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 presanst oftheexcavated area of
Forbush Creek is rdated to AD 12041400.The site ceramic assemblage is characterized in
detail and displays evidence of similarities with Uwharrie and Dan River assemlidsigiesce
of interaction, probably in the form of intermage 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 theoriegarding 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 noppear that the Lower Great Beofithe Upper Yadkin River Valleywas
abandoned after AD 1200, and considering many lines of evidence it is suggested that the
emergence of agriculture in the Yadkin Valley after AD 16Gf/ nothave been markeday a

high degee of territorial behavicand inter/intracommunity conflict

The uniquely constructed political ecology of Upper Yadkin socigtesrelatively
decentralized and egalitarian sociopolitical organization of the Pee Dee Mississippians compared
to other Mssissippian societies further weahd other historicalonsiderationare 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

WhenSpanish Conquistadors first set foot in the land that is presently known as North
Carolina in the midl6" century it was inhabited by a wide rangelatligenous societies with
long and complex histories. The northern Coastal Plain area was divigexehetlgonkian
speaking people organized into small, fortified longhouse t@entered around hereditary
lineage headalong the coast itself, and the powerful Iroquoian speaking Tuscaroréutitier
inland (Ward and Davis 1999, 2P26).Archaeologistand historians believhatthe poorly
understood southern Coastal Plasinhabited by several other groups related to the Piedmont
tribes, who later merged with refugees from otpeatts of the coast and potentially members of
the fALost 0 ymdoamtioek embeddble af tnday (Dial and Eliades 199652R). In
thePi edmont, dozens of related tribes collectiwv
lands along every major river and its tributaries, living in settlements that ranged from small
hamlets to large, palisaded villag&avis and Ward 1991Furthe west 16th centurySpanish
expeditiors headed by JuaRardorecorded the existence ofaagetributary polityreferred to as
A Gu at armidileYadkin valleg, seemingly headed at the timeakfgmaleMico, or

regional leade(Hudson 2005Rogers 193, 4&60).

In the Southern Piedmont and the Catawba vaNagsissippian lifeways similar to those
found in the great river valleys of tividcontinent andeepSouth had taken root. The
Southern Piedmont had seen the fluorescence andlmdbuilding 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 théth century (Boudreaux 20@762).The CatawbaValley
Mississippians were organized into a numifestratified chiefdon-like polities possibly

subordinate to the powerful Cofitachequi regime tosthgh. The most notable of these was



centered on the site tdwn of Joara in what is now Burke Countyorth CarolingMoore

2002). In the Appalachian Matains, the most significant group was the Cherokee, who had
also been drawn into the Mississippigarld butwere by this time living in a number of towns
centered omplatformrmoundtownhouses whergemocraticcouncils of local leaders gathered to

makeimportantdecisions (Ward and Davis 1999, 1¥80; Steee 2015).

Therearealsoareaghat to present knowledgare effectivelyii d a r k . Ascpnbinatian
of diseasecolonial violence, population movemenasid/orremoteness frorareas of interest to
early EureAmerican explorersf the regiorresulted imalmostno writtenrecordsabout these
areasandalmost no sdar known descendent populatioi@ne of the mostignificantof these
dark spotss the Upper Yadkin River Valle YRV) (Figure ), a stretch of land thak&eends
from theWestCentralPiedmont to the Western Foothidadfinally the Blue Ridgeof the
Appalachian MuntainsWhile Goddard (2005) provisionally places the Sutdnéee in this
valley in the 1600s, thiplacement reliesn the extremely vagueéescriptions of Needham and
Arthur (seeDavis 1990, and as such not even the nawhéhe people who lived in this valley
their ultimatefate can be securely establishétb clear descendent commungtyists,although it
is possible that the inhabitants of the vall®gameone of the manyefugeegroups tomerge
with the coalescing Catawba Confederacy in South Carolina in the (M00se 200214). In
the absence of other evidence, we must tuthamethods ofirchaeologyo learnanything
about thehistory and lifeway®f Indigenoussommunities in th& YRV prior to European

colonization
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Figure 1: Map of the Upper Yadkin River Valley and surrounding arests, major sites
mentioned in text labeled.

Deepeningur understanding of these people and their histodimproving our
explanatios of why their history took the shape that it tBdheprimary motivation for this
study.Archaeologists have worked in theYRV since the 1950syhen Stanley Soutlhed
excavaibns ofpart of a largéndigenousvillage, the Forbush Creedite (Yd1), during asalvage
project to make way for theonstruction of US Highway 42Eurther excavations were carried
out at Forbush Creek in 1972 undenBie Keel (Keel 1972), but for the next four decades most
of archaeological research in the valley took placger the guidance of Ned Wood@NVoodall

1984,1990, 1999, 2009More recently, Eric Joneslones2015,2017, 2018;Jones et al. 2012,



2020;Jones and Ellis 20)®asorganizedadditional excavations and performed extensive

settlement patterandgeospatiahnalysisVarious heses and dissertatioresq, Barnette 1978
McGheeSnow 1998McManus 1985Rogers 1998 CRM reports andtwo recentworks on the
bioarchaeologyBergerand Hutchinson 2019nd archaeobotany of Forbush CreB&rger and

Graham 202pfurther contribute to knowledge about the site and the UYRV

There are, of course, still many uncertaintdere than a few revolve around the Forbush
Creek sitatself, the primary subject dhis analysisThisvillage, which seems to have bete
largest site in the vallefBarnette 1978101 Jones 201, 38), holds tantalizing clueaboutthe
a r euwnrigenhistory. While most of the major categories ofitatts andhe human burials
from this settlementhavenow been at least partially investigatembody has yet produced a
comprehensive repooh the site including synthesiof these various lines evidence And,
until this studythousands ofinanalyzedr unreportederamics from many important features at
the site werailently sleeping itheNorth Carolina Archaeological collection at UNEhapel
Hill . While someof the materials from Forbush Creek remaistudied especiallythe animal
bones thefirst goal of this study is to produceetmostcomprehensive repooh the site

currently possible

The second goadlf this study is to improve understanding of doeupation history of
Forbush CreelkCoe (1972) provisionally dated Forbush Creek to the 1L3ffth century with
some evidence of other occupatioHswever the majority of the known occupatidmas been
re-dated toUwharrie phaseAD 8001200 by some researchefBerger and Hutchinson 2019;
Ward and Davis 19996), while JonesZ017, 38) favors aslightly earlier date where the main
occupation spans AD 661D00. The sitepotentiallyrepresenta palimpsest omultiple

occupationgaking placeover the course ahanycenturiesUsing seriation techniquetgature



assemblage analyse detailed understanding of site stratigraphy and feature superposition, and
radiocarbordatesthis study will attemptto inferthei t e6s occupation histor
precision and accuracWith better chronological control establishésinporal patterns in

artifact classeare easier to investigatend previous research at the siémbereevaluated in a

clearer light.

There are also largguestions to addresslated to the broader soculturalworld that the
people of Forbush Creek lived iRast research in théadkin Valleyhas repeatedly emphasized
thel i mi nal qu al indiger®scomniunitiedhoth ingdernes afdheir social
organizationRogers 199333) and in terms of theimaterial culture ancelationships with
groups in surroundingreagWoodall 1999, 2009; Jones et al. 20289.a whoe, the Yadkin
Valley is positioned betweemhatwasoncethe northeasterifringe of the Mississippian worlé
the Catawba Valley and the Southern Piedmamidthe core lands of the Eastern Siouans
archaeologically referred to as the Piedmditiage Tradition(PVT), aroundthe Dan, Haw,
Eng and othenearby riversPVT communitiesithin these drainagesngagedn interactiors
with the Mississippian worlds evidenced by the presence of certain styles of decorative gorgets
andpottery vesseltEastman 1999theadoption ¢ the chunkey gam@.awson D67, 62, Paul
2021) andpotentiallyby theintensification of maize agriculture, especiatiythe Dan drainage
(Davis and Ward 1991pespite the undeniable reality ioterconnectionarchaeologists since
Joffre Coebs (1952, 1964) early work to estab

haveviewedthe PVTasadistinct set of related societifsatnever became Mississippian.

Real and significant differeesdo existbetween the Catawban and Pee Dississippians
and the PVT peopbk.Most obviously Mississippian sites are ofteelatively larger settlements

centered owarious kinds of platform moundshich are usuallytaken asvidence ofarger



scale andgometimesnorecentralizedhierarchical and stratifiedsociopoliticalstructures
(Boudreaux 2007dyloore 2002)In contrast, PVT society is generally modeds and has often
beeninterpretedasheterarchical andgalitarian(Eastman 1999Rogers 1993Ward and Davis
1999) There is also the predominance of complicated stamped pott®outt Appalachian
Mississippian sited the regionwhere it frequently makes @pplurality ormajority of a given
ceramic assemblagBoudreaux 2007biMoore 2002 andmay signify differentosmological
beliefs (Boudreaux 2017At PVT sites, complicated stammg ranges from entirely absentao
decidedly minoritysurfacetreatmen{Eastman 1999ard and Davis 199). And, with the
possible exception of the late Dan River phase in the Dan drasrags, occupied by the PVT
do not seem to display the sasmaleof agricultural intensification and population concentration
observedaroundnearbyMississippian sitesAlthoughdifferences 6 political, religious,and
economic importid exist between theswo societiestheywerealsonot two dichotomous

monolithssurrounded by impermeable membranes.

Due to its geographical and social location inghecontacsoutheastthe Yadkin Valley,
especially the UYRVis an ideakpacefor studying the interactions betweklississippian and
PVT peoplesand there are indications that these interactiaang hae been one of the driving
forcesi n 't h e v a |Bbtrehigtérisal téxis and archgeological remains sughesthe
area was populated lacomplexconstellation of Mississippian, PVT, and even hybrid
communitiedrom the lower valley all the way ttheAppalachian MountainfHudson 2005;
Jones 207; Moore 2002; Rogers 1993; Woodall 1999, 20@9thaeologists have characterized
the Yadkin Valleyas a frontie{Woodall 1999) and boundaryland (Jones et al. 20C20)ough
Jones et al. (2020) argue that the llestcriptionvariesthrough timen accordance with

changing circumstancésfrontier dynamics were not uniform.



Thereforethethird goal of this study iso explorethetiming and directionality of podsie
PVT-Mississippian interactions in the vicinity of Forbush Creek arattempt to explaitmow
and whythese interactions occurradd what form they may have tak&vidence from Forbush
Creek especially complicated stamped ceramicsradécarbordateswill be considered
alongside evidence from other sites in the UYtR\Assess and interpret these interactions. All of
this will contribute to the goal afnderstandinghe changingsocioculturalworld of this small
part of the Southeaduring the turbulent periotthat spanned the advent of Mississipsaniety

and culturearound AD 100Qo the beginning of European colonizatiarthe 1500s.

The fourth and final goal has to do wahtlining andexplaining the overall trajectory of
scciocultural evolutiorin the UYRVin comparison to other nearbyeasWoodall (1984 105
was the firsttoremark hat sites i n ticeo NBERW artd prree scaun tt eud ad
contrast taareas where Mississippian practices were adagfted AD 1000 While excavations
at theMississippian influenceorter (Woodall1999) and T. Jone¥\(oodall2009) sites far
upstream complicated this picture somewhat, at feashe 15" and 18" centuries|ater research
has notthallengedhebasicobservation|In fact, it suggestshatthe UYRV represents an
altemative trajectory to both Mississippianization andgbparate but relatedicleation of
populations in larger villagesccurring in the core area of the PVT to the eftsr AD 130Q In
the UYRY, adispersal andipstream migratiothat may have been related to interaction with
Mississippian$ias been argued to havecurred after AD 1200, resulting much of the
populationabandoningillage life andreturring to aless sedentayfestyle largely oriented
around foragingJones 2017, 2018pnes et al. 2020pnes and Ellis 20)6Berger and
Hutchinson (2019) and Berger and Graham (2022) marshal additional evidence in sugy®rt of

hypothesis from Forbush Creeketf, although as mentionesiignificantchronological



uncertaintiesare still at playBy working togain a more holistic understanding of Forbush
Creekobs cer addrifgF arsls e snbdc@puptson kigiogysynthesize the various

lines of evidace from the siteandsituate the site irelation to itscounterpartsthis project will

contribute taanenhanced sense of how the peaph® livedat Forbush Creek fit into the long

term history of the UYRV and tesing and improvingpur explanations of the satiand

cultural evolutionof communities inhis areaThis is an essentighsk if archaeology is to

answer the questigrosed byBoudreaix (2017 224) who asks€ why t hi s new [ Mi s s
way of life, whether it was brought by new people or new id&as,isolated to a relatively

restricted area in the southern Piedmuvity did those people or ideas not continue to spread to

thenorthor east, where contemporaneous societies



Chapter 2: Theoretical Standpoint

At this point, it isbecomingtrite to point outthe many failures aflassicalAmericanneo
evolutionism, asoriginally formulatedoy anthropologistsuch asVhite, StewardService
Sahlins and their studentdonethelesd, mustbriefly do so heréo contextualizeéhetheoretical
standpoinfrom which this study was conceptualized and carriedToigger (1998, following
others inlamentingt h e s tailuie lIsydtematically compare societiesn around more of
the world,critiquest he fispecul at i ve (E0)datutedfthewellyworgbamer al i z
T tribe chiefdomi state unilineadevelopmentasequenceandargues thamany aspects of
neo-evolutionary theoryreflectedan unacknowledgeéxpression ofWesternrmiddle-class
interestsYoffee (2005)critiques itsteleological ananetaphysicabrdering of culturesind
dehistoricizing tendencies, while also emphasizing its classificatory instead of explanatory
approachs t at i NWbat nedewolutiofismneverwasas a t heory of soci al
Pauketat (2007)eiterates this poinhasing his objections arouiitd preference for explaining
change in terms of abstract models derived from studying many societies at single moments in

time instead of explaininghangewith reference to actuaspecifichistoriesand human agents

Thus, when | state that one goal of this study te$band improve our explanations of the
social and cultural evolution of communities in the UYR¥hould emphasize that this does not
mean thatny aimis toengage irany sort of rigidheoevolutionarytypologizing.Instead, my
goal is toimprove undernsnding of a specific historicavolutionary trajectory, that of the
UYRYV, and toexplorethechoices, eventdistoricatevolutionaryprocessesand ecological and
sociocultural conditions and structutbat togethemayexplainsocial and cultural changdong
this trajectoryFor this project, | defineociety, following Marx (1978, asthesum of the

interrelations between individualBhese relationships are mediateddojitics, economics,
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technology cultural practicesetc, andcaninclude both human and ndruman actorse(g.,non
human animals, plants, spitietc., se®verton and Hamilakis 201$wanson et al. 20).8
defineculture astheknowledgeand practices, the lifeways, that make up the form and content of

the social. Botlsociety and culturare in constant motion.

To address the research goals of this project as outlined in the introductory, etth@non
sources such & r i g g €8)évaluatjoris®P0" centurytheories of social and cultural
evolution,evolutionary archaeology as describedby man and O6Brien (Lyman
199806 Bri en and LymarPa26@0at2@ad4, A2005) hi stor i c
approachAlt 2006; Pauketat and Alt 200%auketat 2001, 20p,7as well axonceptdrom the
emerging Extended Evolutionary Synthesibimlogy (Laland et al. 2015andthe historical

turn in Southeastern archaeology (Ethridge et al. 2020)

History and Evolutia

There has been enormous theoretical diversificatidkmerican Archaeology over the past
half-centuryas the field has successivélgen exposeaitheparadigms of processualism, post
processualism,andh at Trigger (2006) c @84 Isthidskeotion)i pr ag ma
discuss how | have attempted to bring together ideasriraltiple theoretical current®

productivdy analyzthe UYRV.

The first of these currentsweh at Pauketat (2001, 2007) has ¢
processualism At its most basic level, historical processualism is described as the study of
historical processesentered around a theory of practitawingon Bourdieu As Pauketat

states:

From this perspective, p edpprl aedtaie geacsaliveo Ass an d
| will argue later, practiceare the processes, not just consequences of procdsses.they
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generate change. That is, practiaes 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 processs are quite different from what wused
(Pauketat 2001: 74).

Other tenants of the historical processualist approach as elaborated by Ra0Réjadre as

follows:

1. Practices are the embodpositmmt of peopl ebds 0O

2. Practices are always negotiations, and negotiations recreate traditiogmsople enact,
embody or represent traditions in ways that continuously alter those traditions.

3. Traditions exist as real entities only in practie@jch can take anpumber of historical
forms, such as accommodation, creolization, communalizaymeyetizationetc.

4. Any form of this practical, negotiative process is a historical process that can only be
explained with reference the genealogy of praces or history of negotiations.

5. Causes are not abstract phenomena outside the realm of pratomsses like mound
constructionfor exampleare not the result of processes but are themspbge®f the
process of political negotiation.

6. History isthe process of culturabnstruction througbractice anamust beunderstood
through detailed and largeeale studies of who did what when dodv.

7. A view of material culture in which it is seen as the embodiment or active representation,
whether intentioal or unintentional, of cultural traditions, and therefore a dimension of
practice that is causal.

8. As a goal, he seeking of generalizations abthé processes that lead to differential
histories.

9. In general, a concern witroximateas opposed toltimatecausation.
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In Chiefdoms and Other Archaeological Delusi¢2807), Pauketat elaborates on this
approactby further detailing thenainargumentsnd interestsf historical processualism
especially as they relate kississippian archaeologilost notably, these includa) his belief
thatmore focus should be given to thgency of norelitesthanpasttheories of administrative
evolution allowed farb), a historicist critiqueof concets ofsocietyin which society is viewed
as aninternally selfregulated and sealed syster a plea to pay greater attention to
organizational and cultural variability when analyzing ancient Southeastern pailitccs).a
renewed emphasis on the importancenajration, colonization, and diffusido the
phenomean of MississippianizationReiterating hé views on the primacy of practice ancth
the construction okocietyis thereality to be explained?auketat callsdr the use of
Acompar at-hvet ar,wbhesed¢h® OnBs)afrossculturalcomparison aréhe
historical trajectories of the genealogies of change of praciindghe objective is to look for

commonalities between historical processes, noetadiypes.

Evolutionary archaeology is the secdratly of theoryl draw on.This isa Darwinian
approach, centered around a Darwinian definition of evolutidhasny net di recti ona
cumulative change in the characteristics of organisms or populations over many generations, in
ot her words, desddrnytmawmi tam dmgbddBforiacehaedlbgyraliie
population isany material expressiaf human behavior, such as artifacts, wregblutionary
archaeologists views phenotypifeaturesor traitsof the human organisnihe goal of
evolutionary archaeology is tmnstruct cultural lineages or historical chronicdésese traits
and therto construct explanations of said lineagek y man and ,0%)BThdlieeage1l 9 9 8
concept is particularly importards the goal is to examiraad explaira temporal line of change

owing its existence to heritabilitpot simply a temporal sequence or convergénte
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difference between homologs and analogs must be recogkiggldnation in evolutionary
archaeologynvolves the identification of mechanisitiat cause evolution and the
demonstration of the consequences of their operakivenmechanismsccording to Lyman and
O 6 B r (1988 are selection and drift, amduses precede the consequence or effect of the
working of mechanismselection and dit shapebehaviors and thus their phenatyp
expressionsso they bring about changes in frequencies o&nalytically discrete variants of
cultural traits New traitscan be introduced through intentional innovation, diffusion,

transmission erroretc.

A key point of debate is exactly what selection and drift mean in the context of@taial
evolution Natural selectionin a biological sensepe ans f@Aor gani sms that i nh
variations are mor e | i 9eThiydefinhioncannote unerigically ( Pr ot h
translated into the social and cultural wasfdhe human organisf.or Ly man and OO BT
(1998) selection meanfsequency changes the previously mentionddaitsi which could be
anything frompottery vessels to earthen mounalgransportation machind® 6 Br i en and Ly
2004 181]) - resulting fromshifts in adaptational state or adaptedmessgiven set of conditions
Notably, erolutionary archaeologists do not deny that humans can seéion through
adaptationaintent butdo arguethat humans aneot capable ofully directing the course of
selectioni’ there are plenty of false steypartial solutions, dead ends, and unintended
consequences(y man and Q628 $chiflen1996,B96 rigger (1998 136137)
takes a similar stance but puts increased empbasisman agentive powerarguing that
becauseelection in the sociocultural reabmstsprimarily onideas notorganismsand because
human beings can both innovate andcudweal uate o

changdas much less blind and random than natural selection, and morergfaad goal
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oriented | agreethat humans are not capable of fully directsedectionbup r ef er Tr i gger &
formulationfor its explicit emphasis on the role that human intentionality can and does play

this processWalsh, Prentiss, and Rie@@019)call this mechanism cultural selectiorwhich,

importantly, isa special form of selecticmmbedded withimatural selectionsuch that
Aculturally selected traits aandsubsedquentculturalubj ec't

selection pressures over the long termo (41).

