 31. Unfortunately, the available data is not particularly good 

for temporal comparisons because only a total of 10 vessels with measurable orifice diameters 

were contained within features designated as Badin, Late Yadkin/Uwharrie I, and Uwharrie I, 

compared to 164 qualifying vessels in Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie features, which as 

previously discussed probably represent the same time period. With this major caveat in mind, 

significant overlap is still observed between designations and means appear to be similar.  
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Figure 31: Box and Whisker Plot of Orifice Diameters by Feature Assemblage Designation. 

 

One-Way ANOVA failed to reject the null hypothesis that means were not significantly 

different between assemblage designations with a significance value of 0.953. The Kruskal-

Wallace test failed to reject the null hypothesis that the distribution of orifice diameters was the 

same across the categories of assemblage designation with a significance value of 0.885. 

Pairwise comparisons with and without the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests failed to 

detect any significant differences in orifice diameters between assemblage designations at a 

significance level of 0.05. Temporal trends in orifice diameter and vessel size cannot be 

substantiated with the current sample of vessels from Forbush Creek, with one possible 

exception. It is significant that of the 12 vessels with orifice diameters above 40 centimeters, 11 

appeared in features designated as Uwharrie II or Post Uwharrie and 1 appeared in a feature 

designated as Uwharrie INDT. Upon manual inspection, half of these can be securely identified 
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as jars and the other half probably also represent jars. The appearance of these larger jars in the 

post-AD 1200 Great Bend phase component of Forbush Creek is consistent with the idea that a 

larger settlement existed here during this time period and larger cooking and storage jars were 

produced for a larger audience of inhabitants. It is also notable that all 12 of these jars displayed 

vertical, inverted, or slightly incurvate rim forms, and 8/12 of them displayed later dating rim 

decorations such as notched lips or applique strips. Perhaps there was some functional or stylistic 

reason that everted and excurvate rims were not used with these larger vessels. 

 A total of 9 vessels across the working assemblage were identified as either bowls or a 

special kind of miniature jar. Two of these vessels had complicated stamped exteriors, two 

(including one of the complicated stamped vessels) were probably carinated, and all but one 

displayed some combination of complicated stamping, carination, or special rim and neck 

decorations. These vessels were also smaller than average with a mean orifice diameter of 15.3 

centimeters; the largest bowl was a unique open rim complicated stamped bowl with an orifice 

diameter of 27 centimeters. All but one, the undecorated specimen, appear in Uwharrie II or Post 

Uwharrie designated features. It is certainly possible that more bowls or other unique vessels are 

present in the assemblage, but no others were complete enough for a secure identification. It is 

hard to speculate about the usage of these vessels without more complete examples, but the 

various decorative characteristics combined with their relative rarity suggest that they had special 

functions. As none display evidence of sooting on the surviving portions, they may not be 

cooking vessels. Some may be special use serving vessels, and their overall rarity compared to 

conical jars suggests that everyday ceramic serving bowls were not present at Forbush Creek. 

Either people ate directly out of cooking jars, used smaller jars as serving vessels, or used 

another non-ceramic utensil for serving food. The site specimen catalog indicates that at least 6 
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ñturtle shell cupsò were recovered from various features across both excavations, and one could 

conjecture that these were sometimes used as serving vessels in place of ceramic bowls.  

 In sum, the bulk of Forbush Creek vessels analyzed here are multifunctional medium-

large conical cooking/storage jars with various rim forms. The only possible temporal trend in 

vessel function evidenced within this category is the appearance of larger (>40-centimeter orifice 

diameter) jars in the Great Bend phase designated features, which is potentially related to an 

increase in the siteôs residential population. A small number of bowls and/or miniature jars were 

identified, these may have been used as special serving vessels or had some other unknown 

function. There is likely much more that could be learned about vessel function at Forbush Creek 

from additional analysis.  