For this study, aciocultural selections defined ashanges in theelativefrequencies of
ideas culturalpractices, an#tinds ofsocial relationshipgandthe material expressions thesg
in a givenenvironmentesultingfrom sociccultural pressurésausing shiftén adaptednesdt
takes place througihe actions of peopho may or may not have adaptatiomaént andcan at
best partially predicthe outcomes of their choicdBecausesociety is a emergent propertyf
nature natural selection pressures @arddo influence the sociocultural worldndsociocultural
andnatural selectiogo-influence adaptednegsvarying proportiongn most cases
Sociocultural constructiois arelatedandoftenoverlappingorocesshat takes twaelatedforms.
First, it canintroduce variationwhetheradaptivelyneutral oradaptivelysignificant,into the
sociocultural worldhrough innovation, which may come from multiple souremsloccur at
many scale§ Ly man and O%B8l7)iaedis distiretdr8m drift becausk is at least
partially intentional(honrandom)Secondit can intentionally or unintentionaliypodify the
sociocultural and/or naturalorld in such a way thahe property oadaptednes® that
environment may shifFor example, the introduction ofn@w agricultural technologyay

modify the selective environmeahd impacbther agricultural practices social relationships.

LIn this I include thenfluence of politics, economics, technology, religiets., as these are alements ofociety
and culture.
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Biologists and evolutionary archaeologists recognizedlactionof any sortis not the only
mechanism of evolutionn biology, this has taken the form afrejection of the
6pansel ect mid20f cemufyMandrnSynthesis (from which neevolutionary
anthropology drew many ideas), primarily due to new evidehlz@ge amounts of silent DNA
present in all orgnismsthatcould not be detected or acted upon by natural selection because it
was not expressedndevidence of thedaptively neutral character of many mutatiPothero
2017).As a complement to selectiorvatutionary archaeologglso views driftor chance
changes in the frequencies of traltging transmissigras an important mechaniginyman and
O06 Br i e rDetarraifirg) yvhetheselectionor drift is responsible for an observed change
requiresthe study of both immanent propertaasd processeandconsideration oparticular

historical conditions

Finally, there is the question of transmissam inheritanceT raditionally, sociocultural
evolutionistshave explained thigm terms ofsocial learningin which people pass or tansmit
traits that they have acquired during their lifetime in a process analogous to Lamarckian
inheritancl Ly man and ;Origer 1998 Walsh,Peidiss, and Riede 2019).
Proponents ofthe Extended Evolutionary Synthesisbiology (Laland et al. 201%)ave recently
advocated for aoncepféi ncl usi ve i nhehi thnceberitance fe:
encompass (transgenerational) epigenetic inheritance, physiological inheritance, ecological
inheritance, social (behaviojdtansmission and culturaln h e r i t, ahicls rm®cledr 2 )
applicability to sociocultural evolutiodMeanwhile,Ingold (2023)has questioned whether the
entire concept of inheritan@ad social learning adequate to capturirige real evolutionary
procesand prefersthetermer dur ance, which he defines as fa

overl ap of glethisforaudlatiompesidrande 4 the essential condition of
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evolution, and | ies i n @notothe e, oftan areadymi s si on,
constructed world but in the continual bringing forth of a world thatthe passage of

generation§i s ever in for matTihag.kon dawl regdagled 2a®23%, nd%1)
from generation to generation but is regrowreach through their practical overlap as

generations carry on their lives togeth&ihat every generation brings to the next are the
conditions of devel opment f or .Forpréesentpurpoges,o wt h t
find inclusive inheritancéroadly conceptualizeals something thas operationalized through
continuousoverlappingmultigenerationalaborand learningprocess(as opposed to seeing

sharp breaks between generations in whiclhmplete construction mssd down)as an

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

Historical processualms and evolutionary archaeolobgvefrequently characterized
themselves as oppositional at leastontrastingapproaches to the study of the archaeological
record (Pauketat 200 1IMuchOféhsdisagreemennrelolMesjamoand 2 0 0 4
causatiori historical processualism is interestediimt he | ess positivistic art
expl anat i on siketatf200h V3causerisynternghfciice is theproximate cause of
culture change and the explanation foEkolutionary archaeology does not dispute that practice
is an agent of culturehange buinsists that an explanatory account of the past gud&eyond
proximate causation arldok for the ultimate causal processes, which are seevoagionary
processes | i ke selection anWherkasia hidtoricalO6 Br i en a
processualismightwork toidentify a proximate cauder a gven phenomenoim the realm of
practicel for examplegxplaining how cultural hybriditgontributed to the development of
Cahokian Mississippian cultufalt 2006),an evolutionary archaeologisbuld want to also

look for an ultimate causeutside the phenomena that chanagd test it with a falsifiable
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hypothesis e.g, thatthe construction of huge earthen mouati€ahokiavasameans oftatus

display among newcompeting elitd O6 Br i en and Lyman 2004: 183) .

The Extended Evolutionai§ynthesisn evolutionary biologyprovides concepts that allow
us to move towards the resolution of this debidere, the distinction between proximate and
ultimate causes hdeen seriouslguestioedL al and et al . (2015) argue
distincion between the proximate and ultimate is undermined by the fact that proximate causes

are themselves often also evolutionary causes

devel opment 6, organisms can s byaxgn&antlyt hei r] ow
responding to, and altering, internal and ext
concept of Oreciprocal causationdé captures ho

codi rect evol uti onar y0l57). Arexamplesd hof thiasdcaunsd et al
through the process of niche construction, wherein an organism deliberately or inadvertently

modifies its selective environrmens uch as when earthworms Aproces:s
allow them to draw water intiheir bodies more effectively, thereby constructing a simulated
aqguatic environment on | andodé (Laland et al . 2
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 200%).concept of sociocultural

construction previously developedhsw | account for this process.

A second major point of contention lies arodineability of archaeologisti perceive
human intentand agencyn t he past. O6Brien and Lyman (200
think that agency is unimportant, thégthinkthati i t o f t e nt bleneidentiiys i mpos si

human agency archaeologicallyo (183) and that
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change, i f fiwe cannot see it, how can we esta
c h a n g e ?Raukétdt &8 Alt.(2005), on tbéher hand, contend thaith large enough
datasets and multiple scales of analytkisy can sedor examplefiagency in a postmoidOne
example they give relates to various forms of house construction in and around Cafadikia.
trench houses are a comanmaterial expression of Mississippian culture in certain parts of
Eastern NorttAmerica andvere adopted rapidly around AD 10B0the American Bottom
coinciding with the rise of the Cahokian ordeften replacing Woodland practices in which
housepods were set into individual post holé¥all-trench construction methodfiowed a
single person with a hoe to rapidly excavate a feailhdation andnay have even facilitateal
new architectural technology involving the prefabrication of walkgrestingly, the adoption of
wall-trench construction was ngpatially or temporallyniformin the villages around Cahokia
I some villages immediately adopted this method, others took decades t@dd sBocertain
casespeople constructed hybrid imees withfifaux walltrenches employing a mix of trench

and single set post walls.

Pauketat and Alt (2005) -aendpooastriuctioastappéatthlee hy br
the physicality of a sho#tved cultural negotiation between certain resektiural farmers and
Choki ans. Perhaps the former accommodated the
(226).They believe that by |l ooking at things | i ke
moments wherein particular people literallyandfur at i vel y constramtted t|I
that to fAiignore the variability and geneal ogi
people who constructed agendas, asserted identities, made choices, and created cultures through
suchsimultaneusl y mundane and So@proximatg dausé forawtures 06 (230

change, the historical meeting of Cahokians and Woodland fadmees by the actions of
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peoples of both grougthe specifics of which we may nalwaysknow), has been both

spedfied and established witinaterialevidence If different material evidencef a different

kind of interactiorbetween different groups of peoplas present in the recortthjs agentive

cause would be falsifie®ubsequent changes, such as the construction of faux wall trenches, are

gi ven -mpo dihiobwl y 0 ackommmadatiantthiroogh composite practices.

| argue thatvhat Pauketat and Alt are describeyaccommodatiois a result of the
combinedworking of sociocultural selection and constructibaould conceptualizéhe history
of socioculturakhangeas at least to a large degree, the history ofsth@oculturalselectionand
constructiorof ideas, practices, and social relationshipsugh variousistoricalformssuch as
domination,migration diffusion, innovation,accommodatiorindividual and collective
resistancegreolization syncretizationetc.,which represent specifiand often cenccurring
proximate causesf subsequenthangesldeas, practices, and social relationstapes still
affected bymaterial/ecological conditions arfidltimated mechanisméike natural selection,
which, of coursepeople do not passively or uniformly respondl s maintained by both
historical processualists (Pauketat and Alt 2006) 284 evolutionary archaeologis@ 0 Br i e n
and Lyman 2004182-183).The explanatory challenge, then, igpto understand the
socicculturaknaturalselective pressures at plewya givenenvironmentandtheform and
consequences of thenteraction with givendeas, practices, and kinds of social relationships
which canthemselve$e (at once or at differemhoment$ pressures, sources of novetyough

their construction or transmission erroimits that are acted on by pressumeseutratraits

To apply such definitions and concepts to explaining change in the UWMRKequire
understanding the propertiesideaspracticesand social relationshipthe broademworld they

arepart of andthe movement of this worlds seerthroughchanging landscapes and the
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histories of the peoples wheproducedmaintained, andltered/were altered hi. All of these
are aspects @total world substancéhat we methodologically categoriaeorder tounderstand

butrecognize is fundamentally of a relational character.

| alsodraw onideas fronthe historical turn in Southeasn archaeology (Ethridge et al.
2020).Thisis a general change in the orientatiorsotitheastern archaeologists in terms of how
they view the pasgndnotnecessarily a new unified theoretical or methodologieaspective.
It hasdeeperroots in historicist critiques of nesvolutionsm, such as Wolf (1982Fthridge et
al. (2020) alsanention the work oSoutheastern historigdharles Hudson asiampetus The
gi st of the historical turn is a questioning
and an attempt t o While thdreamre cectainky enetiiogologichl diffeteincesy
in terms of how one studisscieties with written rexrds and those without, proponents of the

historical turnremind us that

éthe historic and the Aprehistorico eras wer
across this divide were subject to similar historical forces such as ethnogenesis, coalescen
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 ancieninplast hhe more

recent past. (Ethridge et al. 208):

Thus, there has been an increased intaresing archaeologists with this approach to
understandhot just overalkevolutionaryadaptation, but the specific actions and even thoughts of
Indigenous people, so far as evidence all@wsthis end theglraw on the theories gbcial
historians such as those of thenalesschool tounderstand the complex causality driving
events, wherevent s are fAsituated in a nest of cause:
human decision making, events, cyclical trends, and structural elements, all of which are in

di al ogue with one.2820:0)Thegargoe tifaBprdvel sciergife et al
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methodsJarger datasets, and especially higresolution datingvill allow archaeologists to
increasingly delineate and compare specific historical trajectdites isa projectthat very
much builds ordecades of work by earlier archaeologistsp have built a foundatioof
understandingvithout which any attempt to historicize theecontacSoutheastising the

methods of archaeologyould becategorically impossible.

History and evolution ar@ot incoompatible approaches to studying the human (Bastd and
Richerson 1992ngold 2023;006 B r i e firiggen01998. Bringing togetheinsights from
historical processualism, evolutionary archaeoldlgg extended evolutionary syntiggsand
other bodies oknowledgea more nuancettheoretical standpoint cdre constructed from which
to document, interpret, and explain the unique patterns found in the archaeological record of the

UYRV.

Frontiersand Interaction

Previous research in théadkin valley and nearby areaBeck and Moore 200Zones 2018;
Jones et al. 2020 oodall 1999 hascategorizedhe region as some form of frontier
Archaeologists, cultural geographers, historians, and others have defimeltb@concepts of
boundary, border, and frontiar various waygFeuer 2016Parker 2006)Moreover, the
processes associated willese conceptsave undergone considerable change througiuman
history. For exampleincreasing territorialitysometimes driveby plant and animal
domestication and increasing sedentibot,alsoby cultural divisionscreaed througlprocesss
of schismogenesis (Graeber and Wengrowl?(hdthe development ahore sharply
delineated bordemssociated with thisrmation of stategFeuer 2016altered the characteristics
of human landscapeBarker (2006provides useful geeralized definitions for these three terms

boundariemr e Aunspecific divides or separwhileor s

t

h
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bordersar e fili near dividing |ines, fixed in a par
political and/ or .Aldbordersiare bounaariesyvoet banders dresmore ( 7 9 )
weighted by political/administrative/militatyoundarieand may correspond directly with them
whereasther sorts of boundaries, such as those between cutunaguistic groupsinay be

conditioned bypolitical borders, but do not correspond to thénfrontier, on the other hands

a fNzone of i nterpenetration (Paken2@e MPandmey pr evi
separatédi v ar i ous ftcal g eukuralahd upite drjd & $uch zones may also be made

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

c ont acAfontiérs8omposed of various types of boundafies 6 b o u naichmsy s et 6)
geographic, political, demographic, cultural, and economic boundaries, and Parker (2006) argues
that Ait could be said that it is precisely t
t he very essen dlebaderlarfds etween mliticalécultgrdl @njitiesy be

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

P a r kcentiriusm of boundary dynami¢Bigure 2)
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Figure 2: Continuum of Boundary Dynami@dter Parker 2006 Figre 2)
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King and Meyers (2003)rovide definitions sgcific to the task of exploring the edges of the
Mississippian worldwhich they emphasize were in a constant state of Tlaey delineate three
typesofo edges 6: f r ospandperipleriesbacktvatmeg a frontier s
along the edge of advancing or retreating wave fronts of Mississippian forms of organization
(114), such as Southwestern Virginia (Meyers 2002)A per i phery i s At he ph
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 Mississigifan@ and Meyers 2002:
114) The Carolina Piedmont is given as one exal
regions fully or partially nested within the Mississippian world, whereMa@sissippian social
groups occupied the landscapKifg and Meyrs 2002114). These are social islaawthere
historical processes and environmental fadi&sisnhabitants down neMlississippian paths
despite their surroundingan example of which is the Big Bend region of sexghtral Georgia.
King and Meyers (2@ 115)arguethatpaying greater attention to the edges will provide a
better understanding of tiiee c ol ogi cal factors affecting the
of ranked soci et,kespesiallywith referéicetoghe posentipl ppiueea 0O
surplus for supporting elites, public works, and craft productod the causal rola social
change of interaction across boundar#kile these definitions are Mississipptaentric, they
are still analytically usefudnd can be tested arefinedwhen applied to the Yadkin valley, as

Jone<t al.(2020) haglone.

King and Meyers (2002) draw on, among other sources, thepeoigghery models of worid
systems theor{Wallerstein 197% While this model is a useful starting poiRguer (201629

32), following a number of other scholapints outthatworld-systems theory requires
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significant modification when applied to the predern world, as older woHslystemsalid not
always reseimle the modern one very closely, especiallyerms of the corperiphery
relationship For example, in the absence of durable sieganizatiornin the coreestablishing
and maintaining core-periphery relationshigs much more challengingnd the reltionship is
likely to be unstable angphemera{Feuer 2016: 42)0On the other side, thterdency of the
communities that make upose heterarchical complexes of nations, villatjesagespolitical
offices and religious leadesf t en s ubsumed unasdogers (1993) arguése | of
existed in th?iedmont and Yadkin valleyo regularly relocate, fission, and refoimalso a
complicating factorln fact, Rogers (1993285 argues that the maintenancesath a relavely
egalitarian heterarchgsexisted in the Piedmonepend®n spacenot beingrigidly inscribed

and boundedoermanenthdivvied up and parceled out, whipbses a deep structural challenge
for the transformation of theorld system intaa stablecore and periphery the modern sense
Large rarely crossed buffer zones were also more common features in the ancienamchede
notedto have existed in th8outheastespeciallyaround the edges of chiefdoifidannery and
Marcus 2012)These could haveerved to limit rather than facilitategular interactiomr the

development o$tructuring relationships.

Operationalizing Theory

Feuer (2016) describes a wide varietyifferent 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 polihesspread of agriculture,
monopolization of exchange, loltgi st ance tr ade, devel opment of
communitiesdo of wvarious sorts, colonization,

acculturation, and intermarriageefining our umlerstandingf changing frontier dynamics in
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the Yadkin valley over timandanswering the bigger quest®nf differential historical
evolutionary trajectoriewill require more consideration of which kinds of processes and
interactions were occurring amehen, which can only be deduced from careful consideration of

bothmany lines of material evidence and the fragmentary written records available.

Making convincing inferences about the charactehe$ehistoricalinteractionsand
processeand thesococulturalworld of the UYRVand its surroundings will require more
attention to basic evolutionary considerations. For example, edthplicated stamped
ceramics at UYRYV sites like Forbush Creek homologutifacts that appeared as a result of
directcontact or exchange witkississippians, or analogous artifacts thpear superficially
similar, but in fact have a differeliheage historyBtudy ofthechronology style, and
characteristicef these ceramiosill help addresghis evolutionary question while also
providing pertinent information about théstorical form that interaction may have takktore
broadly, wth chronological controhnd more holistic descriptipnan archaeology say more
about thegenealogies of préice represented at Forbush Craekerms of ceramic style, ceramic
function, lithics,subsistence, burial practices, and feafars and functiof? With increased
knowledge of theinwrittensocial history of the Yadkin vallegndits ecological conditios
derived fromprevious landscapsettlement pattermnd material culture studiesan
archaeology producelzetter explanation of hoghoices, events, historical/olutionary
processesand ecological and sociocultural conditions atrdcturesvorkedtogetherto produce

the patterns of material cultuobserved 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 islandnd the trajectory of the UYRM the period of interesof this
project(approximatelyAD 600-1500 must be understodd the broader contexif thetectonic
changes occurrinthroughout théeastern Woodlandsuringthis time While the exact sequence
differs depending on threegion(the North Carolina sequence will be coveredetail in this
chapter)the periods of the generaastern Woodlandshronology of relevance this studyare
the Middle Woodland100BC i AD 500), the Late Woodlan¢AD 5007 AD 1000, and the
Mississippian(AD 10007 Colonial). TheMiddle Woodland is knowas the time in which the
mortuary mound ceremonialism of the Hopewell tradigomergedloosely integrating broad
swaths otommunities irthe Eastern Woodlands intaitual exchage networkHopewellian
artifacts are often founat ceremonial center@cross the Southeasiring this time period
(Anderson and Sassamafl12: 122), including places likdlound 2 at the Garden Creek site
the Appalachian Mountains of Norf@arolina (Keel 1976; Wright 2021Both conical and
platform moundsvere built during the Middle Woodlandut moundglid notserve as
residential structuresnd while some lineages and leadeese more powerful and wealthy than
others, there is littlevédence of hereditargffices (Anderson and Mainfort 2002y class
structuresFor the most part, settlemenvere hamlets or small villages that frequently relogated
and subsistence was based on a mix of foraging and growingasspdated with the Beern
Agricultural Complex such asunflower,chenopodium, antbbacco, while maize remained a

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

The subsequent Late Woodland pencasmore tumultuousPopulationsand settlement

sizesincreased, the bow and arrevereadoptedthere is increased evidence for warfare in some
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areas, andhore platform moundé&omeoccasionallyserving as residences or at least resting
places fora nascentlite clas9 were builtatthe sizable and complesivic-ceremonial centers of
the Swift Creek,Weeden IslandColes Creek, and Plum Bayou cultu¢daderson and Mainfort
2002; Anderson and Sassaman 20E8pecially after abowdD 900 coinciding with the onset
of the Medieval WarnfPeriod maizebecame an increasingly popular crdpis was grocess
that wasprobablydriven by a complex mix afew crop variantgpopulation pressure, attractive
characteristics of the crop itself such as ease of harvest anagtakelirectedco-evolution

with a new religious and political ideologxpresseth asolar and warfare iconography
stressing agricultural productivitgurplus accumulatiomnd thespecial status dadlite families
(Anderson and Mainfort 2002; Anderson and Sassaman 2012; Smith and CowamTB603).
adoption of maizevasnot instantaneous or uniform,and t s uneven adoption a
into the cultures of many Late Woodland communitvese perhaps far more tbers of choice

than they were consequences of ecological i mp

It was in these conditionkdt people constructedississippian societies and cultures proper
Themost significanproximate cause of thdississippan transformationvasthe foundation of
thegreat city ofCahokia in the Midwest. Here reamarkable suite afhanges in almost every
aspect of life rapidly took shape in the |ae 900s and early 1000& which a collection of
(relatively large)illagesin the American Bottonexperienced an enormous influx of immigrants
andgrew by over an order of magnitunto a true city(Pauketat 2004)Ihis enormous spurt of
building activitywasitself the active constructioof a new religious and politat order fully
expressingarticularLate Woodland tendencie$his new ordemvolvedthe gread of religious
practices associated withe Long-NosedGod or Red Hornpbservablehanges in housing rules

corresponding to nevabordivisions the simultaneous urbanization of Cahokia datiberate
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ruralizatiorireorganizatiorof the surrounding countrysidqauketat 2007and thereinvention

of traditioral cultural practices, such Beuse construction method3auketat and Alt 2005)
Recreational pastimes also changelkena primordia) popularversion of the chunkey game
wastransmuted intoraelite sport associated with a particuldistinctive style of chunkey stone
(DeBoer 1993)Mississippian culture continued to spread acrbesHastern Woodlands in
subsequent centuriesyalescing into several regional manifestatiamsudingthe Oneota,
Caddoan, Plaguemine, Middegrt Ancient,and South Appalachian Mississippisocial and
cultural complexesThe many differential histagg political organizationsyorldviews etc.,of
Mississippian communities cannot be covered here, but some of the processes involved in
Mississippianizatiorncludedthe spread of maize itsetfadeand exchange (especially of
esoteric and rituatems) elite emulationyarfare,direct colonization or conquest by Cahokians,
pilgrimagesfictive kin adoption ceremonieand various other forna social engagement such

asgamingandintermarriaggPauketat 2004; Anderson and Sassaman 2012).

The Mississippianvorld again underwent major chanigethe AD 1200s and 1300
Cahokiaa protracted process involving the abandonment of the Richland complex agricultural
hinterlandaround AD 1150two long dy spells in the early 1200s thgignaled the end of the
warmer and moister Medieval Warm Periodreased political and cultural factionalizatiand
other factorgoincided withs i gni fi cant declines i n Gharearki ads
total abandonmerdf the sitein the 1300s (Pauketat 200®ther major politicakeligious
capitals further southlso underwent major changes in the 13@@3vioundvillein Alabamathe
powerful and centralized regintieat had flourished in the 120Bsgan to come apart

Moundville itself was transformed mt a i n e, mmabitpddy d small number of elites and

their retainers and used for mortuary ritualkjle populationslispesedinto the surrounding
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areasandthe old symbols of the elite orderere increasingly used in naatite contextgKnight

and Steponaitis 1998)he powerful regime d&towah in Georgigeems to have been the target

of aviolent attack in the late 1300®sulting in decentralization aedentually a shift in the

center of power to Coosathe north (King 2003)T hus, by the 1300s, the T
(Pauketat 2004155) of the Mississippian worldvas well underwayinaugurating an era of

smaller and more brittle politiemcreased violengend settlement nucleatioexacerbated by

the onset of the Little Ice AgécrossGeorgia and parts of Alabama, Tennessee, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Florida, thistimeiperisa s soci at ed wi t h,apolythetidi L amar
complex recognized to appear between AD 1B500(Hally 1994) The Lamar culturbas

many regionaéxpressions bus united byfeatures such aglatively similar ceramic traditien

and decorative motifd.amar complicated stamped, incised, and pJamhixed subsistence base

of foraging and agriculturgpredominantly flexed burialanda political landscapmostly

consistingof petty kingdoms, some of which do seem to have beamnagrated into

paramountcies like Coosa and Cofitachequi by the 1500s.

Mississippiampracticedid notfully penetrate all regionsf the Eastern Woodlands. In
placedike the Piedmont of North Carolina, whecioculturachangedid continueto occur,
people generalljollowed an alternativerajectory based owoodlandiifewayseven as
Mississippian communities emerged and encroached to the west andr'sosthin the
Piedmontthe Middle Woodland is considered by archaeologists not todraded until around

AD 800, andhe Late Woodland continues until Europeantactin most places.

The PiedmonYillage Tradition(PVT)
The PV/T is the archaeological designation for tiiorokemi c ont i nuum of cul t

devel opment 0 ( Wa B)dhatexisted inDhe Piedmontlfrerd the Early to Late
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Woodland While there is &carcityof research on the Early and Middle Woodland petiods
earlier transregional phenomena such as the Hopewell trasigéon to have had even less of an
impact on the Piedmont thaime Mississippias While people living in the Piedmont were
certainly interacting with people elsewheteere is little evidencef major, regionwide
disjuncturethroughout most of the Piedmont until European colonizatiod change seems to

have been relatively gradua

The earliesarchaeological phases associated with the PVT are the Badin and Yadkin
phase$~1000 B.Ci AD 800), originally defined by Coe (1964) based on analysis of ceramics
from theDoerschuk siteThesephasesreassociated wit theBadin and Yadkin ceramic series
Thechronological relationship betweémese series uncleayalthough Ward and Davis (1999)
suggest Yadkin to be latdBoth series are quite simildrceramic vessels amonical jars with
cordmarkedor fabric impressed surfaces and smoothed interiors. The principal difference is that
Badin ceramics are temperedtwsmaller sand particles, while Yadkin ceramics are tempered
with larger patrticles of crushed quarBometimes, Yadkin ceramics also exhibit check stamping
or simple stampingArchaeological understanding of life during these periods is quite
incomplete It seemghatthe Piedmont was sparsely populaigdoeopleforaging a broad range
of terrestrial and aquatmants and animaland that the main technological change was the

replacement of the atlatl by the bow anduarin later centurieéWVard and Davis 19983).

The Uwharrie phase &D 8007 1200)is characterized bg general trend towards
increasing sedentism aadcareliance on agriculture and foraging, reflectethi@ presence of
dedicateccemetery areasea occupation centeranarchaeobotanical reconddicating
incipientcultivation of maizeand thepresence o$ubterranean storage pasUwharrie villages

(Ward and Davis 199 100101). Uwharrie series ceramassemblages are also dominated by
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conical jarsalthough some hemispherical bowls appear, and rim forms clramge
predominantly vertical to slightly shoulderadth vertical rimslater in the sequen¢®avis
1996) Cord marked and fabric impressed cei@continue into the Uwharrie seriegth the
main differentiating featurdseingthe predominance of sheltraped/esseinteriorsthroughout
the sequencand the introduction of net impressesssekexteriorswhich becomencreasingly
prevalentor even dominant irassemblages over timeim decorationsuch agparallelstick
incisions and fingernail impressioappear on Uwharrie vessedsdcrushed quartz and sand are
common tempergxterior surface treatment obliteratiothe deliberate brushing or scraping
overof underlying treatmenfsis also a hallmark of Uwharrie ceramics (Dal#9§. Sites with
Uwharrie components are distributed throughoutRtieelmont andtart to give way to a variety
of branching traditions inaeh major valley and drainageoundAD 1000(Davis andWard

1991; Ward and Davis 1993)

Theregionalization of the PVT is documented in the subsequent Haw Riket (0G
1400) and HillsboroAD 140031600) phases in the Ha®no, and Flat River drainageke Dan
River (AD 1000-1450) and Saratow\D 14507 1710) phases in the Dan drainaged what is
called theDonnaha phasD 10007 1450) in the UYRV (Davis and Ward 199&4/ard and
Davis 1999)Generally sites and assemblages belonging to the fstdenturies of these
phases arsimilar to those found in the Uwharrie phaSemmunities in thédaw, Eno, and Flat
drainages seem to have beamallerand less reliant on agricultyrespeciallyduring the Haw
River phase, witlsettlemennucleation occurringrincipally around and after A.D 1400
Settlement nucleatioseeminglycoincideswith the intrusion of a new group péople marked
by discontinuities in ceramicaditionsand the construion of palisadeg¢Davis and Ward 1991)

Meanwhile,archaeological investigatiomsdicate a larger, densdoytified, andmore
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agricultural population in the Dan drainage, especially afi2in300(Ward and Davis 1991;
1993) It has been suggested that one faaftectingthe nucleation of populations and
construction of palisades was an increase in Iroquoian raidiater centuriesausingother

groups to be pushed southward, creating demographic pr¢ésgame and Davis 999, 106).

The Dan River ceramic series is of particular intelbestiuse iappears to bsimilar to
ceramicgnadein the Yadkin valley during the same periMioodall 1990) Dan Riversub
conicaljarsare much more likely to have constricted necks ardted rimscompared to their
Uwharrie counterparieind smallebowls appear as welWard and Davis 1993, 199
Compared to Uwharrie, Dan River ceramic assemblages are often overwhelmir@04B@et
impressedan the exterigrwith the remaindébeing cordmarked, cob impresssdhoothed, or
brushed. Interiors ar#ill scraped but smoothing is presentasinority treatmenthat becomes
more common as time passbscoming dominant again in the subsequent Saratown aftese
AD 1450 More frequent and morelaborate decorations includingtched lipsfinger pinches
and punctationgeed punctationsncised or brushed lines around the neaidincisedandbr
punctatednotifs of various sorts also appear. Sand as a predotrigraper is more common but
crushed quartz does not disapp&ghat Ward and Davis (1999)yoposeas the Donnaha phase
in the UYRVis primarily based on excavations by Woodall (1984) at the Donnaha site
Unfortunately, the ceramic data from this site is notneglorted, buthe available information

does appear to indicate many similarities Witharrie and somBPan Riverseriesceramcs

Overall,there are many we#stablished similarities betweeate Woodland PVT
communities. Despite the differential reliance on creptyally all PVT peopldrom the
Uwharrie phase onwarf@éd themselves with some mix of foraging, gardening, and farming.

There are alssetriking similarities in sodeconomic angbolitical organizationThroughout the
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entire sequencehere isminimal evidenceof class differences as defined thfferential

relationships to the means of production and subsisten@nly in the form of mentions of

slaves in the 1708sprobably war captived.awson 1967176). Althoughoccasionally

individuals were buried with artifacts such as carved pipes and shell giayatslike these

seenmto havebeensignifying a number of different possible statussated or caelatedto age,

sex, achievemernlineage,and so or{Eastman 1999Rogers 1993; Ward and Davis 1998)hn

L a ws earlyl8" centuryaccount othe Indigenous communities of ti@arolinaCoast and

Pi edmont frequaerstol whmentnihenms tfeKlin heir status
however, as Rogers (1993)argued) e se ar e probably best under st
cl ust er h eadno@bsolute hdhar@hy in the European sehsews on 6 s

observationdlustratethis view

The King is ruler of the Nation, and has others under him, to assist him, as his War
Captains, and Counsellors, who arepick out and chosen from amo
Men of the Nation he is King of. These meet him in all general Councilbebates,
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
arguedpro andcon,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 whichdsts m
Voices, or, in Summing up, is found the most reasonable, that they make use of without
anyJars and Wrangling, and put it in Execution, the first Opportunity that offers.
(Lawson 1967: 20£205)

Their Tongue allows not to sagir, | am your Servantdiecause they have no different

titles for Man, only King, WaCaptain, Old Man, or Young Man, which respect the

Stations and Circumstances Menareemmgod i n, and arrivodéd to, a
for Servant, they have no such thing, except Slave, and their Dogs, Cats, tame or

2 Alan Gallay (2009) makes an important distinction betwsmrieties that enslaved some individuals @hyduct
of war and slaving societies that initiated wars to obtain sl&estslavery in thgprecontacAmericas was of the
first kind slavery was a peripheral institutiomtivated by specific desires for revenge and the degradation of
enemiesWar captives might also be assimilated or reduced to a dependent relatidhshiproduction of the
European slave tradmth transbrmed the character tfidigenous slavery and dramatically expanded its scope.
There is no evidence that systemargescalechattel slavergxisted prior to colonization in the Piedmont.
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domestick Beast s, and Bi r dslindiamword forcStavel 6 d
includes them all. (Lawson 1967: 210)

It is worth mentioningthdt aws onds reportingresvee&ems t o
obligationsin 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

Theyare very kind, and charitable to one another, but more especially to those of their
own Nation; for if any one of them has

by

sug

suf

thegri evdédd Person to make a Feastay and invit

appointed, they come to, and after ever
their Speakers, or grave old Men, makes an Harangue, and acquasriipany, That
that Mands House has been burnt, amdhesr ei
Family, very narrowly escaped; That he
it is all their Duties to help him, as he would do to any of thieswl the like Misfortune
befallen them. [€é] The same Astghuidtaance
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 b e HlLdepaquiresd d o f
(Lawson 1967: 184)

Lawson also mentiomdc onj urer so0 and Adoctorso as i
(e.g, Lawson 1967: 22@21).L aws on 6 s a c dhatin®VTcommdnitiedathee s
1700s, a number of differepbwers were at playiations or tribesvillages, headmenyar
captains, council membefssually elders)and religious leade@nd medicine merThis is
consistent with Cr uml eywhihigdledf 9 5n)e dc cansc efiptth eo
elements to one another when they are unranked or whepdbsgsshe potential for being
ranked in a number of different ways. For example, power can be counterpoised rather than
ranked (N8tably,the societies that Laws encountered do seem to have been mostly
patriarchali while female leaders were not unheardnathe aregHudson 2005)most of the
leaders Lawson mentions are mele describes clear gendered divisions of |latuth men

more often involved in hunt@ fishing,and warfare and women more often involved in

y M
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domestic tasksuch as cooking and pottery manufaciiuavson 1967195, although they may
alsohave beerngaged in small game hunting (Eastman 1999:, 24@) men and womevoth
sometimegarticipated in agriculturd.awson 1967, 184 Regardingnarriage Lawson (196Y
statesthafi The Mar r i ldjansare ooffarthehbading, than the Man and Woman
agree together. Either of them has Liberty to leave the other, updnvaryus Excuse they can
ma k e @98) Considering the historical and archaeological rec@tsplars generally agree
that arelativelydemocratiaecisionmakingprocessombined withan ideologyand
organizatiorthat seems to hayguaranteedomelevel of autonomy and community assistance
while avoidingsignificantstructuralwealthand power differencésairly warrants the descriptor
0 e g a | jatthaugh natrwibhoutome reservationés far as the PVT was concernéuere
was likely signifi@ant variation in howhesepracticesandsocial relationshipsereexpressed

across time and space.

Rogers (1993: 580) argues thapolities in the Piedmont may have adopted different
Astructur al poses o0 fa expngple dnohiigng theroddfitheOragaiandu at i o n
Mico, local andregional leaders who could collect tribpmtentially the same thing ékingso),
in regponse to Spanisénd later Englisincursions European chroniclers mdnave been
recordingjustone of many possible arrangement$rafigenous heterarchiesganized in

response to colonial interactions.

SLawson mentions 6moneyd mahitleseems to lsahedeeh usediin exchafgesvHealsoc a s i o
stategshatsomgp e o pl e wer e iagreapnoasysSkirssampumAmonfinitién, and what other things

are esteemdd Rijyetselsatndiamnd 3g O Mmoem esteemdd amongst them
Fellow, providech e has no personal E n d o Whisasnconsigteat wighlsiuatisndnn 196 7, 2
which some degree of surplus can be accumulatedaouniot besasilytranslated into straaral differences in

wealth and poweresulting from different relationships to the means of production and subsigttasses)lt is

also possible thahese richer individuals werengwgroup largely created by participation in European trade

networls.
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Material evidence in the form of settlement pattenosise sizes, mortuary practices, and
other artifacts tend to fit witthe egalitarian and heterarchicammunity structure described by
Lawson(Ward and Davis 1993, 199%or exampleE a s t ma n éasalyqis bih®@tQajy
practicesand gender lifecycles the Dan drainagigom AD 10007 1600indicates that
heterarchicdy poisedstatugs and roleandsome kind of genderedivision of labor existed in
these communities-or examplewomen, especially younger women, were buried wéthous
shell ornamemst(especiallyfinely crafted Rattlesnake gorgetikely symbolically linked to
reproductionand with potterywhile only menwereburied with projectile pointdishhooks,
animal te¢éh and claws, and clay pipesoung people of both sexes were buried stikll beads,
and both men and women were more likely to be buried with bone and stonegtesds of
shellas their age increased, which Eastr(f899: 2%) interprets agender roles changing
through the lifecycleespecially for women. Whilawoman 6 s as aorépeduceseems to have
received more emphasfsshediedearlier in life,olderwomen(and men)vere commemorated
more for their roles as producers at degtiithermore, the overall prevalence of gensieecific
mortuary items is relatively loywhich Eastman (1999: 24#kes as evidence that these rare
artifacts were also signifying other social differences in addition to gepeidaps related to
kinship orcohort affiliation.Overall, thearchaeologica¢videncesuggestshatwhile gendered

divisionsdid exist, theywerenot alwaysstronglyandrigidly marked in these communities

The Mississippian Frontier
Thetwo groups of Mississippiacommunities of direct interest to the UYRV and the
Piedmont at large are the Pee Dee Mississippians of the Southern Piedmont and tha Cataw
Valley MississippiangCoe (1952hotoriouslyc o mpar ed t he Pee Dee to ida

fl ashing ac (309%and regaradkdthekPeesDiegy/calture aimtansive phenomenon
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resulting from anajor,late precontact migration (circa the 1400 or 1500¢yer (1992)
followed Coein viewing the Pee Dee as an intrusgreupbut significantly revised the
chronologywith evidence from new excavatigrmaushing thegenesis of the Pee Dee back 500
years and dividing the sequence into the TaB 95017 1200), Town CreekAD 12007 1400)
and Leak AD 140071 1600) phasedVard andDavis (1999disagreewith themigration

narratve ar guing that Pee Dee was fian :invasion of

Although contacts between people living at sites like Irene [a Msit@dnh Georgia]
certainly happen eaescaleigroup mevénemssate nat mecessarh e r |
to explain the spread of tempieound ceremonialism and complicatgdmped pottgr

[ é] It seems more |ikely that | ocal <center
network that facilitatedhe free flow of ifiormation, as well as the exchange of nonlocal

goods and raw materiads Wérd and Davis 1999: 133)

Boudreaux (2007,a&4-65) takes a similar viewhased on his study of the Town Creek
mound site, the largest and basiderstood Pee Dee settleméte. suggestthatthe presence of
an earlierWoodland i t ual feature (the o6Yadkin Hearth Ci
incorporatednto the site structuref the Mississippian communityenotes continuity between
the occupationgHe further arguethatthenumber of other early Mississippian sites that have
been discovered in the Southern Piedmont of North Carolina and in South Cardiopposed
to a siuation in whichTown Creelwasan isolated settlementmore plausibly indicategthe
adoption ofMississippian ways by local grosipVVhen other lines of evidence are also
considered| agree with this argumerttiutemphasize that ideas are still carriecoleypple While
mound centers were not unheard offie Southeast prior ttheadvent ofMississippiarsociety
andcultureand did not need to be introduced by Mississippitey are unknowim this part of
the Piedmonprior to the Pee Deandthe presence giossibleLongNose effigies (Oliver 1992,

247) ancclearexamples oCahokiastyle chunkey stond€oe 1995, Fig. 10.3Jat Pee Dee sites
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areevidence of rathdiar-flung contactseven if indirectFurthermore, wll-documented
intrusions of Middle Mississippians as fawvayas the Deep South are not unheard sée the
Rood Phase ithe Chattahoochee Valley of Southwestern Georgia (Blitz and Lorenz 280IB).
site-unit intrusion does not seem to be a good explanation of Pee Dee developemmnise the
constructiorhistoryof Town Creekwasmoregradualand was at enuch smaller scaléhanthe
mound centers closer to the center of the Mississippiardwimt, perhaps more importantly,
Town Csoeiaditical organization hasore in common with PVT communities thin
does with classical Mississippiaegimes Yet in exploring the question of whyWoodland
group in the Southern Piedmadopted Mississippian practices while others to the north did
not, interactionand exchange with powerful foreigners, everelétively brief andar from
invasionlike in charactershould be considered assignificant(but not exclusivepossible
impetws. Boudreaux (201,7220-221) suggests tht thespread of maize to the area, increased
cooperatiorbetween 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 (20084, 2007h 2017 furtherrefinedthe Pee Dee chronologedating the
Teal Phase t&D 10001150, the Town Creek phaseAd 11501300, and the Leak Phase to
AD 13001500.The TealPhase predates the construction of the Town Gremind andvas
associated witlthe initial settling of most Pee Dee sites andcrestruction of a ritual striwre
at the Teal sit€Oliver 1992 243) as well asa smaliscale occupation at Town Creek
(Boudreaux 2007apBoudreaux2007b)initially describedhe pottery from this time period as
dominated by complicated stampiriyit with significant amounts of cord marking and cob
impressing, which decline or disappear later in the sequBins. are described as mostly plain,

with some togthickened, and complicated stamped patterns include arc angle, concentric circles,
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filfot, herringbone, and split diamds.Boudreaux (201 7laterrevised his view of the Teal
phase, arguing that the Teal site is too poorly understood to firmlyHat®so notethat
evidence fronother sites in the regigshe Ferry and Payneljggest thatcomplicated
stamping doesotbecome a dominant surface treatmarthe Southern Piedmounntil around

AD 1150, coinciding with thenset of thefown Creek phase.