Lithics 

 More extensive and detailed analysis of the Forbush Creek lithic assemblage building on 

McManusôs (1985) study would be extremely valuable. Unfortunately, the lithic material from 

the 1957 excavation has not been systematically investigated, quantified, and reported beyond 

naming which kinds of artifacts were found in each feature. As a result the only new analysis 

possible at this point is an investigation of the presence/absence of various kinds of lithic tools 

and materials in features sorted by assemblage designation (Table 21).  

 While any temporal comparison is limited by the same problem of sample sizes 

mentioned in the ceramic form and function section, the artifacts associated with earlier (Badin, 

Late Yadkin/Uwharrie I, and Uwharrie I) features are consistent with a less agricultural and/or 

less sedentary occupation with the exception of the metate fragment found in Feature 99.  
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Table 21: Lithic Artifacts Associated with Assemblage Designations 
Badin 

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces 

 

Late Yadkin/Uwharrie I  

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, choppers, metate fragment 

 

Uwharrie I  

Debitage, projectile points, hammerstone, graver 

 

Uwharrie II  

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstones, celts, hoes, mortars, drills, scrapers, denticulates, 

abraders, perforators, cores, pieces esquillee, gorgets, nutting stone, steatite fragments, stone pipes 

 

Post Uwharrie 

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstones, drill, pecked ball, steatite pipe 

 

Uwharrie I/Uwharrie II (Feature 74) 

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstone, celt, hoe, mano, scraper, denticulate, perforator, 

pendants, stone bead, nutting stone  

 

Uwharrie INDT  

Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstones, hoes, metate, scraper, denticulates, perforators, core, 

steatite pipes, rhyolite nodules 

 

 

This was associated with a large base fragment of a conical cord marked vessel which was a 

special case appearing to display very heavy use-wear and/or some combination of scraping and 

smoothing on the interior. Either this does not actually represent an earlier vessel, this metate is 

evidence of early cultivation at the site, or the assumed identification/function of the artifact as a 

metate for grinding cultivated seeds or grains is incorrect (it may represent a grinding or milling 

stone for processing a variety of plant resources including non-domesticated ones).  

 The Uwharrie II lithic assemblage is certainly consistent with the wide range of daily 

activities that would be expected in a vil lage relying on a mix of foraging and some farming. The 

similarity of the Feature 74 and some of the Uwharrie INDT lithic assemblages to the Uwharrie 

II assemblage is worth noting, especially in the case of Feature 74, where the diverse lithic 

toolkit including a celt, hoe, and mano suggests that this large pit is mostly contemporary with 
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features designated as Uwharrie II. It is interesting that the features designated as Post Uwharrie 

do not display the same diversity of lithics, especially of tools potentially used in agriculture, 

however the presence of worked bone tools, a few large jars, and concentrations of charcoal, 

shell, and plant remains in these pits do indicate that the associated activities are still typical of a 

village with a mixed subsistence base.  

Interestingly the only feature designated as Post Uwharrie that was also analyzed for 

Berger and Grahamôs (2022) botanical analysis, Feature 126, contained walnuts, hickory nuts, 

and persimmons according to their data, and no clear domesticates. However, the excavation 

notes from the 1972 excavation state that the feature was rich in plant remains and contained 

charred beans, nuts, and possibly maize. It appears that the reason for this discrepancy is that 

Berger and Graham (2022) did not analyze the soil sample, fine screening, or charcoal remains 

from the feature and only went through the bag marked as ñNuts/Seedsò. Regardless, if the 

Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie features really are contemporaneous, as seems likely based on the 

ceramic analysis, the observed differences in lithics may simply be the result of a smaller 

sample, random factors, and/or which features were chosen for radiocarbon dating and not a real 

discontinuity between these categories indicating that they should not be lumped together.  