In the first half of the Town Creek phasie site of Town Creek became more
intensivelyoccupied, as a number of circular structuhé&ely dwellings were erected around
the central plazavhich 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, &l of the plazaa
number ofspecial rectanguld@r pu bl i c o bui | di.hwas nowatitlaeriothen st r uct
Town Creek phasgrobablyaroundAD 1250, that the platform mound weiectedbver the
area previously occupied by the public buildingswhich additionalayers of eartlwere added
over time(Boudreaux 2004, 55). Pottery from thélfown Creek phase is dominated by
complicated stamping, i ncl udomedtextie mpressingr st o6 wi
(Boudreaux 2007b, 31). New stamptifincluding quartered circles and lineblock also appear.
Ceramics from earlier in this phase have plain rims with some crude rseti@tionsand
later ceramichiave pellets and rosette decoratiddsring the end of the Town Credthaseand
the first decades of the Leak Phabere was a major shift in the types of buildings constructed
around the plaza\ series of larger circulanclosures we builtthatseem to have served
mainly asburial groundsnot domestic structurdike theearliercircular structuresThese
enclosures may hawach beepaired withcontemporaneouarge rectangular structures, which
Boudreaux (2007a, 60) thinks might have servespasialmeeting places for lineages clans

no longer living at the site
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No more major mound construction occurred duringdsé of the_eak phase, anat
Town Creekpnly a fewmediumsized rectangular structures date to this time péBodidreaux
2007a) Oliver (1992,251-252) argues that the Leak site was supplanting the role of Town Creek
as acivic-ceremonial center during this time, and that much of the population had moved to Leak
as well asat leastwo other village sites: the Asphalt Plant site, and the Stanback Refry si
Although no mound existed at Leakywas clearly glace ofdomestic habitation, and chunkey
stones, burial urns, and spatulate adéspeaktdic er e moni al and ritualist
1992, 252)Pottery during this periothcludes a relately higher proportion of plainware,
brushed surfaces, and large simple stampmngd wide complicated stamping is about as
prevalent as regular complicated stamgiBgudreaux 200783). The split diamondtamp
pattern disappears early in the phase,andngle, herringbone, and quartered circles disappear
later on, leaving only concentric circle, lineblock, and filfot stariaslier rims are marked by
nodes, punctated strips, and thickened exteriors, and later rintddhed strips, folded rims,
and large hollow punctationBvidence indicates that there was some residual occupation and
use of the Town Creek site in the Caraway Phasegional variant of late Lamdrom AD
15501700(Boudreaux 2007a, 62Qverall, Boudreaux (2007a, 2010) describes the ceramic
assemblage at Town Creek as variously consistimgriiated, open, and restricted bowls and
jars as well as urn®eid (1967 4252) also usefully described Pee Dee potteriziaagng a
compact, granular, andigarypaste texture with sand, tadchist, or grit temper and smoothed or

burnished interiors.

41t is not clear exactly why Town Creek was abandameen occupation cent&vidence indicates that it was still
in use as a periodic gathering place until the 1400s. Boudreaux (2A@jdyypothesizes thaanregional droughts
may have played a role by undermining maize subsistencthibtopic is understudied.
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The sociopoliticabrganizatiorof the Town Creekcommunityalsomeritsdiscussion.
Boudreaux (2007a) usedortuary, ceramicand architectural evidence tate¢hehypothesighat
the construction of the platform mound at Town Cnegltesented the centralization of political
power, a hypothesis which was not suppor@a the basis aéxtensivemortuaryand

architecturabnalysisncluding all excavated burials and buildings at the biergued that:

€ an early Town Creekimase political organization that was more diffuse and
representative and that could dti# seen as equal to or less important than family and
household tiesvas replacety a new form of social and political organization during the
late Town Creelkeak phases. This new organization was one in which some individuals
i primarily young adult$ were clearly distinct, and their ties to a commumnvige

status, with seems to have been closely related to ritual activities, were more important
than their ties to family and household. (Boudreaux 208%g,

Boudr g200ra @08analysis oceramics associated with the mound also did not
support the idea that it was an elite residemmsgtead, it appears that the mound summit was
used forfood related activities involving large groups of pepplhich could have been
communal feasts and/cgdsts sponsored byliaeage According to current evidence, thain
purpose of the sitiater in its historywasas a gathering place for the Pee Dee population for
burials and these sorts fefasting activitiesOn the role of leaders in Pee Dexiety, Boudreaux

writes:

Some people were fielited in a relative sen
places, were associated with unusual artifacts, and played important roles in community
rituals. There is no evidence, though, that theseegaeople lived substantially different

lives than anyone else in the community. (Boudreaux 20073,

Furthermorethese community leaders included both men and woseBoudreaux (2007a,
94) argues, tharchaeological record of Town Creek suggestsitiaas heterarchically

organizedpossibly into moietieéBoudreaux 2017223 - andthe lack of evidence fanajor
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structuralwealth differencesven ayarying statuses meant that different people had different
specialrolesdoes suggest sommeeaningful degreef egalitarianism In short,thoughits
elementsandstructural pose shifted through timee underlyingorganizatiorof thePee Dee
community at Town Creek remainaglite similar towhat is observed at PVT sites ther north

t hroughout t h gaespite theefdcsthatche Pae Peetwer@more dependent on
agriculture had asomewhatlensepopulation, andbuilt more elaborate monumenihis
similarity isanother powerful argument in favortbie viewthat the Pee Degere descendants

of alocal Woodland population that adopted some Mississippian practices.

Comparatively, less is known abdbe history of theCatawba Valley Mississippian®n
the questiorof origins,Beck and Moore (2002) report trelthough Woodland sherds are
presentthey were unable to identi§pecific Woodland components in surveyed areas of the
Catawbavalley, and that there are no certain Early Mississippian or Early LamarAitegher
percentage of Pisgah pottery at the Pittsrad indicate an occupation betwe®d 120071
1400 (Moore 2002177-178), butmost of the Catawba Valley seems to have been sparsely
populatedbeforeAD 1400, when a large number of sites appear abrupdgk and Moore
(2002, 198) suggesttmo ve ment -oé&l atadcdhapeopl ed into the
The time period betven AD 14001 1600 is associated with tiflerescence of Mississippian

communities in the Catawba Valley and is variously desigredete Pleasant Garden, Burke,

5 This does not preclude the possibility that situational hierareimésankingalsoexisted, perhaps in certain ritual
situations related tde new statuses appearing in the Late Town Ckeak phase. Hierarchies and heterarchies

can coeexist, the relationship between them and the degree to which control hieraashigp@sed to scalar

hierarchies, se€rumley 1995, 2) do or do not subsunme @urably rank other elements makes the difference

between a predominantly heterarchical and hierarchical organizAtsmnote that heterarchy does not necessarily
translate into a generalized egalitarianism, so | iése to showevidence that an adjtarian ideology also existed

in certain respects through references to written records and/or archaeological evidence rather than assuming this.
Heterarchical and hierarchigabwer configurationsbehaviors associated with egalitarianism, ranking,

straification., classless or clas®cialrelations, gender relationstc.,are separate bdeeplyinterlinked attributes

of the sociocultural world.
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or Low phase depending evhich area of the valley is being discusgetigreatest relevande

this project are thBurke and Low phases.

The Burke phase is associated with Burke seeeamics ands principally found in the
Upper Catawba Valieand the fatJpper Yadkin ValleyThe most important Burke phase site is
the Berry sitethe locatiom of the town of Joara mentionedwritten accountsMoore (2002)
provides an extensive description of this seliegerior surface treatments are dominated by
complicated stampingften of various curvilinear designs, rectilinear designs are comparatively
rare.Plain, burnished, incised, check stamped, simple stammaghened, brushed, and small
numbers of net/fabric/cob impressed ceramics are also present. Intergeseralysmoothed
or burnished. A particularly distinctive feature is steatite temper, although grit, sand, and crushed
guartz tempers are also pres&ims mayexhibit thickening, punctating, applique strips,
folding, and U or V shaped notchingessel forms inicide carinated bowlsndopen and

constricted jars with globular or slightly conoidal bodssne of which have everted rims.

On the other hand, theLowh as e i s associ at e ceramics,ind Cowan o
is principally found in théMiddle Catawla Valley, especially around Lake Norman.
Unfortunately, most Cowan OLske Noomad was crdateds wer e s
between 1959 and 1968ased o surviving assemblages, Moore (2002) also describes this
series. Exterior surface treatments are dtsninated by complicated stampinghich is
commonly curvilinear and exhibits | ar@her fAexp
exterior treatments include plainwares, burnishing, incising, and cob impressing. Interiors are
alsosmoothed or burnished. Steatite is absent in CéaMaord assemblages, and ceramics are
tempered with sand and some crushed quBitas may exhibit notching or punctating,

thickening, applique strips with notches or punctations, and foltfiegsel formsnclude
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constricted neck jars, straight sided jars, globular bowls, flat bottomed bowls, and incised

carinated and hemisphere bowls.

According toBeck and Moore (200298, severalines of evidence suggest that the
Catawba Valley Mississippians, espdlgithe people living at upper valley sites associated with
the Burke phaseyere organized into more stratifiedcietieghatfit a generalized definition of
chiefdomsa s  Arbhica, multicommunity polities lacking internal administrative
specializatn at any level in the regional hieraychTéis evidence is in the form efarthen
mounds, mortuary practices, settlement patterns, and written regartteen burial and
substructure mounds have been found at Burke siisating large scale corpoeatabor
projects,although unfortunately the tops of the Berry site mounds were destroyed and could not
be investigated archaeologicalfeveral burial mounds dating to the Burke phase are known,
interringelaborate burialassociated witlgorgets, sheinasks andecklaces, copper beads and
braceletsgelts, discoidals, mica platemd pottery vessels, among other artifacts (Beck and
Moore 2002, 199)Settlement patterns from tlagea around the Berry sithuster into distinct
size classs, which Beck (1997) and Beck and Moore (2002) argue represtimeetiered
hierarchical multicommunity organizatioinally, written accounts from the Hernando de Soto
(Hudson 1997) and Juan Pardo (Hudson 2@e@pgditiondboth mention Joardn theDe Soto
expedition Joara is mentioned as a prosperous tcayable of supplying the expedition with
food, portersandbaskets for carrying possessi¢hsidson 1997189).More details are given in
the Juan Pardo expeditiddf particular interesis that Pardo metlslico at Joara, one of only
three he encountered on his journey, whereas he mé&ra2Q(Beck and Moore 2002)t is

possible that Joatdico wasoncesubject to the larger Paramountcy of Cofitachequi to the
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South butthe decline of Cofitachequi following the De Soto expedition may have freed Joara

Mico to reassert local power and potentially compete withGbatariMico (Hudson 2005).

Overall, theevidence doesurrentlysuggest that morehierarchicalindstratifiedorder
thanis observedn Pee Dee and PVT communitess present in thepper Catawba Valley
Beck and Moore (2003rgue thathe ecotone setting of thdpper Catawba Valley and its
location along major trade routes were esgly important to the formation gfolities like
JoaraEasy access to thmatural resources of both the Piedmont and the Blue Ridge Mountains
could haveprovided the surpluses neededtpport Mississippian political strategies even in the
absence ofgricultural intensificatiorand in times of agricultural shortfallhe location of Joara

at the nexus of several major trade roaties may have:

éprovided emergent | eaders in the wupper
of Mississippian ideas drstrategies successfully being pursued by distant people, and
may have contributed to a local political econdmaged upon the production of a staple
surplus and access to exotic goods, such as shell, copper, and salt. (Beck and Moore
2002, 203)

And, becauséaders at Burke sites stood on less secure foundations than those in other
parts of the Mississippian world, theyay hae emphasized grodpuilding strategies such as
mound construction to achieve regioimdegration(Beck and Moore 20Q203). | would also
point out that th@brupt irmigration in the 1400mto what seems to have been a sparsely
populatedegioncould mean thgbeoplesettled the area with preconceived notions about
political organization resulting from experiences fartest certainly a more favorable social
environment fothe acceptance agrtain Mississippian practicesdsocial relationshipprima
faciethan a local Woodland communit% summary otthe relevant phasetetailed in the

preceding sections mesented in Table 1.
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Eastern Local Upper North-Central Central Southern Western
Woodlands Sequence Yadkin Piedmont Piedmont Piedmont Foothills
DateAD Sequence
160Gs Late Woodland/ Mitchum/Jenrette Caraway Pleasant Garder
1500 South ? Saratown Hillsboro Burke/
14005 S Appalachian Leak Low
Mississippianh and Lamar .
130G Late Woodland | Mississippian _ _ Pitts
120G Donnaha Dan River Haw River Town Creek
1106 Related to
100G Late Woodland Teal Pisgah?
900s Transition Uwharrie Late
800 Late Woodland Connestee
7008
600 Middle Yadkin Connestee/
5008 Middle Woodland Yadkin
4005 Woodland

See Ward and Davis (1999) Figure 1.5 for a more comprehegpisase chart.
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TheUpperYadkin River Valley

Having provided a sketch of the wider world surrounding the UYRYV, we can now
proceed to discuss the valley itsélb this end, théydrological/geologal/ecologicalandscape
andthe history ofresearcland interpretatiomwill be covered, anthen summarized into a

testableaccounof socioculturakvolution

Landscap and Ecology

As Woodall (1984, 1990) and Mikell (1987) have already provided extensive discussions
of thelandscap@f the UYRYV, it will suffice to covepnly the major points her&he Yadkin
River itself (Figure3) begins in the Blue Ridge Mountairad then flows nonieast before being
forced souttby resistantrockt he @ Gr e at thBretakesa wiadmg path fartheér south,
where it today terminatet High Rock Lakethe first of a series akservois constructed in the
1920s Prior to these 2Dcentury modifications the river would have flowed directly iuat is
now known as the Pee Dee Riv@ne of the mostoteworthy featuresf the river is theshoals
just abovewherether i ver 6 s ¢ o ur s ewhibhenaldise watealmiodt impasileu t h
to navigate at low levels and create dangerous tora¢ihigh levels (Woodall 1990, A)oodall
(1990, 5) also notabkat the 10km above the shoals incl@idedplains which experience drastic
cutting and filling episode®specially after the medn clearing and tilling of the uplandshich
has most likely damaged, destroyed, or buneshy archaeological sites in that stretch.
Meanwhile, thdloodplains10km below the shoaksxperiences more gradual and less drastic
erosion butrepotentially more affected by increased river deposiisimdicated by their larger

size (Jones 2017, 39).

Various stone resources are found in the vicinity of the valley. White quartz outcrops are

ubiquitous, while highequality (for tookmaking purposs)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 | ocated to the
(Woodall 1990, 6). Wooda(lL984, 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 sods, with t
less fertile soils located directly adjacent to the river (Woodall 198%, &re probably not a

good proxy for the entire valley, but may hold for other sites i.tveer Great Bend such as

Forbush Creek. Another significant pattern noted by Wod#i@a80, 5) is the changing size of
floodplainsi fartherupstream, floodplains tend to barrower and patchiebut increase in size
somewhatvhen movingdownstream. The larger downstream floodplains are accompanied by
more and larger wetlands (Jones 20T@hes 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
accurae, then the upper Great Bend would have been a marginal environment for both farming

and foragingJones 2017)
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Figure 3:Map of theUYRVwith majorexcavatedites and landscape features labeled.

Mikell (1987) has provided the most usefliscussion of precontact ecolomgythe
region Upland brests were probably dominated by oaks and hickarigssome pinesyhile
beech, sweetgum, maples, poplars, and someavaksckories could be found between uplands
and bottomlands, arabttomlandforests included oak, hickory, maple, sweetgum, elm,
hawthorn, birch, ironwood, and walniikell (1987,211-215 believeghatIndigenous land
management practices such as clearing, prescribed burning, and firardpaeted the ecology
of the area athcreated successional plant communiiesind habitation siteshich would
have beemliverse and productiveones for both human amdn-humananimal foraging

Analysis of botanical remains frodonnaha (Mikell 1987), Forbush Creek (Berger and Graham
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2022),McPherson\(Vvoodall 1990), HardyMarshall 1988; Woodall 1990and Parker (Newkirk
1978)indicate that a wide variety of plaftodswere cultivated and/or foraged, including
hickory nutswalnuts,hazel nutsacorns, persimmons, grapes, chermeaize, chenopodium,
squash, beanknotweed and sumpweed/Nhere cultivated plants are presahey tend to make
up a minority of plant remains by weigdrid (usually) courit foraged fooddike hickory nuts,
acorns, and persimmons seem to have been the most popular plantliead=ntire
assemblages are consideredunal remains from the same sites inditadanimals from all
habitatsn the valleywere taken as food, including whitailed deer, turkeysreshwater
musselssquirrels raccoons, beavers, various fishes, turtiesks, gees@ndherons White
tailed deer, turkey, and mussel seem to have been preferred sources of animalepgotein
Mikell 1987, 116117) Domestic dogsprobably hunting dog@Voodall 1984, 32)were present,

as dog burials are recorded at Donnaha and Forbush Creek.

A Critical History of ResearchndInterpretation

The Forbush Creek salvage excavations were thefiessional archaeolaml
projectsconducted in the UYRV and will be treatednmoredetail in the next chapter. Hele,
will cover thehistoryof researcltandinterpretatiorat other sites in the valleThe two major
0er as 6 dnfthe UNRY waerthe work of Ned Woodall and his studémis the 1970s

to 2009, andhe settlement ecologgtudiesof Eric Jones and colleaguiesthe 2010s.

The first two sitesn the UYRV to be targetedor professional excavation under Woodall
were theParker site in 1971972 (Newkirk 1978), and the Donnaha sitd973 and 1975
(Woodall 1984)The Parker sitevas first excavated by an amateur archaeolognstthe
remains from this eavation were turned over to Waall 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 misssagt was difficult to draw too many firm
conclusionsOn the basis of analysis tdatues,ceramicslithics, plant remains, and some
burials, Newkirk (1978) interpreted tisé#e asan intensively occupied permanent village site
inhabited for a relatively short timBased on her descriptions of the ceramics and available
radiocarbordatesjt seems that the Parker site dates to aréA\idd 00, or the middle of the

Uwharrie phase.

The Donnaha site excavationsre more extensive. This site seems to have been a
relatively large villagef 7.2 hectaresprobably with multiple componenitscluding a small
Archaicperiodoccupation an@ne or more Uwharrie and Dan RiMé«e occupationsvhich
Woodall (1984) considered to date sometime betwd2ri0001500based on ceramics and
radiocarbordatesHuman and dog burials, trdstoragepits containing a variety of ceramic,
lithic, faunal, and floral refuse@nd the remains of several types of structwrese present.
Mikell (1987)identified some maizand other cultivated plants among the floral remains
Woodall (1984) suggests thatpalisade may have been presamund thervillage butadmits
that his interpretation o0(87)anddees wtipogee ct ed
photographs or drawings for independent evaluation, so in lirett#revidenceDonnaha will
be considered palisadess.Forty-threeburials were excavateat the siteall locatedn the
habitation area as opposed to a sepaeteetery These individalsshowedno evidence of
traumatic injury butelatively high rates of dental disease and malnutr{d@86), especially
anemia (Weaver 1984nterestingly two burialscontainedshell gorgets made of a shell likely

imported from the coast. One buveds maleand the other female, and Weaver (1984, 118)

8 An earlierdate was obtained as well, indicating possible occupation irtberitury. This date was not taken
from a discrete context, but rather from material at the bottom of a middenot completely reliable and may be
associated witlan unknown earlier component predating the rest of the Parker site material.

f eat
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believes that both individuals were below the age of 40 at death, with the male perlyapag
as 25.The area above both burials was enclosed by a small cistulature (1.8.2 meters in
diameter) The ceoccurrence of thessructures and shell gorgetith burialsis theonly

evidence opossiblestatus differentiation recorded at Donnaha.

At around the same tim#hat Donnaa was being excavated, Woodall and Claggett
(1974) and Woodall (1975) carried out archaeological surveys of the Great Bend area,
identifying a total of 123 siteshe majority of which aremall activity sitesBarnette (1978)
usedfindings from the excavations and surveys to conduct a seriation and settlement pattern
analysis of the Great Bent@he most important findings of this study wereelative ordering of
a subset ofargersites in the Great Bend into Early, Middle, drade periods, thalentification
of multicomponent sitesand the rejection of the hypothesis thahift to maize agriculture was
indicated by the settlement pattern data available at the@m#he basis afaterial from
Donnaha, surveys, and Barnetteds (1978) sett]l
postulatea population stability moddo account for the apparent cultural conservati$m

Donnahaand nearby settlements compared to other areas of the Southeast (Figure 4).
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Woodallsummarizes the model:

éa settlement pattern shift to riverine si
Woodland times as a consequence of grafting megqeash horticulture to a subsistence
pattern already utilizing riverine resources. As populatiopgeviously dispersed
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concentrated in the floodplains of major streams, increased energy costs for animal

protein were mitigatetly increasing the use of domestic plants until a reliance on such
domesticates fAanchor edo t Haadssikes. BioMiddle and gr o
Woodland times, safD 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, #meaw, patchy levees stabilized the

human population at a predation level tolerable for deer, turkey, raccoon (and probably
beaver) populations. This predafmey relationship remained stable as long as the

human population growth was kept in equilibribsnthe available arable land, i.e., the

natural levee soils. Presumably, Ap 1000 domesticates (and cultigens) had assumed

an essenti al role in a varied aboriginal d
Minimum (Liebig 1840), the human populaiti was maintained at a level commensurate

with the acreage of the levees producing these domesticates. (WoodallQ984,

Several problems with thismodetist Fi r st , Wo o d adalyéngnalest i mat e
protein needs of an adult is 240 grams (1984, 188ying one to wonder if professional
bodybuildersare imagineds havingnhabitedthe Great Bend In the absence @vidence that
people in the Great Bend were consuming such high levels @impribseems unwise to use
such a estimate. The relativeontributionsof plant and animal foods the diet of foragerare
known to havevaried substantially depending on ecological conditions (Milton 2806@)should
not be assumedithout further explanabin. Regardless, this conjectured energy cost is not
adequate evidence that human populations were overshtwiogpacities of local hunting
territoriesafter concentrating into what are ultimately relatively small villageke Great Bend
(when individual components are considerdthe available evidence does indicatsignificant
presence of cultigens at Donnatteey account for 15.3% by weight and 50.9% by count of the
seven floatation samples analyzed, while mat®unt for 79.5% by weight and 45.4% by count,
and fruits 4.3% by weight and 2.1% by coudt.the cultigenslocumented, maize is most

common, however formation processes migdtontributingo aseriousunderestimation of

7 Current ecommendations for highly active strength athletes suggest daily protein intakesl@&01@@ms per
day in most cases, variable depending on bodywdigttmmelen 2017).
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gourds, for example (Mikell 198175176).Clearly the people of Donnaha were cultivating
crops,also indicatedbWwe aver 6s (1984) skeletal analysis,
carbohydratesand 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 individdt#dsvever, the assumption that this
resul t ed itobotfomland sitesspeaalyowhen foraged foods were clearly still a

major food sourcegould benefit from further testin@. a r n e t t )ednslusionth@tied

settlement pattern wagwer reorganized around maize cultivation seenp®rtant ands not

refuted by the presence of some cultivated crops at sonté sites

The moreempirically supportegart ofWo o d amodelissthat theatchy occurrence of
good agricultural land limitedopulation growth andurplus production at some sitékitrient
deficienciegeported from analysis of skeletal pathology at Donnaha (Weaver 1984) and Forbush
Creek (Berger and Graha2019) do indicate thatomekind of food-related stress affected some
people Related to this, Wodalb s ( ar@udehts about the relationship between
socopoliticd organizatiorandthe possibility of increasing production to allow for higher

populations deserve discussiadVoodall 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, gimig 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 wslirathe extent of arable land, but the level of
social complexity igsletermined by the population density prior to initiation of the
intensive cultivation methods. Just what the population density mightblee ficr i t i c a
masso that mo voemsegaktariandoaganked or siratifiedhas bden 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 wasxcludedfrorBar net t ed6s anal ysi sespeaialy itslargeisites unusual

!

f



56

The impact opopulationsize and density increases on society and organization remains
a matter of controverdpday(e.g, Graeber and Wengrow 2021; Smith 2022)o not dispute
that higher populations require some organizational innovatiotigt population impastthe
scaleof possibldaborprojects.Woodall does seem to be correct that the people of Donnaha
never engaged inlarge scaleland modification effort to prepare the ground for agricultural
intensification. My objection is that this cannot necessarily be tracedloe fegal i t ari an
o r d, evhich Woodall seems to assume mestessarilycoincide withvery low scalarsocial
complexityand the inability to carry out large labor projcBy Fr i edés (0f967) de:
egalitarian societythis isalmostcategoricallytrue. However| question the degree to which
Fr i aataurg of political evolutiors capable ofully caguring the range aheaningfully
egalitarianorganizationsn the humanepertoire and interpret egalitarianism, rankirog,
stratificationassocialprocesses that are produced by people doing things to maintainmhem
this sensesocietief any scaleonsist ofunique configurations focialrelationships and
practiceswvhich constantly work togethesr in contradictiorto produceendencies towards both
egalitarianism and rking or stratification Therefore, to producenaexplanatory account of
observed patternprecedence should be givienspecific configurations gddlitical power,
population scalegcological conditions;ultural practices, interaction patterngtc.,rather than

abstract ne@volutionary modelsAn alternativeexplanations thata societywith persistent

9 A fewexamples of sites and societies showing evidence of laogde populationgespecially compared to the
UYRV) with meaningfully egalitariaand heterarchical practices and princiglapable of larger labor projects
include Poverty Point (Gibson 2004, 2019; Kidder 2010), Ohio Hopewell (Carr and C#&eT28flihuacan at
certaintimes in its historyCowgill 2015), Tlaxcala (Fargher et al. 201La Galgada and other Kotosh site®&ru
(Quilter 2014), early raisefield agriculturein the Bolivian highland¢Janusek 2008), Taljanky, Maidenetske, and
Nebelivka in Ukraine (Graeber and Wengrow 2021), @athlhdyuk(Wright 2014).1 would also casider Town
Creek as a potential local examplée specific social/political/economic organization for each these examples
di splays considerable variation, and varying roles and
of total equality (an extremely reductive concept of what egalitarianism and freedom actually, mehe) some
form of effectively counterpoised or democratic governaremgalitarian practicesnd/or the lack of aervasive
class structure are in evidence.
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egalitarian and heterarchical tendendiegwasalsorelativelysmallscale andeliant on many
foraged foodsn this particular set of ecological conditiomay simply have nevéelt the need

to decide to embark on suctpeoject ormay even havactively rejected such a prospéat any
number ofreasonsThisclarificationd oes not overturn Woodall 6s
thatpopulationsn the GreaBend may haveemained relatively stable dt® in part, ecological
conditionsandeven social and political factovghile leaving behind thempirically
unsubstantiatedssumptionshatmeaningfullyegalitarianorganizing principlesan only existn
the smallest societiethatsocieties with many egalitariamganizing principlesannotcarry out
largerscale projectsand thatsocieties are unconsciously compelledaiok or stratify at certain
population leves (Fried 1967)Detailed studiesf the emergence afurable inequalities, classes,
regimes andstatesclearly attest taéhe use of force and thactive, conscious manipulation of
social logicby would-berulers(Graeber and Wengrow 2021; Flannery and Marcus 28itiRy
1995).Attaining greater clarity in understandimgpw thesocioculturaland naturatonfiguration
that existed in the UYRV produced the observed patierpsoves the utility of this case for
long-term or comparative studies as opposesinply declaringhat agricultural intensification

requireda higher level of social complexity than egalitarianssald provide.

In short, the argument thatiltivationmust haveanchoed populations and was cadby
overshooting available animal protegsourcess currentlyless convincinghan the argument
that patchy floodplainsontributed tdimiting or stabilizingpopulation growtrand may have
sometimededto dispersalsind/or relocationdHopefully, future archaeology in the UYRV will
continueto follow the examplsset by Woodall (2009) and Jones (2017) aitbe capable of
moving past explanations thaly exclusively or almost exclusively on the (still extremely

important) pressured ecology and population.
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Wo o d a | | didgprowide th&kbeginnings of an interpretive framewBossible
explanationgort he observed patterns had been speci fi e
detected, with larger sites like Donnaha appearing at intervald 2 with smaller hamlets
interspersed (Woodall 1990, Burther excavations in the 1980s were directedeaMcPherson
site, believed to be a typical example of the smaller hamlet settlement typlee atatdy site, a

largersettlement locatenh the Upper Great Berabove the shoals.

McPherson i smal] potentially single household site of about 0.65 hectaredably
occupied for a shorteime spanperhaps a single generatidinhas not beeradiocarbordated
but the eramic assemblage suggests thdates to sometime in the Uwharrie phd&astholes
and trash/storage pits were the only featoeesrdel. The faunal and floral remains have not
been comprehensively analyzed, builar faunalremains to other Great Bend sites, hickory,
and acorn were recordethe mosunusuafind at McPherson wagsmall number of
complicated stamped sherd8in the analyzed samplehich Woodall (1990) reports as mostly
di splaying concentric ci nestedesguares@rsnestpchdiamoneasi t h a

el ement decidedly not common in the region an

The Hardysite was more substantiabout 4.3 hectargand was initially hypothesized to
be a larger village akin to Donnaldowever,analysis olUwharrie and Dan River series
ceramicslithics, botanical remaingndradiocarbordates by Marshall (1988) convincingly
demonstrated thait least three clustered but temporally distinct occupations were present at the
Hardy site Thus, MarshalteinterpretedHardy as thredhamlets dating to different times but built
aroundthe same loation Using radiocarbon dates and seriation methods, Marshall argued that
the easternsegmentrepresents thearliest occupatiorprobably dating to sometime between the

10" and 12" centuriesthe central segmeit intermediate, probably dating to th&@" or 14"
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centuries, and the western segmtbetlatest, probably dating sometime between the 150
17" centuriesFaunal and floral remains were not comprehensiaablyzed, but deer, maize,
gourds,acorrs, hickorynuts and a single beamne confirmed to be present (Marshall 1988,

Woodall 1990).

Several unusual artifacts were recovered ftbenHardy si. In the eastern segment,
1/4" of a complicated stamped jstamped with a concentric circles desigas found Marshall
(1988, 127128) argues thamnost of the characteristics of this vessgigvenlymixedpaste,
crushed quartz and sateimper,and a scrapeihterior) are similar to other ceramics from Hardy,
but thatthe stamp design is reminiscent3Wift Creek or Savannah River complicated stamped
ceramics from Georgidherefore the vesskkely representsocally manufactured pottery
stamped with @onlocal paddleFragments of another complicated stamped vessed also
recovered in the eastern segmeinthe site seemingly decorated with a different paddle from
the first vessel, and withraore compact paste with finer sand temparshall (1988, 128)

believesthis artifact wasn imported wholly nonlocalSwift Creekvessel’.

Several important refinementsttoe interpretatiorof settlement patterngere introduced
byt hese excavations. Per ha(j®88)denwsstratianthatthe t ant | vy
component clusteringnodelapplies tosome sites in the UYRV. Component cluster@sgan
explanation of intrasite patternimgthe Piedmonivas first proposed by Simpkins (1985) based
on work in theEno, Haw, and Dan drainag@$e model posits thadome larger sites are actually
clusters of discretar{ostly physically noroverlapping horizontally distinctcomponents dating

to different timesThus, sites like Hardy that initially appear to be larger villages reveal

101t is more likely that theseessels are indexing Pee Dee influence, as will be discussed later.
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themselves todclustes ofdiscontinuously occupieldamlets resulting ininterpretations of
settlement patterns that suggest less population concentration and more modipgriodic
relocation It is not alwayslear why a location is a target fimpeated abandonment and
reoccupationPossible factoraffecting the need to abandon such sitetide the need to allow
soil, plans, and animals to regenerateeed or vermin infestation, and pressure from neighbors
(Simpkins and Petherick 1986, 26actors affecting a preference to return to previously
occupied locations includbebenefits of easier clearing for garden plitsreased availability

of successional species in a disturbed dremhtened soil fertility from midden deposition,
mining of tools and resources from earlier occupations, and the natural attractions of certain
settingssuch agonfluences and large floodplai(@mpkins and Petherick 1986; Marshall
1988).Marshali nvokes a refined ver si oronmofletoep@idal | 6s

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 thatermittent 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 centripetali@ites
increasing costliness ovéme 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 pojation closer to sources. Thus the mland 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,
149150

Thus, in & ecological situatiowhereit takes dong time for soils to regeneraa@dlarge
continuous segments of arable land are not availedzlesasing costs @cquiring resources

bring about regular population relocations and dispersals, inhilpdpglaton concentrations in

large settlement&Vhile the refinements are appreciateglyeraluntested assumptions thiis
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modelremain For one, by Mar s H29), thespecifiowanables dfateos si on (
soil depletionthe nutrient requirements @lantscultivatedin the UYRYV, and the length of time

required for soil rejuvenation in a setting like the UYR¥re notadequatelyinderstoodit the

time and remainunderstudiedoday.FurthermoreMa r s h a |l | (1988 )yeductvgp e at s
assertion that the fAegalitarian soci al organi
f o r c e sreéquiredlfer gyicultural intensification to countertie ecological constraints

thus creating éeedback loop maintainingw populations

Based ortheseadditionalexcavations, Woodall (199@}tempted to synthesize several
lines of evidencénto an account afociocultural change in th@reat BendHis findings are
summarized iMable2. Overall, Woodal(1990, 85Views ceramic change in the Great Bend
area especially afteAD 1000, as set in motion bgterrelateddietary and culinary processes
and social processedloodal | 6s account, by his admicessi on,
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 from8887
identifying 43 new sites (Woodall 1990). Woodall attempted to allass 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 tharnéfils, 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 thewere many uncertainties, one notable result of the lithics analysis
was the proposition that patterns of acquisition of ftjghlity felsite/rhyolite from the slate belt

differed above and below the shoals. Below the shoals, felsite was more widklplayaiten
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Table 2: Summary of Woodall s Accou
Early Great Bend

Date Archaic to ~AD 600

Ceramics Wide mouthed jars or bowlsith fabric impressed exteriors and smoothed interiors. Sand and crushéephaotzk
temper.Thinner walls of ~mm.Small, thin, and welfired; seem to be designed with heating effectiveness and portabi
as primary concernSmoothed interiors may have enhanced cooking efficiency, unrestricted form may have enhances
portability through vessel nesting.

Settlement Patternglard todiscern but suggests mobility and low density.

Subsistence PatternBoraging.

Social PatternsBands of food collectors integrated within and between units by kinship alone.

Middle Great Bend

Date ~ AD 6007 900

CeramicsAppearance of AStandard Great Bend Janddraightoroganilyc a
flaring rims.Cord marking more common, and appearaara predominancef scraping Sand and crushed quartz temper.
Thicker walls of ~8mnril2mm. Larger average sizzase of manufacture and size emphasized at expense of heatieg&ffi
and impact resistanc8craped interiors possibly expose vessels to loss of flatdsage important.

Settlement Patterngess frequent sites, but higher degree of sedentism indicated by storage pits, human burials, post
and dense middens.

Subsistence Patternlix of foraging and limited cultivation.

Social PatternsKin tiesand extrakin relationships between idges reinforced by commodity exchange, especially of lith
raw material.

Late Great Bend
Date ~ AD 1000 +
Ceramics Standard Great Bend Jar continugsse more rounded later on. Smaller bowls more prevalent especiallixfte
1200. Net impressing becom@®re common, plain becomes more common #t2r1200.Mix of smoothed and scraped
interiors. More sand tempered sherds. Thinner walls €mfh. Decoation more frequenStorage, cooking, arglgnaling
important.
Settlement Patterninterstitial bottomlands previouslynoccupied now used, villages large and small scattered evenly al
river. Increased population density.
Subsistence Patternicreased reliance on domesticates but wild foods remain important.
Social Patternsincreased anchoringerritorialization, and social differentiati@ssumedrom possiblereduction in mobility,
increased use of domesticates, and increased use oftimtoom potteryPopulation stabilizatiddispersalsesult in wltural
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 upgteaatall (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 aluslvie trade

model.

Overall, the first phase of investigation in the UYR¢used primarily on the Great
Bend area and involved extensive surveys, limited excavations, and provisional interpretations.

The following two decade®presented a new phase in #éinehaeological investigation of the
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UYRV. The most importanv o r kK w a s néR Magshall1998)analysis of social
organi zation and Woodall s excavations furthe

Jones (Woodal009) sites.

Rogers (1993)vasdissatisfiedwvith definitionsof tribal social organizatiom which
archaeologists and anthropologists depibes asautonomous and bounded social uraty] the
ability of these analytical approachedacilitate arclaeological understandirgf the UYRV.
She proposed an alternatimedeldrawing on ethnographic information, written accounts of the
region, and previous archaeological workvhich tribes are conceived edated sets of nen
coterminous socialetworks and shoul d be understood, in tern

definedas

€ specific 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 engédgedssemblage 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 péegke.

individuals are the building blocks of social netwoirksetworks exist through the

interactions of the people who recognize themselves as members. Egalitarian villages are
composed of individuals with diverse memberships, including different kneag
affiliations, c¢clans, speci al i nterest grou
etc. (Rogers 1993, 77)

Rogers was also the first to explicitly theor2€T society in the UYRV and elsewhere
as heterarchical in organizatidfocusing on ta later end of the sequence, around th& 15
century,Rogers identifie®9 roughly contemporary sites site componentsom the Great
Bendfor analysisInvestigation of the ceramic assemblages from theseadlibeged for the
i denti fi catmiocnr ootfr,afitchetwhaormeagmoedeem to indicate
information/population flowperhaps of female pottexsyer discontinuous areasot simply

between the most proximate sites. Rogers (18M)i nks t hi s i s indexing i
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broad based, geographically diffuse, social t
soci al net wor ks di d nr56)tThismneay reflecs greferencg forc oi nci de o
marriage outside of the village or village clusferhapsiue to low population densities (Rogers

1993, 25657). Analysis of burials also did not suggest the existence of small, distinct social

units; instead two gemal classes of burialgere present with wide geographical distributions

stretching far beyond the UYR\&ecialburial artifacts such as a shell gorget or spatuledé

also poinedto far-flung manufacture and interactidrurthermoredeeper analysisf lithic

remains revealed the possibilityatformalized exchange may not have been the primary means

of lithic acquisition at all, and there were few real barriers in the social landseepmdicated

by other datahigh-quality lithics may have beeacquired directly from the sourbg peoplen

the UYRV (Rogers 1993, 26261).Finally, analysis of feature patterrespecially storage pits,

in light of what was known about settlement patterns led Rogers (269265) to suggest that
undergroundstorage pitsas opposed to abogeound facilitiesrepresent receptacles for the

seasonal concealmeott surplusedy mobile populationgoragingaroundfor resourcesperhaps

from hostile neighbors (local or noGenerally the different spatial orders of patterning between

data classeimdicatelarge and diffuse interaction networtkeat were not particularly bounded

(Rogers 1993, 266probablya precondition of the egalitarian and heterarchical social .order

However an fAi nci pi e (Rogers W93n273) rhay haaenbkein pregeabme

sites, which brings us to Woodall 6s | ater exc

The first of these was conducted at the Porter site, located aboutayith the valley.
On the basis afadiocarbordates and the artifact assemblabe,siteappears to have been a
single component village that was occupied betwaEeri500i 1600(Woodall 1999)

Trash/storage pits, sterile pits, postholes, @ndhuman burials were recordeik least two
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structures are indicated by the posthoéepossible ovate house and a larger public building of
some sortThe faunal and floral remains are unrgpd.Ceramicsare almost altypical

Woodland vessels, with net impressed, plaord marked, etc., surfaces; oy complicated
stamped sherds were found in the analyzed saplanomaly is thaabout 70% of the sherds
exhibit steatite tempemeaning that they resemiatawbaV alley ceramics found to the west
andSmyth seriegeramics found to the north more than typical PVT ceramics in this regard
(Woodall 1999, 60)In addition,27% of the lihic assemblage was composed of chert sourced
from the ridgeandvalley region to the wesd much higher percentage themy UYRYV sites to

the east

The most unusual find was buriab7 a young adult woman who was buried withre
accoutrements than peps 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 stainedarad,dozens of lithic artifacts including
speially crafted projectile points (Woodall 19982-63). Several of the othearhild burials also
includedspecial objects, such as a shell gorget, copper beads, and marine shelMoealdd.
(1999) interpretburial 76 as At h e marankingfangake fraonfa Lamnartsacigl h
system into a Woodl and c¢ ommu handthynksahathechild ¢ hi ef
burials with speci al 0 b j heother hathaf the rhbaeriage mays wo ma
have been a local leadethoWo o d a | | (1999) designat eseekimgs a Wo
to legitimate his authority and/or secure prestigious goods from theAgaatoodall points out,
the woman maydwe been activelynvolved in this arrangemeras marrying into m unaffiliated

frontier community could have been a rotddnigher statug this community later became the

seat of amewsubsidiary or even independaftiefdomlike polity.
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The T. Jones sitis locatedn the far upper valleyThesite seems to have been a small
village with two component§Woodall 2009) There are a few features associated with an
Uwharrie occupatiodating tosometime around the #2entuy, but most of the sitbelongs to
a later Burke phascomponent dating to betwe&D 14007 160Q Trash/storage pits, postholes,
| arge fAeart h fivelumals wdreerecdrded i the, excavated parts of the site.
Structures included a circulbouse and a long relatively straidbhcelike structure on one side
of the site.The floral and faunal remains are mostly unreported, but feature descriptions indicate
thatmaize, acorns, hickory nuts, deer, and turtle were all recov&neatiety of @ramic series
were presentyith the mosprevalent being Burke and Smyth, with some Yadkin and Uwharrie
sherdsand small minorities of Pisgah,Cawvn 6 s For d, and Dan-3®.Theer ( Wo
dominance of Burke complicated stamped ceramics andctireircurrence with Smyth series
ceramics, which are similar to Dan River ceramics but exhibit steatite tempering, is notable in an
otherwise typical UYRYV villageThe lithic assemblage mostlyrtgisted ofprojectile points and
debitagemade of local quartz, chert from the west, and felsite from the slatallbalhigh
guantitiesNone of the burials were nearly as grandiose as Porter btGjdditone burial was

interred with copper beads.