A final point related to the lithic assemblage is the presence of steatite lumps and pipe 

fragments in Uwharrie II and Post Uwharrie features. This shows that the people of Forbush 

Creek were able to secure access to and work steatite despite the fact that they almost never 

included it as a temper in their pottery as did people at sites further upstream, which has 

implications for interaction patterns.  
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Feature Function 

Table 22 shows counts of feature forms by assemblage designations. Broadly, features 

could be categorized into three main forms: deep circular and oval pits, shallow circular and oval 

pits, and small-medium circular/oval/irregular basin-shaped pits. These categorizations are 

similar to the feature types listed in Dickens (1985). Deep circular and oval pits are most likely 

representatives of Dickensô Type 1 features (storage pits), and had orifices ranging from 60-140 

centimeters, depths of 60-130 centimeters, and various variations on a straight sided or belled 

profile. Shallow circular and oval pits were similar to these features in shape but were below 60 

centimeters in depth. The function of these pits is uncertain, they may simply represent shallower 

storage pits. Small-medium circular/oval/irregular basin-shaped pits were likely representatives 

of either Dickensô Type 2 features (borrow pits) if they had large orifices of 160-280 centimeters 

and shallow depths of 20-60 centimeters, or Type 4 features (hearths) if they had a smaller 40ï

100-centimeter orifices and shallow 5ï15-centimeter depths plus evidence of hearth-related 

activities in the form of rocks, burnt clay, charcoal, etc. There were four features that did not 

clearly fit into these categories. One, the large oval pit with sloped sides (Feature 29) is known to 

be a large fire pit. Another is a dog burial. The function of the other two is unknown.  

 A few rudimentary observations can be derived from this data. Storage pits appear to be 

the most common feature type and are found across assemblage designations. Since several 

earlier pits seem to be storage pits, this suggests that there was some form of at least semi-

permanent occupation of the site prior to the Great Bend phase occupation. This is supported by 

the presence of borrow pits and/or hearths across assemblage designations, although the majority 

of these features were placed into the Uwharrie INDT category due to the low numbers of 

potsherds they usually contained compared to storage pits.  
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Table 22: Feature Forms by Assemblage Designation 
Feature  

Form 

Badin/ 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Late 

Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

Uwharrie I Uwharrie II Post  

Uwharrie 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Total 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

1 1 1 23 2 10 38 

Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and flat 

bottom 

   3 3 2 8 

Circular pit 

with sloped 

sides and flat 

bottom 

    1  1 

Circular pit 

with straight 

sides and 

rounded bottom 

   3  1 4 

Circular pit 

with belled 

sides and 

rounded bottom 

   3   3 

Shallow 

circular pit with 

straight sides 

and flat bottom 

  2 5 1 3 11 

Shallow 

circular pit with 

straight sides 

and sloped 

bottom 

     1 1 

Large circular 

pit with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom, sloping 

opening 

  1* 2*   2 

Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and rounded 

bottom 

     1 1 

Oval pit with 

straight sides 

and flat bottom 

   3 1  4 

Oval pit with 

belled sides and 

flat bottom 

   1   1 

Oval pit with 

sloped sides 

and rounded 

bottom 

     1 1 

*Includes Feature 74. 
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Table 22: Feature Forms by Assemblage Designation (Continued) 
Feature 

Description 

Badin/ 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Late 

Yadkin/ 

Uwharrie I 

Uwharrie I Uwharrie II Post  

Uwharrie 

Uwharrie 

INDT 

Total 

Shallow oval 

pit with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

   1  1 2 

Deep Circular 

and Oval Pits 

1 1 2 38 7 15 64 

Shallow 

Circular and 

Oval Pits 

0 0 2 6 1 5 14 

Circular basin-

shaped pit 

1 1 1 3 1 16 23 

Oval basin-

shaped pit 

 1  6  5 12 

Irregular basin-

shaped pit 

     2 2 

Small-Medium 

Circular/Oval/  

Irregular 

Basin-Shaped 

Pits 

1 2 1 9 1 23 37 

Large oval 

basin-shaped 

pit 

     1 1 

Large oval pit 

with sloped 

sides 

    1  1 

Large irregular 

pit with straight 

sides and flat 

bottom 

     1 1 

Dog  

Burial 

 

     1 1 

Total 2 3 5 53 9 43 115 

 

Subsistence Practices 

 In light of the ceramic, botanical, lithic, feature, and burial data, subsistence practices at 