Woodall (2009, 4819) attributes th®&urke component at the T. Jones sii¢he Lamar
culture Mississippiansioving into the Catawba and far Upper Yadkin valleys &i2r1400as
the effects of the Little Ice Age pushed some populatass This was nbnecessarily a
population replacement, biitwas at least a population influx that brought many new cultural
practices with it, including new ceramic traditions, bupiaferences, and leisure activities
(stone and ceramic dispsobablyused in some kid of game were found at Porter and T. Jones).

Large earth oven features are interpreted as evidence of competitive/status enhancing feasting



67

sponsoredy Woodland big merand on this basis Woodall (200 ar gues t hat @AThe
social systemwas,inmense, preadapted to undhas,meor Mi ssi ss
moreresidents or groups at the site engaging in such behavior may have been drawing on social

ties with other Lamar groups to the west to obsgiecial objects and mundane but sowjter

goods like highguality chert, preferable to the locally available quaatm increased social sie

and emulation could have been mechanisms for other pradiiecthe production oBurke
seriesceramicsto enter the aredhis is not the onlyxglanation for the material culture seen at

the T. Jones siteBjgMand b babTaJesandBoiter as well asfthe i
assertation that large earth ovens must indicate competitive feastiogated witiBig Men

bothwarrant furthetestingand scrutinyas tothe appropriateness of this analoljyany casge

the evidence from these two sites does strongly indimateeg of Woodland and Lamar

Mississippian traitn this part of the UYRV during the %and 18 centuries.

By 2010, decades of research and excavatiorablai@vedough chronological control,
andproducedwvorkableinterpretation®f the socialorganization settlement patterns, subsistenc
methodsjnterregional interactiopatternsand cultural ecologgf communities throughout the
UYRV. Eric Jones and colleagaiedxtensive settlement patteand settlement ecolognalyss
represent the next and most reqamhse of research in the UYRVhis involvedadditional
surveys site mappig, and excavations thahhanced archaeological understanding of

demographic and settlement strategy chadgedgs 2017jones et al. 2012).

The most important finding of this reseaxghs the identification of a possible major
shift in settlement pattesin the UYRV afterAD 1200(Jones 2017)Specifically,Jones argues
thatthere was a population movement upstream #iterdate, in which the larger pAdD 1200

settlements in the Lower Great Besdch ag-orbush Creek and Donnaha, wabandonedThe
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subsequentpstreanoccupatiorseems to have been smaked less sedentary, occupying the
lesseffloodplains and wetlands of the Upper Great B&w®tausaet is unlikely thatthis move
was done in pursuit of better land for agriculturéovaging Jones (2017, 51) invokegslitical
factors asa possiblexplanationFor example, thappearance d?ee Dee Mississippian
communitiesn the Southern Piedmont about three days to the stomihg the 19 centurymay
have encouraged a move upstrearavioid the newcomer3hereis nostrong evidence of
warfare whetherin the form ofhigh violencerelated injury ratespalisades, or deliberate
destruction of structures in th@wer Great Bendso the move could habeen premptive.
Other lines of evidencddat may suppothis interpretation include geospatial analydsnes et
al. 2012, Joneand Ellis 2016»uggesting thatommunities in the UYRYV preferred to locate
their settlements further away fraimetrading pathsdocumented by Mygi1971) possibly as a
defensive strategyAdditionally, theobservededuction inhigh-quality felsite at Upper Great
Bend sites may indicate reduced access taribitly-southerrresourceafter AD 1200(Jones

2017;Woodall 1990).

The database uséar this settlement pattern analysis consisted of all known sites in the
UYRYV that hadbeen archaeologically reported by previoesearctand a few new sites located
by Jones and colleagiégJones 2017 However, there are several important assumptions that

underpin the interpretation which are worth discusdimgd. o n wosd$:

Barnette (1978) examined thetHem o wn Lower Great Bend sites
ceramic assemblage and found that they all overlapped stylistically. Five had common
characteristics with the earliest occupations at Donnaha, which equates roughl§Ovith 2

BCi 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 b&iv8éa and

1200, with a few sites, such Berbush Creek and Donnaha, being occupied as early as

200BC until AD 1200.1t should be noted that these dates are based on my interpretation

I This included the Redtail sitexcavated by Jones and colleagiedtailappears to be a typical example of a
later Upger Great Benthamletdating tosometime between the and 19" centuriegsee Jones 2018).
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of the Donnaha r adi o cHetebdedto rejextithe sarlier dates as Wo o d
outliers, whereas | include them and exclude the seladest date, for reasodsscussed

above Thus, my two main assumptions are: 1) that Donnaha was occupied primarily

between 20BCandAD1 200 and 2) that Barnettebs asse
similar assemblages to Donnaha means they overlap with those saméJiates2017,

42, emphasis addgd

In short,Jones is assning that most of the Lower Great Bend séegially represent
pre-AD 1200 occupationd here area few reasons why this may not be true. For one, there are
two postAD 1200 radiocarbon dates from Doh@aaA 13" century datés from a mussel shell
and is less reliableHowever, @ 5" centurydatewasfrom a charcoal sample directly associated
with a clear example oflaterDan River serieseramic vessel (Woodall 1984, Figure 24
Eastman 1994, 300ther vessels pictured in Woodall (1984) also show decorationikar to
theDan Riverand the even later7" centuryOldtown series fronthe Dan drainage (Steve
Davis, personal communication, 202Ragree with Jones (2017) that an earlier Middle
Woodland occupation does seeridencedat Donnaha, however | also agree with Rogers
(1993 1206121) who considersnost ofDonnahao have been the result of numerous
occupations betweehD 1000-1500. Rogers selected two arelasm DonnahaEU 34 and EU
35, for her analysis ahaterial culturgatterns in the #5century UYRV because she believed
that they didn factdate to this periodds with manyother sites in the valleyhe site of
Donnaha is likely an example of component clustedwmptherpos i bl e obj ecti on i s
(2017) assumption thaglatively similar formation processes were in effect above and below the
shoas, which as noted previously, Woodall (1984) contraditts possible thatutting and
filling episodes have mostly destroyedburiedlarger andor earlier sites in the Upper Great

Berd, causing a false impression of dissimilarity.
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Theupstream migratiomodelwas subsequently refinedth more evidence from
surrounding areas and the UYRYV itself. Jones (2pb8)ts to a suite giressurepotentially
contributing to the population movement af#dd 1200. Firstresearch from the Haw, Eno, and
Dan drainages indicates thatthese aregsopulation growth and warfare were contributing to
village formation afteAD 130Q However Jones (2018yrgues that the observed ecological
factors limiting population growtim the UYRV meant that the inhabitants of the valley may
have been forced wispersanstead ohucleaten response to the threatmaifiding/warfare
While the larger and more fortified communities of @entral andNorthern Piedmonivere a
direct barrier to Mississippian expansitime smaller UYRV communitiesould not havéeen
able toeasilydefend themselvegiowever, thigaises the question of why there was no
Mississippian expansion into the UYRior to thelate precontact peod. To this, Jones (2018,
84-85) suggestshat the UYRV may have essentially acted as a buffer zone betiveen
Mississippiarcommunitiego thewest andsouth andhe largePVT communitiego the east,
with a sparse and dispersed local populatothat the UYRV may simply not have been a

desirable target for expansion.

This claimalso rests on certain assumptions. First, thetfeeigssumption that the Pee
Deearound Town Creekheprimary Mississippian society whicthathavebeen in contact with
the UYRV prior to the 15th centurwas a expansionistic society intent attacking and
colonizingareas occupied by PVT peoptertainly the Pee Dee foundseveral settlements,
howeverFigure 1shows that.eak and Teal are quite close to Town Creek, and Payne is located
northeasof Town Creek, not northwest as would be expected if the Pee Dee were seeking to
expand into the UYRVTown Creek itselfs nota particularly largeMississippian townand

Boudreaux (2007a) does not think it wasrarchically organized or centralize&tdmittedly, this
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does not preclude it from engagingeixpansionistitehavior Town Creek was palisadeahd
there could be Pee Peaitessubmerged beneath High Rock Lakeother unknown evidence
Still, these considerations ¢kad one tat leasuestion the idea thtie Pee Dewould have
desired toplanned to, or even been ablattack and/or colonize the UYRM.is possilte that
the Pee Dee would have preferred to engagehier forms of interaction with people in the
UYRYV, such aexchangend/orintermarriageAnothermissing consideration ihat internal
tensions within communities in the Lower Great Béself could have driven thpopulationto
move and become less sedent&igally, thehypothesis thahe UYRV acted as a buffer zone

needs further testing

Analysisof UYRV settlement patterns continued t h Jones et lghic. 6s ( 21
and eramic interaction networks amd aroundhe Upper Great Berafter AD 120Q This study
had several important findings. Firstpre extensive analysis of lithics in the Upper Great Bend,
including at some previouslynknown sites, indicated that some siikesly aciedas gateway
communities for acquisition of highuality rhyolite/felsite as Woodall (1990) argued but
Rogers (199) challengedJones et al. (2020, 86) think that these gateway communities may
have linkeddispersed households arouhé Upper Great Bend together in pursuit of thigial
resourceand it is hypothesized thataged men were responsible for acqugremd moving
rhyolite through these gatewayleanwhile, additionainapping of ceramic microtraditions
bol stered Rogeré6s (1993) cont entaroumchwidehh at pott
throughoutthe valley Thus, lithics and ceramics represent spatiallydistinctinteraction

networks(Jones et al. 2020, Figure 8).

More importantly Jones et al. (2020) provided integrated antestable account of

changingnterregional interactionver ime. Jones et al. (2020, 88) argue that betweexD



72

11001200, around the time that the Pee Dee appeared in the Southern Pi¢gdenGneéat Bend
does fit the definition of peripheprovided by King and Meyers (20Q2)iting thepossibility

that violent inteaction drove inhabitants of the Great Bend upriver into a marginal environment.
However, fromAD 12001500 or so, they point to thack of evidence for interaction with
Mississippians in the GreBiend andsuggest that periphery may not be the most ap@ie

term Instead, Jones etal. (2020,88pi n t he term Abodvimdaraygl @ahdso
settl ement near the unspecified divide bet wee
which avoids the requirementterfno rii broiriduegd | baonrddseor.
suggest hat fAboundaryl ands may be considered as
cases where borders as we know them today almost certainly did not exist and where they power
dynamic between groups is unclear, y&xistet, or pr edi cated on equal
2020, 88) After AD 150Q as the T. Jones and Porter settlemeamise founded anthe intrusion

of Mississippian people from the westin evidence, th&r eat Bend does fit

(2002) definition of frontier.

Finally, Jones et al. (2020, 88jgue that developments in the Upper Great Bend between

AD 12001500 may represent an alternative form of coalescence:

ewe bel i eve o0ueventrosgh tommuniseh io tive upgerayadkin River
valley remained small and dispersed, social and economic interactions may have
encompasse8-10 households spread over26 miles of river valley with populations of
50-100 people, similar in size to othavalesced Piedmomtillage 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 heseholds were forming a unified identity and increasing
interaction within that group without living proximate to one another. (Jones et al. 2020,
89)

t
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Before proceedinghreemore sites should be mentioné&elson, W Davenport Jones,
andR.T. Lenoir. Thesethreeburial sitesexhibit manyextraordinaryfeatures when closely
investigated andverereported on and partialgxcavatedy Cyrus Thomas in the 88s.Nelson
appears to have been the sitaddirge, lowburial mound and a large triangulaarial pit W.
Davenport Jones is the site of another low burial mound, and R.T. laéreolarge circular
burial pit. Moore (2002) examined the records of these sitestendollections identified with
them at the Srttisonan Museum of Natural HistonAll three appear to have represented
special mortuary rituals conductby late Burke phasgeople associated with Catawba Valley
Mississippiansandcontainedsignificant numbers of special objects such as spatcidts
chunkey stones, shell beads and masks, figyriiso gorgetsfinely madeBurke ceramics
and even some iron tools (Moore 2002pore (2002, 120) believes they wenertuary
facilities for individuals of chiefly statyslthough one or more maso be a mass grave, and

many questions about them remain unanswered.

Summary

A summary accourdf the sociocultural evolutiomf communities in th&J YRV begins
with knownoccupatios dating baclat leasto the Middle WoodlandA smalland mobile
foraging population inhabited the valldyring thistime, about which little is known besides a
few details of their ceramic tradition. Sometime betw&Bn600-100Q populations began to
live in larger anddomewhat morpermanensettlementsnarked byhouses, storage pitburials,
and middensespeciallyaround the relatively largdéloodplairs andwetland of the Lower Great
Bend(Newkirk 1978; Woodall 1984, 1990Jhis settlement pattern shi¢bincided with broader
transformations occurring across thastern Woodlands during this tinféne Forbush Creek

and Donnahaitesare examplesf these new settlementss is the Parker site downstream
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Various cultivated plants were growngludinga mix of eastern agricultural complex crops,
maizeafter AD 1000 andlater on, beans. These cultivated plants were a supplement to a diet
largely relying on foraged foods including a wigkriety of terrestrial and aquatic animalsuts,
and fruits(Barnette 1978; Berger and Graham 2022; Mikell 1987; k& 978; Woodall 1984,
1990) As populations grewecologicaland social pressur@say have resulted in the periodic
abandonment and reoccupatiorvitfage sites, producing thebserveccomponent clustering
patterrs (Marshall 1988)Arguably,therewas an increased element of territorjabind
agriculturalfianchoring (Woodall 1984, 1990)There is quite limited evidence of status
differentiation andsociety seems to have been organized as an egalitarian het¢Roghys
1993) Some level of intexction with surrounding populations probably occuasavidenced
by the shared Uwharrie ceramic traditiand afew vesselérom the eastern segment of the
Hardy site may indicate an ephemeraetingwith the Swift Creek culture to the south

(Marshall1988) although these vessels should be reexamined to verify this.

The described pattegeems to accondell with the evidence until near the end of the
Uwharrie phaseaboutAD 1200.Current interpretations suggest that violent interaction Reétl
DeeMississippians to the soytbonflict avoidance strategieand/or internal tensions within
communitiegrecipitateddispersal andnigration to the marginal Upper Great Bend area, where
a smaller and less sedentary population livedlaose arrangement of hamlaisd camps$or
the next three hundred or so ye@lsnes2017, 2018; Jones et al. 202During this time, there
is noclearevidence of interaction with Mississippiafitie poplation was probably still
interacting withPVT neighborsas evidenced by similar ceramic trends to those seen in the Dan

drainagesuch as thappearancef small, decoratedowls (Woodall 1990)
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During the 18 and 18" centuriesMississippians moved into the Catawba Valley and
encroached on the UYR\videnced by a mixture of Mississippian and PVT traits dbiies
and PortefWoodall 1999, 2009Remains and material from these sites suggest significant
interaction with the westncluding the adoption of western ceramic traditj@esgjuisitionof
western lithic resourcesand even thentranceof a high-statusMississippiarwoman into a local
PVT community During these later centuries, there still may have been limited ocoopatihe
Lower Great BendThe latedating excavation uni 34 and 33rom Donnahaontained
trash/storage pitan River series ceramiand several human burials, includitgp
individuals a man and a woman, buried beneath small cirstdactures and interred with shell
gorgetsin the 1500s Hernando de Soto and Juan Pardo pidssadh to the south and west of
this region documenting the presence of a qudgsissippian politynamed Guatari in the
Middle Yadkin Valley(Hudson 1997, @05). In the mid1500s, 390rataswere reported as
paying tribute to thdlico of Guatari- some of thesprobablylived in theUYRV. Around this
time, Catawba Valley Mississippians constructed threesuaimortuary facilities in the extreme
uppervalley (Moore 2002) The precise fate of the PVT people who lived in the UYRV is
unknown, butheyalmost certainlyell victim to disease, enslavemeatd other forms of
colonial violence during the 1780t seems likely that angurvivors sought refugeith the

Catawba confederady the south.

Whether the established settlement pattern and occupation models for the UYRV can
account for the archaeological record of Forbush Creakrigjor question this study seeks to
answer. In light of new evidenceofn Forbush Creek and synthesigpaviously published
work from across the valley, this project wabintribute to testing, refining, amkplaining this

account of sociocultural evolution.
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Chapter 4: The Forbush Creek Site

Excavation History

ForbushCreek has been excavated twice, in 1957 and in 1972 (Figure3gcember
1957,Stanley Soutled excavations to salvage the portion of the site that would otherwise be
destroyed by theonstruction of US Highway 42No official report was written on the results
of these excavations, butdging by theassociatedecords, the budget and timescaleretight.
The entire project took place between Saturday, Decerfitand Wednesday, Decembef"18
Severe weather, indling snovetorms wasa major obstacleA bulldozerand selloading pans
wereused to remove strips of ground, ardy sevenlOx10ftif s quar e unitso were
mapped for small features such as posth@gserwisemostlylarger features were recorded
(Figure6). One picture from the excavatiamdicates that screening of some sort was utilaed
recovered soifFigure 7) The archaeologists excavat28l burials includinghe remains of at
least 54 peoplandtwo dogsfrom an apparent cemetery aréae other 4Zwumbeedfeatures
includedtrash/storageits, hearths, and postholésnly some postholes were recorded as
feature3. Ther e wer e0 dlesad uxS sfipgint t hnetassignedfeakireuni t s t
numbersOne circular structureith a large hearth was recorded to the south of the cemetery
area, others may have existed but were not recorded duesiooittéime available and the

adversaveather conditions.

About 11,374 potsherds were recovered during this excavatdithese, 4,90dmostly
from featureshave been codethe majorityduringthis study Lithic objects includedwxes,
awls,beads, celts, chopperxbblesdrills, hammerstones, hoes, nutting stones, perforators,

pipes, projectile pointscrapersand debitageBone objects includea beadfishhooks needles,
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and turtle shell cups. Mussel shells and various animal bones were commonSefueeaf the

miscellaneous items recovered were fired clay fragmentstals, anded ocher.
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Figure 7:1957 excavations in progresbhis photo showdoffre Coe (left) and Ed Gaines (right)
screening(Stanley SouthRLA 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 heuleltai@wv the

recoveryverymifimumo hear chaeol ogi cal informationo
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Figure 8: Plan of the 1972 excavatiof&fter Keel 1972 Figure 1)

Bennie Keebupervised the excavations, which took place from Mafdo 1ay 11" of
1972, employingtaff members from the Research Laboratories of Anthropology/Archaeology
(RLA) andlocal laborersThe additional time and funding allowed foore careful and
exhaustive excavation and recordikgel (1972)produced a&hot reporton the excavations
The project began with the hadayging of 19 test pitto obtain a sample of tHecal
stratigraphy before stripping. Stratigraphic zones within the test pits were removed as units and
dry screened through %2 inch mesh sift@itsick midden deposits were located near the western
edge of the leve@ndthese were divided into three arbitrary levels of equal thickness for
excavation purpose¥gVith testing completed, five are@acluding one main areayjere stripped
of plowed soil by a bulldozewhich removed all but the bottom 0.2 feet of plowed. Jdils last
portionwas skimmed off by shovel untilltural features were discovered. At this point, features

such as postholes, storage and refuselmtsiths, and tree stumps weegefully cleaned,

(
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drawn and photographed total of 83numberedeaturesand many postholasere excavated,
and noburials were found-eature fill was screened through a ¥z inch mé&kk plan of the
main excavation ared&igure 9) suggests the presencenaihyoverlapping structuret® the

point that it is difficult to isolate specific buildings.