Forbush Creek can be reassessed. Clearly, a mixed subsistence strategy is in evidence, but can 

anything more be said? Nothing certain can be derived from the crude identification of large 

numbers of multifunctional conical jars in the ceramic assemblage regarding agriculture, as such 

jars are common throughout the sequence. Decorated bowls, the assumed correlate of the 
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increasing signaling behavior and territoriality assumed to be associated with agriculture, are 

quite rare. As previously mentioned, domesticates are a minority even in the most representative 

feature investigated by Berger and Graham (2022). Out of 349 chipped stone tools and 35 ground 

stone tools recorded by McManus (1985) from the 1972 excavation, 5 are hoes, 1 is an axe, 2 are 

celts, 2 are metates, and 1-5 are manos (4 of these are also listed as possible hammerstones or 

anvils). Certainly the presence of these tools is meaningful and indexes some reliance on crops. 

This is more lithic evidence of agriculture than is found at other sites in the UYRV, including 

Donnaha, Hardy, McPherson, Porter, T. Jones, and Parker, where such tools are often unique or 

nearly unique finds according to published reports. The ubiquitous storage pit could have been 

used to store wild or cultivated foods and its presence is equivocal. Nutrient deficiencies 

affecting 17 individuals and dental carries affecting 19 individuals (Berger and Hutchinson 2019; 

Berger and Graham 2022) are important evidence, but these numbers do not necessarily say 

much without more extensive comparative analysis with related populations known to rely 

exclusively on foraging and related populations known to rely mostly on agriculture.  

 Thus, archaeology can unfortunately conclude little about subsistence practices at 

Forbush Creek beyond the identification of a mixed subsistence strategy without more evidence. 

Understanding the degree of reliance on agriculture and the consequences of agriculture for the 

people of Forbush Creek and the UYRV is a crucial research question but requires a variety of 

additional analyses, including but not limited to more excavations, detailed analyses of vessel 

use-wear patterns and residues, much more extensive collecting and reporting of botanical data 

from sites around the valley, additional and more comprehensive lithic analysis including 

analysis of wear-patterns, systematic zooarchaeological studies, and additional analysis of carbon 

isotope ratios in skeletal remains if this is deemed acceptable.  
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Burial Patterns in Context 

 Before reassessing the burials, let us briefly recap some of the evidence relevant to their 

interpretation. Widespread ceramic and lithic interaction networks are well documented by 

Rogers (1993) and Jones et al. (2020). As of yet, no archaeological excavation in the UYRV has 

securely identified a palisade at any site. The evidence for agriculture is at best mixed even at 

larger village sites. Evidence in the form of structures and burial accompaniments for significant 

differences in wealth and power is extremely limited, with the best example representing the 

entrance of a Mississippian woman into the community at the Porter site in the 1400 or 1500s.  

Woodallôs (1990) argument that territories became increasingly well-defined after AD 

1000 is an assumption based on the idea that as populations increased, they became anchored to 

certain parts of the valley. From this assumption of territorial behavior he extrapolates that 

decorated bowls index increased social differentiation, a claim which Berger and Hutchinson 

(2019) repeat. In light of the ceramic and lithic interaction networks documented in the valley, 

which are not unexpected in light of the patterns of movement and intermarriage of and between 

villages observed by Lawson (1967, 172, 193) and the lack of evidence for defensive structures, 

it is currently difficult to substantiate the claim that a great deal of territorial behavior was 

occurring.  

Even if one believes that populations did become anchored as they adopted some 

agricultural practices, this is still complicated by the component clustering patterns observed at 

several sites, which suggests that communities were able to periodically relocate. If  communities 

were anchored and behaved territorially, would people have been able or likely to periodically 

abandon sites and return to them later? Would they have engaged in regular exchange and, 

almost certainly, intermarriage? Perhaps decorated ceramic bowls are indexing some kind of 
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social differentiation, but there is no reason to assume that such differentiation must necessarily 

correspond to territorial behaviors, and there are no clear spatial patterns in decoration (Rogers 

1993). Communities may have been differentiating spatially as populations increased while 

remaining (or becoming) integrated in several other meaningful respects. This possibility is 

similar to the alternative form of coalescence proposed by Jones et al. (2020).  