A total of 44,752 potsherds were recovered dutiregexcavation. Of thesd,0,386were
coded prior to this stuggome byMcGheeSnow (1998knd most byaterlab assistants at the
RLA. Lithic objects includeddzes, axes, stone baltffaces, celts, choppers, cores,
denticulates, drills, ston@endantsgravers, grinding stones, hammen&s,hoes, metates,
nutting stones, perforators, pipesojectile points, scrapers, and debitésgeMcManus 1985)
Bone objects included awls, bealdeamers, burins, turtle shell cups, and tiisssel shells
and a variety of other animal bones arespntKeel (1972, 13ylescribed deer as the most
common animal; rabbit, raccoon, and birds are also mentiétet remains observed in the
field included maize, beans, acorns, and rdiscellaneous objects includdided clay
fragments, steatitemps, and red ocheArtifacts recovered from both excavations are pictured

in Figure 10Photographs from the 1972 excavation are shown in Figures 11 and 12.
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Figure 9: Detail ofmain area ofL972 excavations (After Keel 1972 Figure 1).

The materialarecurated as part of the North Carolina Archaeological Colleetion
UNC-Chapel Hill. Associated records include a specimen catdesjure descriptions,
photographs, and drawingmd other paperwork related to the excavation sudaifsreports
Materials arekept in archivalquality boxesn a climatecontrolled storage room. Complete and
mosty complete vessels have been reconstructed arigeptén cabinets, while the rest of the

material is packaged in labeled plastic bags.
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Figure 10:Artifacts from Forbush Creel 957 Biface (A)1972 Hoe (B)1972 Celt (C) 1957
Ground Stone Axe (PL972 Hoe (E) 1972 Metateor Milling StoneFragment (F) 1972
Ground Stone Axe (1957 Projectile Points (H)1972 Stone Pendant {11957BoneFishhodk
(J); 1957 Clay Pipe (K)
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Figure 11: A view opart of the main excavation area after strippifhotographer unknown,
RLA site files).
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Figure 12: Feature excavations in progre@@hotographer unknown, RLA site files).



87

SiteSurroundings anétratigraphy

Keel (1972) describes Forbush Creek as | oc
approximately 500 feet from the river and elevated about 17 feet above tloe rig¢ 3 his
levee is believed to have been created by-baek flooding of the riverThe site is located
betweera major confluencef Forbush and Deep Creeks with the Yadkin River. Barnette (1978,
95-97) notes that thesmeeks are the largest creeks in the GBestd study area, at times large
enough to warrant the designation of river, thus the séardsedingly weldrained, probably an
important factoin considering its occupation histogxtremely limited stratigraphic
information is available for the 1957 excavatioanly theinternal stratigraphy of large features
was recordedBased orall the records associated with this excavatioseems that the features
were located directly beath the plowzoneith the exception of a few square units that were

topped by midden layers.

Keel 6 s r e @aouchmore extensiveddesaission of the stratigraphy including
drawings (Figure 3). The various strata described around the site indlageuppermost layer
of plowed soilmidden deposits, redeposited middleat had eroded into washed out areas along
the eastern margin of the levemd a fine sand subsodilhe deeper strata are briefly described

by Keel (1972, 6).
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Major SiteFormation Processes

Several major formation processes/e affectedrorbush Creek, and thereby the sample
of archaeological material available for analykigel (1972)thinks that thedeposition of the
levee by ovebank floodingmay have burieéarly remainsOnetest pit was dug to a depth of 9
feet tolook for earlyburied occupationgdowever, this pit did not produ@vidence of anything

belowthe main excavation ameKeel 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 alongané$of the river have been

carried away as the river moved across the valley. (Keel 1972, 6)

As the sitds located on agricultural land, recent plowimgs undoubtedly mixed up and
broken up some of the artifacespecially those associated with the surface colleatidn
plowzone.Some features at the site are intruded by other featmnésh could result irmixing
of contents|f multiple occupationsf some form are presemsticcessiveccupants may have
mined or otherwise modified earlier featur8sme pifeatures have complex internal
stratigraphy consisting of multiple layers, probably the resuthmifl successive filling episodes
of pits withrefuse aftetheir usefullifetime as, for example, a storage receptable was over
(Dickens 198% And, of course, the construction of the highway and the excavations themselves
must be considerddrmation processeSome valuable information wasidoubtely lost due to
the rushed nature of the 1957 excavatidime central portion of the siteas 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 tiegion is beyond doubiKeel (1972) described
evidence of human occupaticanging400 feet north and south of the highway, wtB506foot
eastwest dimensionA polygonapproximately matchinthe map of the artifact scatter pictured
inCoé s p r (@972 Rigare 1pbtained from the Office of State Archaeolaggasures 6.65
hectaresBarnette (1978) surveg Great Bend sites fder settlement pattern study, and
described Forbush Creek giganning24 hectarespearly 3.5x larger than Donnalimnes (2017
43) doubtsthis estimate, andssigned the site an area of 8 hectares, assuming it was slightly
larger than Donnah&eel (2022, personal communicatiaegffirmedthat he was sure there
was much more to the site thiamvas possible to excavate in 1957 and 19He reality of the
situation is that we do not know how large the site of Forbush Ceedlitis. The artifact scatter
described by Kdeand Coandicates that the total area of the site is at least 6.65 hectares, but
B a r n datetser@\gfigure could mean that teesire many more remains around the site than
this estimate suggestBhe actualillage occupaion area of the siteras almost certainly smaller
thanthe full site extenteven if cultural remains are scattered across the surrounding floodplain.
It is alsovery possible that multiple sites or large components are represénéeelxcavated
area of the site spatess than a quarter of a hectese at besthe archaeological sample is
reflective ofactivitiesfrom 3.46% of the total site aregerhaps as littlas0.96%"2. Ultimately,

the only way to resolve this question isctinduct additionasurveys and excavations.

2These figuresreb a s e d  o(h97X Biedtindage of 10,500 square fesicovered in 1972 and an area
calculation ofat most14,000 square feet uncoveredli957(see Figure 6)Thissums to 24,500 square feg#76.12
square meters/0.23 hectsyavhich is about 36% of 6.65 and.96% of 24.
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Previous Research

To date, foustudies have been completed on various aspects of the Forbush Creek
artifact assemblagand three features have beadiocarbordated McManus (1985analyzed
the lithic assemblage associated with th@8®beredeatures excavated in 197&hich
included270 projectile points, 421 stone tools or ornaments, and 4,031 pieces of délitage.
most important contribution of this study was to identify andrify the varioudithic artifacts
present in these featurekescribedn the first section of this chapter. The lithic assemblage
indicated that a variety of activities including hunting, hide processing, processing of gathered
mussels and nuta;ood gathering and workingyorutilitarian stoneworking, and cultivation of
crops were carried out by tihabitants of Forbush Creek (McManus 1985, 48gsEhactivities
areconsistent withHe idea that the site represents a larglativelypermanent vitkhge.Another
interesting finding was that quartz was quite rare in the chipped stone tool assénb&agest
prevalent raw mater i al sat825%erhydlitetathd5%,veiet avol ca
guartzat4.03%, cherait1.34%, and crystal quarét 1.23%(McManus 1985, -B). Quartz was
more common in the ground stone tool assembtage51%, followed by a number of different
igneous rocks (McManus 1985, 8udging by this information, the people of Forbush Creek
couldeasily acceskigh-quality metavolcanic rocks from various sources for the purposes of
making chipped stone tools and did not have to resort to using gaartaften. Furthermore,
theyobtained almost none of their lithic material from western souasesyidenced by the very

low percentage of ridgandvalley chert.

BThe ground stone assemblage is 35 objects and included celt fraganesitsader, a possible metate,
hammerstones, cobbles, a pecked ball, a ground stone,goggetind stone pendant, a stone bead, and a stone pipe
(McManus 1985).
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McGheeSnow (1998performed a basianalysis of ceramic artifactsom four features
and one dog burial from the 1957 excavatelayenfeatures from the 1972 excavation, and
fifteen complete or semcomplete vessels from various contetgaling 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
occupationMcGheeSnow (1998, 42) identified S@omplicated staped sherds the analyzed
contexts which shenterpretsas Pee Dee pottery broughtRorbush Creekrom the southThis

claimwill be testedby this project.

Berger and Hutchinson (2018%amined the skeletal remains from the 1957 excavations.
Within the sample of 54 individuals from the cemetery area, 51 were complete enough to be
included intheir study.In total, 28 burial contexts and twaurial modes were in evidence at the
site: primary burials, which included the flexadsemiflexed remains oé single individual,
andsecondaryssuanburials, which included the bundled remains of two or more individuals.
Only four of theburials were secondary buriajgt these includedbouthalf of the individuals
present in the burial assemblage. Buriat@6tairedthe highest number of individuals, Jor
all individuals, age at death, sex, skeletal pathologyaagcevidence of traumatic injuries were
recordedThe basic characterisi®f the burial assemblageeshown in Table. There were no
significant differences in age or sk&tween the two burial modes, but there were fewer
juveniles in the secondary buridl® than the primary burial€l3) (Berger and Hutchinson 2019,

123).

According to an agstratified oddgatio 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 traumatieggompared to
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individuals interred in primary burials. Secondary burials were also more likely to experience
violencerelated injuries, but this was not significant, probably due to low sample size (1 primary
burial individual and 5 secondary burial miduals). Age and sex also shaped prevalénaely

adults sustained traumatic injuries and violeralated injuries, and although the total number of
traumatic injuries was similar between sexes, traumatic injuries and vigkdated injuries

were moe 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
FemaleAdults 9
Indeterminate SeAdults 5
Adults 31
Subadults 20
Affected by Nutrient Deficiencies 17
Nutrient Deficiencies, Primary 5
Nutrient Deficiencies, Secondary 12
Total Traumatic Injuries, Primary 1
Total Traumatic Injuries, Secondary 16
Total Violencerelated Injuries, Primary 1
Total Violencerelated Injuries, Secondary 8
Total IndividualsAnalyzed 51

Nutrient deficiencies represethte totalcount of individuals affectednjury counts represeiiie totalnumber of
injuries, a total of 11 individuals experienced traumatic injuryatatal of6 individuals experiencediolence
related injury.Table ased on information provided in Berger and Hutchinson (2019) and excavation notes.

Berger and Hutchinsof2019, mainly on the basis of the limited ceramic analysis
conducted by McGhe8now (1998and reevaluatedy Davis (Davis 2022, personal
communication)assume that Forbush Creek primarily date&@o800-1200,o0r the Uwharrie
PhaseMore broadly, thg argue the site dates to theriod of transition between the Middle and
Late Woodland a time ofcompetition, 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 riskifiéringthe finegatve consequencesf the

Late Woodland Transitiowas not distributed equally among the FalbCreek population
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(Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 128hey provide several possible explanations for these

differencesthe possibility that the secondary burials could represent massacre and mass
interment,captives or outsiders, different occupatiorrssame form of nascent social
difference/inequalityThey argue thad massacrexplanatiorseems unlikely due to the low

overall prevalence of violenaelated injuriesanda captives or outsiders explanation seems

unlikely due tobiodistance analysis ofon-metric dental variation finding no significant

differences in trait frequencies between the burial gtbupsuggesting genetic affiliation

(Berger and Hutchinson 2019, 12%hey admit that the different occupations explanation is
hardertoproveadl i sprove without a st r chmogotogybubalidver st and
on the basis dfmited analysis of ceramics and dental traits that the two burial modes represent a
contemporaneous populatidhis also possible that the two burial modes represent different

stages of a mortuary cycle, atimisother unknown factors are shaping thiéedences in injury

and malnutrition rates. Ultimately, Berger and Hutchinson (2019302%avorthe explanation

that burial group inclusion was linked to some kind of social stius the secondary burials

are argued to represengeupwithin the Forbush Creek communityat wasmnarginalizedand
vulnerableduring the Late Woodland transitidr.o | | owi ng Woiotatpetatiods ( 1990)

social change through time around the Great Bend, they argue:

Competition, conflict, and uncertaintyllowed 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 res@es 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 naviganew 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 struggleddope 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 studyinvolved the
collection of botanical data fromine pit features and one midden layer (TaBland the
integration of this data with the skeletal analysis performed by Berger and Hutchinson (2019
Berger and Graham (2022) point tliatthe botanical nmains from only one of these features,
Featurel16, were originally recovered through floatatiothe restwvere only dryscreened.

Thus the full range of plant remains is probably not represémtadst featuredue to the bias

for larger materialeversmaller seedsandFeature 116s interpretedasthe best representative
context of the real range of plants grown and eaten by the inhabitants of ForbusiW\Giteek.

this caveat in mind, thglant remains are inchtive of the same mixed subsistence strategy
practiced throughout much of the Piedmont during the Late Woodl&edoresence of carious
dentallesions in 19 individual€9 in the primary burials and 10 in the secondary burials) is also
taken as evidenas increased reliance on maiaeForbush Creek (Berger and Graham 2022,
246).Following Jones (2017), it is contended that the evidéooe Forbush Creefor

intergroup and intragroup violenddeprobablemarginalization of the individuals interred in
secondary burialgnd thencreased use of agricultyre al ong wi(1990) cWiothad a |l | 6 s
communities in the Great Bend were becoming increasingly territdtealAD 100Q indicate
thattensions within the UYRYV itself may have contributed the possible migration taking place

aroundAD 120Q

Landscape played a critical role in shaping the challenges fgosommunities during

the Piedmont Late Woodland transitional period, and the soeiaaries 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 settlementsayhave abandoned larger agricultural géa in favor of

smaller, dispersed, and isolated settlements better supported by foraging. (Berger and
Graham 2022)



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 1299 056 847 5593 2.82 451 169 1186 056 0.56 100

Table based on raw datallected byAnna Graham for Berger and Graham (202%ed with permission.

A brief critical discussion of the findings of Berger and Hutchinson (2019) and Berger
and Graham (2022) is warrantddhese studies made significant contributions to archaeological
understanding of the sitelowever, they both assume that Forbush Crekapily dates tahe
tumultuous Late Woodland transition, an assumption that is ultimately based|iomitex
ceramic analysis performed by McGherow (1998) The evidencéhatdisproportionate injury
rates and malnutrition ratedfected the secondary burial individuals is convincing. However,
contra Berger and Hutchinson (20E9d Woodall (1990Q) do not think thathe skeletal
botanical andceramicassemblagesrenecessaly indicative of pervasiveanchoring,
territoriality, and intefintragroup conflict Only six individuals out of a sample of §11.76%)
displayed evidence of violeneelated injuries, anpistone of these was a clear projectile point

injury. Only two were perimortenAn unambiguougpalisade identificatioms one line of
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evidence that couldolstertheirinterpretation, but no palisade hager beersecurelyidentified

at any settlement anywherin theUYRV 14,

Berger and Graham (2022) alsaue that a biodistance analysis of nonmetric dental
traitsdemonstrates low genetic variability and indicdkeg the two burial groups belong to the
same community. This may betrbeyt what does 0 crelativelymobilegnd me an
heterarchicatribal society like the one that seems to have inhabited the Great\Beeak so
manyoverlapping social ne/orks were in operation at every settlemeRé&gular contact and
intermarriage between groups around the Great Bend, which seems to have been the norm
(Rogers 1993Jones et al. 202@uggests gene flow wast restricted, anthat peopldrom
different £ttlementghroughout the vallegould have sharesimilar genesThe possibility that
the two burial groups do in fact represent membédifferent communitiegn thegeographical
sensas notnecessarilyuled out by biodistance analysighe evidencef increasing reliance on
agriculture at Forbush Creés made more convincing ke observations thatental caries
affected 19ndividuals However, even in thbest contexas analyzedreature 116maize only
represents 14.12% of the plant remains by countttenthree chenopodium seeds present could
not be securely identified as domesticated or undomesticated, while thethesassemblage
consisted of foraged foods (Berger and Graham 202@)e work and more conteate
necessary tmake convincing inferences about violence, commumeigtionshipsand the

impacts of agriculturat Forbush Creek and around the UY.RV

Before this studythreeradiocarbordateshadbeen run orieatures from Forbush Creek

(Tableb). The first date from 1972 is very late gootentiallyan anomaly. The othéwo (which

¥ While a line of postoles similar to a palisadeas found at the T. Jones site, théems to have been a fence
facing the river and not a full palisade (Wood009)
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were previously unpublishe@pint to theprospecof botha preAD 1200 Uwharrie occupation
and a posAD 1200 occupation of sons®rt. These dates will hgesented in recalibrated form

along with newdatesin chapter 6.

Table 5: Previous Radiocarbon Dates from Forbush Creek

Context Year Material Original Date
Feature 86, 1972 Charcoal 340 +£ 100 BP
associated with (MedianAD 1610)
AUwharri*e
Feature 8, from fill 1998 Charred material 950 ++ 60 BP
(AD 9907 1225 2 Sigma)
Feature 81, 1998 Charred material 660 +£ 60 BP
associated with (AD 126571 1415 2 Sigma)
fabric impressed
vessel

*Cord marked and scraped vessel with slightly flaringdasignated 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 Kb 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 souttHijhway 421 and west of the original estimated site
limits wereexplored 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 higtgpndicates
that the sites at least somewhat larger thitwe initial estimats suggesteddense lithic and
ceramic scatters were recorded around the site along with the existence of a pasdibigzon
containing dense artifact deposit4aterialsrecovered from these test excavations were not
included in this studgs thereporting form did not providsufficient detail Overall, the research

potential of the site was recorded as fAvery

h
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Chapter 5: Methodology

The goals of this study can be summarized as follows:

1. To produce @omprehensive descriptive report of the Forbush Creelnsgtgrating as
much evidencaspossible andeasible

2. To achieve improved chronological control over the Forbush Creek site.

3. With improved chronological control, fartherinvestigatesynchronic and diachronic
patternsof practice at Forbush Cregkcluding reevaluations of previous studies.

4. To investigatehe timing directionality, and formof possible PVIMississippian
interactionat Forbush Creek, arid improve archaeological understanding and
explanation of frontier dynamics in the UYRV.

5. Torefine archaeological understanding of the histogsallutionary trajectory of the

UYRYV 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 moehenmsipe site
ceramic databasmnsistingof detailed information on vessels and shefdiss is followed by a
discussion of the methods used to make inferences ebariologyby crossreferencing
seriation, feature assemblage analysis, and radiocarbonflatdl;, the methodssed to
investigate patterns of practiaed interactiorin ceramics, lithics, features, and subsistence

practices are outlined

Ceramic Data Collectio
Prior tothe completion of this study, two sourceslafa were available on the Forbush
Creek ceramic assemblage. The first was the limited analysis conducted by Martgivee

(1998), whichl obtained in spreadsheet form from ®RieA. The second wasxtensive ceramic
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coding conducted by lab assistants in 2016, which was also obtained in spreadsheet form from
the RLA. Together, thestatasets covered ceramics fromralmberedeatures from the 1972
excavationtwo features, two square unit pits, and ong Hurial from the 1957 excavation, and

a few other contexts such as surface collectimrm both excavationand bulldozer cutBom

the 1972 excavationn total,these dataseiscluded12,875 sherdslwo problems existed with

this dataset. First, thmajority of the features from the 1957 excavation were not included.
Secondthe data collection procedures used to produce these datasets were not always sufficient
to answer the questions posed by this study. Fonpbea detailed information aboumportant
characteristics such as orifice diametgessel formsand stamp patterngasusually missing.

To resolvetheseproblens, | coded all ceramics frotte 40 numberedeatures from the 1957
excavatiorthat McGheeSnowdid not codewhichtotaled2,875sherds| also went through all
numbeed featuredrom the siteas well as a few additional contextiescribed laterand re

coded all vessels, large vessel segments, rim sherds, and complicated stampéu reloeeds

detail.| coded aotal of 270 vessels, large vessel segmentsjraqueinstances ofims large

enough to measure orifice diametand 0f339 complicatedgtamped shesdSee AppendiA for

the full ceramic coding sheet.

After coding was completet, he data was combined into a
The final working assemblage consistofthe pottery fromall numberedeatures, 1 dog burial,
andtwo square unit pit features from the 1957 excavatidurface collections and bulldozer

cuts were not includeldecause they were not discrete contéit total sherd count tliis

15 Of the 1957 square unit pit features, full samples waig coded for Sq. 145R10 PitandSq. 145 Pi2, work
previously done by McGhe8now (1998) There was insufficient time to fully record other square unit pit features,
and only complicated stamped ceramics from these features were regefdeh of exploratory analysishese
sherds were not incled in the working assemblage but will be discussed in the section on complicated stamped
pottery.
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working assemblage is 188 Included in this assemblage is at |e2&2 vesselspartial vessels,
or uniquerims large enough to measure orifice diameted270 complicated stamped sherds
(151 4cm+ in size) The rest of the assemblage primarily consists of body sheatisould not

be securely associated with any particular vessel.