With this information and the inferred occupation history in mind, we can rethink the 

results of Berger and Hutchinsonôs (2019) skeletal analysis. There are differences in injury and 

malnutrition rates between primary and secondary burial individuals. Yet, the overall prevalence 

of violence related injury at Forbush Creek is 9 instances on 6 people out of a sample of 51. At 

Donnaha, Weaver (1984) records that evidence of traumatic death is ñnonexistentò (111) in a 

sample of 43 individuals. Combining the results from both sites, the prevalence of violence-

related injuries is about 6.4% (6/94) and only two of these injuries were perimortem (Berger and 

Hutchinson 2019). Thus, especially when both sites are considered, it is difficult to see a high 

degree of inter/intracommunity conflict, although burials from both sites do support the 

proposition that food related stress was a challenge for both communities at times.  

Considering the evidence for multiple possible components at Forbush Creek, the 

explanation for the burial patterns may be more related to temporal distance than conflict and 

inequality. The primary and secondary burials may represent successive generations of 

occupancy with divergent burial practices, with the higher malnutrition and injury rates indexing 

somewhat more strenuous conditions during a particular time, mainly in regard to the level of 

food stress although with some indication of higher rates of violence. Berger and Hutchinson 

(2019) suggested this as an alternative possibility, although it is still not known for certain if the 

burials date to different times. There are no relationships of superposition between burials of the 
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two groups despite how closely together they are located, which may be evidence pointing 

towards their contemporaneity, although not securely. Another possibility, if the secondary 

burials are contemporary with the primary burials, is that they represent a group such as a related 

lineage that took refuge with the inhabitants of Forbush Creek ï a site with a particularly rich 

natural environment ï perhaps in a period of food-related stress, and/or as a result of an 

unfavorable conflict with another unknown group.  

I am not suggesting that inter/intracommunity tensions, violence, and some territorial 

tendencies were unknown to the people of the UYRV. It is also possible that while communities 

within the UYRV did not behave territorially in relation to each other, they still exhibited some 

degree of territoriality in relation to groups outside the valley, and thus formed a unit similar to 

the ñnationò as described by Lawson (1967). However, it does not appear that endemic violence, 

territoriality, and inequality are the main social trends in evidence within the UYRV itself during 

the Late Woodland. On the level of the valley, increased cooperation and interconnection seem 

to be more prevalent. Outbursts of violence, especially lethal violence, may have been the 

exception, not the rule. Behaviors such as low-level gendered violence, nonlethal feuding, or 

nonlethal ritual or codified combat may account for most of the injuries that do exist. The 

Forbush Creek burials remain something of a puzzle and further work to understand their 

chronological position is crucial to making better inferences. 

Interaction and Frontier Dynamics at Forbush Creek 

Complicated Stamped Ceramics 

 The working assemblage contained a total of 270 complicated stamped sherds, 151 of 

which were at least 4 cm in size. Between partial vessels, rim sherds, and one neck sherd, at least 

20 unique vessels are represented. Table 23 shows some of the attributes associated with the 
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complicated stamped assemblage, and Figures 29 and 30 show examples of vessels, rim sherds, a 

neck, and various stamp designs. Despite the relatively low sherd counts, between the rim sherds 

and the number of unique stamp motifs, probably a few dozen complicated stamped vessels are 

present in the assemblage. Vessel forms do not appear to be significantly different from the rest 

of the assemblage, with probable medium-large conical jars, miniature jars, and bowls present. It 

is notable that the average orifice diameter for complicated stamped vessels was slightly lower 

than the assemblage average, more so for vessels with unknown or indeterminate stamps. Rim 

forms are fairly diverse, with vertical rims being most common but everted, excurvate, and 

inverted rims also in evidence. The only rim decorations present beyond the stamping itself are 4 

instances of notched lips. While sherds with scraped interiors are present, they only make up 

21.48% of the assemblage, compared to 75.93% for unscraped interiors. Most sherds were 

tempered with crushed quartz and/or sand, but in a sizeable minority of sherds, the paste 

additionally or solely included other particles, particularly feldspar and the unidentified red 

mineral.  

 It was difficult to positively identify stamp motifs in many cases. However, concentric 

circles were clearly the most common motif. There were several variations on the basic design, 

including thick, bold circles, small dense circles, and circles with a hollow central bullôs eye. 

There is also an impressive array of other stamp designs, including arc angle, herringbone, 

diamonds, line block, figure 8, swirls, a unique óspokes and chevronô design, and possibly a 

scrolls design. In addition, there were many instances of unique, unknown stamp designs that 

were not complete enough or in good enough condition to describe. A surprisingly high number 

of carved wooden stamp paddles were represented at Forbush Creek. 
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In most features where they occurred, complicated stamped sherds were a small minority, 

with less than 10 sherds per feature. The one major exception to this rule is Feature 19, where a 

total of 99 complicated stamped sherds were present, most variations on the concentric circles 

design. This feature contained 6 rim sherds which when compared appeared to come from 

unique vessels, and the variations on the concentric circles stamp present within the feature also 

speak to the presence of multiple vessels if it is assumed that one paddle was used per vessel. 

Feature 19 was a typical example of a storage pit and contained other potsherds, projectile 

points, a hammerstone, animal bone, debitage, daub, and shell, suggesting that even in this 

special case disposal patterns for complicated stamped vessels were not different from other 

ceramics, which in addition to the similar vessel forms indicates analogous use patterns.  
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Table 23: Select Attributes of Complicated Stamped Ceramics 
Attribute Curvilinear  

Stamped 

Rectilinear 

Stamped 

Indeterminate 

Stamped 

Total 

Total  

Sherds 

181 52 37 270 

4cm+  

Sherds 

99 38 14 151 

Vessels/rims/ 

necks 

12 3 5 20 

Average Orifice 

Diameter 

22.2 cm 22.0 cm 

 

13.0 cm 19.4 cm 

Scraped/ 

Unscraped/ 

Indeterminate 

34/141/6 19/33/0 10/26/1 58/205/7 

Crushed Quartz 

Temper 

4 13 8 25 

Sand 

Temper 

9 4 1 14 

Crushed Quartz 

and Sand  

Temper 

168 35 28 232 

Shell  

Temper 

0 0 0 0 

Other  

Temper 

54 26 12 92 

Vertical  

Rims 

7 1 1 9 

Everted  

Rims 

1 1 1 3 

Excurvate  

Rims 

2 0 1 3 

Inverted  

Rims 

2 0 2 4 

Incurvate  

Rims 

0 0 0 0 

Rim  

Decorations 

Notched lips (4) None None 4 

Stamp  

Patterns 

Concentric circles 

(60), Scrolls? (2), 

Swirl or Filfot (1), 

Figure 8 (1), 

Indeterminate (117) 

Arc Angle (6), 

Herringbone or 

Diamond or Split 

Diamond (9), Line 

Block (3), Spokes 

and Chevron Design 

(1), Indeterminate 

(33) 

Indeterminate (37) 270 

Wide  

Stamped 

3 20 16 39 

Over 

Stamped 

59 13 6 78 

Brushed  

Over 

27 6 2 35 

Counts in this table are given out of the entire assemblage of 270 sherds.  
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Figure 32: Complicated stamped vessels, rims, and neck from Forbush Creek: A) rim from 

Feature 8, B-G) rims from Feature 19, H-I) rim and bowl from feature 20, J) rim from Feature 

21, K) rim from Feature 23, L) rim from Feature 24, M) rim from Feature 52, N) rim from 

Feature 74, O) small jar or bowl from Feature 91, P) neck from Feature 100A Black Stain, Q) 

rim from Feature 101, R) rim from Feature 103, S-T) rims from Feature 107. 

 

 