Chronological Control

Previous researcit Forbush Creekas been able to provide only very rough
chronological controlProviding a more satisfactognd precis@answer tohe questionof site
chronologyrequires a larger dataset than has been previously availabsgstethatiaise of
relative and absolute dating metho@ser eight decades of professional archaeological research
in the Piedmont hee producedmunderstanding of the ceramiachology that should alloyat
least,a relatively secure identification of which componentsreadly representedandusually a
more specifiestimate of th@articularcenturies representéaan assemblage, especially for the
Uwharriephase onwardiVhile theoretically possible, this is still a challenging task becafise
the slow rate of ceramic change in the Piedmont, and the fact thatvessghattributesare
present for long time spaasd/or appear and disappear more than once during the ceramic
sequence. For example, net impegssexteriors appear as earlyA3 800 and continuall the
way intothe colonialperiod increasingand then decreasing frequency over timavhile
smoothed iteriorsare common throughout the Yadkin phaséarelargely replaced by scraped
interiors during the Uwharriphase buappearagain andecomanore common ithe Dan
River and Saratown phas@¥ard and Davis 19 1999) While thekindsand relative
proportions of surface treatments change through timelamdovide a useful guide to
chronology, there is no attribute that carsbilyrelied on to producereaccuratechronological

designation for a site or featufEhese problemalsotend to make it difficult to classify
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individual sherds into clear types, because there is often significant overlap bitpesem

terms of the characteristics used to define tHe@iedmontceramics represent moments in a
gradualy changingand continuas tradition of pottery making, anehile certain time periods

can be analytically distinguished, there are also an enormous number of ambiguous and
transitional specimen#n short, here is no hope of achieving finglronologicakesolution

without considering as many lines of evidence as posditylenethod for improving

chronological controlritegrates seriation, manual feature assemblage analysis, superposition,

and radiocarbon dating.

Seriation is essentially the arrangement of arcloggcdl materials in a presumed
chronological order on the basis of a logical principle other than superpo§tiom(r i en and
Lyman 2000).The key assumption of seriation is that proximity in the formal properties of
artifacts between seriated unitienote relativeproximity in time There are a number of
different seriation methods, and most do not presume a particular directiondstthiag
seriated data. Instead, the goal igdentify attributesandbr constructypes that are believed to
betempoally sensitive(usually with a focus on stylistic and decorative attribusesito employ
a seriation method to relatively order the unggg these attributes or types. Testing the
accuracy of therder and determining which end of the chronology is early and which is late
requiresndependent verification througdtratigraphic excavation and/or absolute dating of
seriated context©9 6 Br i en and Ly man héritalleOcOnjinuity andigioricalr gu e t h
continuity must be establish&ol have high confidence in the results of a seriatioshort,
heritable continuity means that seriagetifactsare part of a related lineage, i.e., that the seriated
ceramics arstructurally similahomologs Historical continuity simplymeanghat 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 discontinuitidowever, if heritable continuity is established, historical

continuity automacally follows.

Three otheconditionsthat should be met to increase the chance that a seriated order
primarily reflects the passage of tinmelude (1) the condition of similaseriated unitstfat the
unit assemblagewere produced over comparable time duratipf®)the local area condition
(that assemblages come from the same area, so that time and not space is being nagasured)
(3) the same cultural tradition condition (which, if met, ensures heritable cogjiGu® 6 Br i e n
and Lyman 2000)it is also important to select approprigtsizedsamplesat least 50 but
ideally 100 or more sherds are benchmarks that have been used in theph$062 OO Br i en

and Lymar200Q BoudreauxX20071.

Before attempting aesiation, | determined that | could establigdritable and historical
continuity for Forbush Creeteramic assemblagesnd thathe conditions of the seriation
method were not violated. Significant overlagtween ceramic attributesrosdeatures indiate
no major discontinuities and suggest that the makers of the majority of the ceramics belonged to
the same cultural traditiceind that most of the ceramics are part of a related set of lineages of
practice.So, the same cultural traditi@ondition and heritable and historical continuity
generallyseem tdoe metwith the probable exception of complicated stamped ceramics, which
are a small minorityn most featuresT'he requirement oblcal area is met, given that all
assemblages come fraime same sitdn order to ensure similar duration of seriated uriits,
contexts selected for seriation all fit the definitiorastorage pitater filled with refuseas
described by Dickens (1985)hus,theassumption is that the seriated contexidanwent
roughly comparable formation processes in which a storage pit was rapidly infilled with the

refuseof one or moreultural activities at the end of its useful life.
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| considered anprobablestorage pit that contained at leastdg@erminatesheds of a
maximum size that exceeded 4 centimetersasdidate for seriatioeterminate sherds
included those thdtad a identifiableexterior and interior surface treatmeBherds less than
4cm were not included in the seriated assemblage because it was often difficult to reliably
classify their surface treatmenide seriated assemblageluded a total of 26 contexts and
2,169sherdsExterior surface treatment was chosarthe attribute teeriate, given that it
appears to be a primarily stylistic attribtibat does showelativelydirectionaltemporal changes
in both the kinds oéxterior surface treatments represented and their relative proportions when
ceramics from @und the Piedmont are considereldwever, | makao pretens¢hat the order
produced byseriatingexterior surface treatments is the readact order that features
assemblages were produced and depositddstead, theeriation should be viewed asoml to
help understand what the real order might be by understanding variation in exterior surface
treatments that is likely related to tinmesome wayThe seriation method employed to order the
assemblage was Nonmetric Multidimensional ScalingyMDS, which has been employed in
archaeology for decades (Drennan 1%Btennan 1997 his method produces a commspace
matrix visualizing similarity and dissimilarity between cases based odistence between
percentages of attributes associated w#bh caseCity-block was utilized as the distance
metric, andpercentages were calculated based oroatof each exterior surface treatmexit
of thecountof seriateddeterminate and larger than 4 csherds in an assemblage, not the total
countof sherds in that assemblagdie PROXSCALprogramin IBM SPSS Prq. 29.0 was
used tgoerform the seriatioriThe results of the seriation, including stress, dimensant shape

will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Giventhe problems with relying exclusively amseriated order, | alsmnducteda
manual feature assemblage analyEigs method involved two steps. Firsgrialyzed the entire
working assemblage lpyroducing counts and percentages of major characteristichemd t
grouping together sherds based on exterior surface treaaimeintvestigating the percentages of
various temporally sensitive attributgssociated with each exterior surface treatnidrmdse
temporally sensitive attributes wezealuated in a genenalay in comparison to ceramic
sequences known from elsewhere in the UYRV and neighboring asetieey are described in
chapter 3The goal of this step was to produce a workable overall pictyressible
chronological variation within the assemblageelation to regional ceramic sequenogth
which to compare each feature. The secondistegved manuallyassessingach feature
assemblage in relation to this overall pictanglthe known regionateramic sequenceghis
method isobviously moresubjectivethan a seriatiobut allowedfor greatersimultaneous
consideration of alemporally sensitive attributeshich here includeéxterior surface
treatment, interior surface treatment, tempier,form, lip form, rim decorationyessel form, and
stamp pattericharacteristicsaverstamping, wide stampind)sing this method, assignedach
feature to a approximate timespatesignatiorbased ortonsideration ofhe temporal attributes
shown inTable6. While the majority of theanalyzed ceramic assemblage comes from features
that are horizontally but not vertically distintiniting the utility of stratigraphic analysfer
understanding relative chronologggme features wesiperposed on other features. In such

cases superp®n wasconsideredvhen making relative placements.
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Table 6: Approximate Chronological Spansand Frequencies
of Certain Temporally SensitiveCeramic Attributes in the Piedmont

DateAD | 600s | 700s [ 800s | 900s [ 10005 | 1100 | 1200 | 130Gs | 1406s | 15005 | 1600
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
IncisedPunctatedotifs
Reed Punctations
Appligue Strips

Vessel Form

Straight sided conical jal
Hemispherical bowl
Conical jar with shoulder
and vertical rim

Conical jar with shoulder
and evertefflaring rim
Small decorated bowl
CarinatedCazuelavessel

ComplicatedStamp Patterns

Concentric Circles
Arc Angle
Herringbone

Line Block

Wide Stamping
Other

Dark gray indicates morefrequent attribute, light gray a rarattributein relative termsAdapted fromBoudreaux
(2007a, 2007b)Davis (1996)Moore (2002) Ward and Davis (1993, 1999nd Woodall (1990)Complicated
stamped chronology is based on Pee Dee and Catawba Valley sequences.



107

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 utniadally 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 aiikolute dates. The results of radiocarbon
dating are presented and discussed in chapter 6. An occupation Wiasinjerred by

integrating all these lines of evidence.

Patterns of Practicelnteraction, and Frontier Dynamics

Based on the inferred oqgation history and the relative placements of different feature
contexts] attemptedo characterizehanging patterns of practice at Forbush Creek in terms of
ceramicfunction and stylglithic assemblagegeature form and function, arsdibsistence
pradices(as indicated bgeramic/lithic/botanicéleature functiorevidencé. A detailed study of
ceramic function is beyond the scope of gtisgdy;howeverl make some observations about
functionbased on vessel forms, orifice diameters, afelv other characteristiegth reference
to Rice (2015)Ceramic styles are one important line of evidence for investigating interregional
interaction, and | focus on complicated stamped ceramics and arycetimics 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), | also
investigate the possible social effects of fjostery.Basedo n Mc Manusés (1985)
and feature contents descriptiphattempted tdroadly characterize diachronic changes in the
lithic assemblageNext, linvestigatedany possible diachronic patterns in feature tyBedding

onanyobserved patterns in ceramics, lithics, botanical remains (as recorded by Berger and
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Graham 2022)and feature functionisreasseswhat is known abowubsistence practices at
Forbush CreeMl. alsoreassess thmeaning of the burigdatterns in contexOverall, most of

these observations watill be preliminary but they should lead towards better inferences about
what life at Forbush Creek might have looked like and how it changed over timeg\arbis

relates tdrontier dynamics antiroader changes occurring throughout the UYRV and Piedmont.

Historical-Evdutionary Chronicle andexplanation

In light of the rest of the results, | wéhd with areevaluaibn of previous interpretations
of Forbush Creek arthe account of socioculturalolutionin the UYRV provided at the end of
chapter 3Promisingexplanaions forthe overall historicaévolutionary trajectorguggested by
the various lines of evideneéll be explored by investigating the interplay betweboices,
events, historicagvolutionary processes, and ecologinadl socioculturatonditionsand

structures
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Chapter 6: Results and Discussion

Discussion of resultsegins with a description of relevant ceramic attributesaand
outline ofpossible temporal tresgdand therntegrates seriation, radiocarbon dates, and feature
assemblage analydigto aninferred occupation history. | argue that the known occupation at
Forbush Creebrimarily dates to AD 1200400 Refinements to the r ecaransic sequence are
proposed baseah these findings. Patterns of practiceémamics, lithics, subsisten@d
features are investigatéa general andavith reference tahe occupation historand burial
patterns are revaluated. Analysis of complicated stamped ceramics and otheofiaeslence

suggestsow level and mostly peacefinteraction with the Pee Dee between AD 1-2@00.

Description of Ceramig

Surface Treatments and Associated Attributes

The distribution of ceramics from the 1957 and 1972 excavations and the whde site
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 tresatisnwere 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 excamadi. 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 197fatures. 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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Total Percent
Determinate

This table is based on the workiagsemblage. 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 vitiidse 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 iticiidedsabelow 4cm

in size (1957, n=3,002; 1972, n=6,627; Site, n=9,629) and sherds abova4ize with indeterminate exterior

surface treatments (1957, n=285; 1972, n=144; Site, n=429). Percentages for 1957 and 1972 and Total Percent
Determinate caldated out of total count of determinate sherds for each context (1957, n=1,554; 1972, n=2,200;

Site, n=3,754)
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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 78.40 21.60 - 100

Determinate

This table idased 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 imdtatinate category includes all sherds beloemdin 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 andP&ataht 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 vesselsand 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 CreelResized for efail, not to scale.




Table 9: Feature Distribution of Surface Treatments
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F1 - 3/2/2  1/1/0 - 2/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 41 53
F2 - 4/16/1  7/2/0 - - - - - 3/1/0 40 74
F3 - 2/0/0  3/0/1 - 0/3/0 - - - - 17 27
F4 - - - - - - - - - 3 3

F5 - 7/3/1  3/0/0 - - - - - - 21 35
F6 - 17/21/ 3/1/0 - 2/0/0 - - - 7/5/0 70 127
F7 2/0/0 2/1/0 44/19/ 0/3/0  5/0/0 - - - 2/0/0 209 287
F8 - 9/0/0 5/(3)/0 - 3/0/0  0/3/0 - - - 22 42
F9 - 15/2/0  0/0/1 - 2/0/0 - - - - 47 67
F10 - 2/2/0 - - - - - - - 12 16
F11 - 0/1/0  0/1/0 - 0/1/0 - - - - 19 22
F12 - 2/0/0  2/1/0 - 3/0/0 - - - 0/1/0 34 43
F13 - 5/1/0  2/0/0 - 2/0/0 - - - - 24 34
F14 - 3/1/0  1/1/0 - 1/0/1 - - - 0/1/0 7 16
F15 - 10/4/0  2/1/0 - 1/0/1 - - - - 18 36
F16 5/0/0  3/2/0 11/2/0 1/0/0  1/1/0 - - - 1/0/0 39 66
F17 - 1/1/0  11/0/0 - - - - - - 15 28
F18 - 4/2/0 - - - - - - 0/1/0 32 39
F19 - 8/5/0 22/7/0 0/1/0  9/0/0  2/49/0 - - 0/5/1 188 297
F20  3/0/0  3/2/0 10/7/0 3/1/0 9/2/0 0/6/0  5/3/0 - 1/2/0 60 117
F21 2/0/0 2/1/0 3/0/0 0/3/0 2/0/0 3/0/0 0/1/0 - 0/2/0 111 130
F22 - 4/2/0  32/4/0 - 0/1/0 - 1/0/0 - 0/11 50 96
F23 1/0/0  4/4/0 37/16/ 2/3/0 9/0/0  2/1/0 - - 2/17/0 159 257

0
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F24 0/1/0  2/4/0  23/7/0 2/0/0  3/1/0  2/1/0 - - 1/5/0 78 130
F25  4/1/0 0/3/0 32/12/ 2/1/0  5/0/1  1/0/0 - - 2/2/0 73 139
F26 - 1/0/0 20(/)l/O - 2/0/1 - - - 1/3/0 46 75
F27 - - - - - - - - - - 0
F28 1/0/0  1/2/0  5/2/0 - - - - - - 21 32
F29 - 0/2/0  1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - 0/1/0 20 25
F30 - 1/3/0  10/0/0 - - - - - - 6 20
F31 - 1/0/0  34/0/2 - - 0/1/0 - - 1/0/0 8 47
F32 - 1/2/0  12/7/0 0/1/0  3/2/0  1/2/0 - - 3/4/0 99 137
F33 - 3/1/0  2/2/0 - - - - - 0/1/0 13 22
F34 0/1/0  3/1/0 1/1/0  1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - 0/3/0 13 25
F35 - - 0/1/0 - - - - - - 9 10
F36 - 11/0/0  3/1/0 - - - - - - 3 18
F37 2/0/0  30/3/8 22/0/0 1/0/0  3/1/0 - - - 1/5/0 65 141
F38 0/1/0  14/2/0 13/8/3 2/0/0  2/1/0  1/0/0 - - 0/1/0 151 199
F39 4/1/0  4/1/0  30/27/ - 3/0/0  0/5/0 - - 2/3/0 80 161
F40 1/0/0 - 9/%)/0 - - - - - 0/2/0 34 46
F41 - - - 5/2/0 - - - - 2/0/0 4 13
F42  22/0/0 6/1/0 64/15/ 8/1/0  1/0/0 - - - 15/4/0 246 383
F43 - 1/1/0 O - 1/0/0 - - - - 5 8
Fa4 - 2/1/0  0/1/0 - 2/0/0 - - - - 48 54
F45 - - - - - - - - - - 0
F46 - 1/0/0 - - 2/0/0 - - - - 14 17
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Fa7 - - - - - - - - - 7 7
F48 - - - - - - - - - 5 5
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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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 - 4/0/0 - - 29/0/0 - - - - 45 78
RPNS
F75 - 15/4/3 5/1/0 - 4/0/0 0/2/0 - - - a0 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 1/0/0  1/0/0 - - - - - - - 19 21
PH3
F87 - - - - - - - - - 1 1
PH
F88 - 2/1/1 2/1/0 - - - - - 0/1/0 23 31
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F88 - 3/0/0 - - - - - - - 10 13
IPH
F89 - 3/0/0 - - - - - - - 11 14
F90 1/0/0  9/0/0  14/0/0 - 10/1/0 - - - - 226 261
F90 - 2/0/0  1/0/0 - 1/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 98 103
IPH
FO1  1/0/0 6/0/0 - - - 1/0/0 - - - 2 10
F92 - 0140 - - - - - - - - 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 - 0/0/3 - - - - - - - 1 4
PH1
Fo8 - 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 - - - - - 0/1/0 0/2/0 - - 10 13
BS
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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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 - 371210 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/ 0/2/0  1/0/0  1/0/0 - - 2/2/0 161 292
F117 - 8/2/0 10(/30/0 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. 1/0/0 0/2/0  37/22/ - - - - - 0/10/0 695 767
145 0
P2
Saq. 9/0/0 4/3/0  38/34/ 2/1/0 - 8/3/0 - - 11/7/0 261 381
145 0
R10
P7
Dog - 8/3/0 15/6/0 1/0/0 - - - - 1/1/0 123 158
Burial
1
Total 165 1040 1,597 78 473 151 17 2 231 10,058 13,812
(as7/7 (799 (1,316 (52/26 (430/ 47/ (8/9/0) (1/2/0) (90/
1) /210 1267/ /0) 29/14) 102/2) 137/4)
/31) 14)

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 | recorded all complicated stamped
sherds even when specimersr&vbelow 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 sthogramics.
*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 informatiofaih@ 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 4ut of9 unique instanceas 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 Badin orYadkin series mixed into some features.

Cord marked pottery, lmch was a common surface treatment, exhibits interior scraping

in about 3/4ths of cases, less frequenbcourrence of crushed quartz and sand compared to
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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 pastdwharrie 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 somshell temper (Figure 16), af@atures 6 and 37 contained concentrations of
cord marked and patrtially shell tempered body sherds. The four mentioned vessels are the only
partial vessels or measurable rim sherds with shell temper, and the only other extésice
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 vesselsthigmtvise exhibit all the
characteristics of typical Piedmont pottery, it seems more likely that in this case it represents
some kind of idiosyncratic local practideis also possible that iepresents some connection
with groups to the northwest ininginia, who sometimeproduced sheltempered 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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Exterior =
Fabric 95.15% 10.91% 6.67% 81.82% 0.61% 46.06% 5.45% 8.81 4/9
Impressed
Cord 76.82% 13.49% 22.45% 61.46% 7.61% 6.94% 21.68% 8.57 34/61
Marked
Net 82.40% 19.45% 16.81% 63.43% 0.57% 5.46% 26.73%  8.58 30/68
Impressed
Cob 66.67% 13.51% 32.43% 54.05% 0.00% 9.46% 21.62% 8.03 1/5
Impressed

Brushed 90.91% 17.55% 23.26% 59.20% 4.65% 5.71% 0.00% 8.43 4/16

Complicated 27.2%6 2.02% 4.04% 93.94% 0.00% 41.41% 23.23% 8.13 2/5
Stamped (Curv)

Complicated 39.47% 23.68% 10.53% 65.79% 0.00% 57.90% 13.16% 7.76 1/2
Stamped (Rect)

Simple 47.06% 6.25% 12.50% 81.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.89 0/3
Stamped
Check 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.0% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 7.5 0/0
Stamped
Plain/ 3896% 16.88% 15.15% 67.97% 0.00% 8.23% 2.60% 8.16 16/24
Smoothed

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 tempexs notalso present. PerceSand includes any sherds with sand as a

significant temper in which crushed quartz or other large crushed rock/mineral pavéodesotalso present.

Percent Crushed Quartz and Sand includes any sherds where both crushed quartz and sand were fiesent toge
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 othentpers 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 interval®.g, 4-6 mm. In these cases, the middle number of the inte\@l 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 rimdsh&ar 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, whiextweasely 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 alsodesignated 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 exterioase 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 sgaps a definite
minority treatmentMosttempers were characterized as acourrence 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, deyioat 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 diffeences 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 madaninpatterns

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 imtexioich is one possible indication that
they are either nonlocal or relatively latdating, 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 presenlsesgf teramics 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 whérs 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 therenist much to be gained from discussing the attributes of these tiny

samples.

Rim and VesseForm and Decoration

Overall counts of rim forms are presented in Table 11. Vertical rims were the most
common, followed by inverted, everted, excurvate and incerkssels with vertical rims are
believed to beare 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 traditioriieaabout AD 1000. The presence 8h\&ssels 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 rimsieigrminate rim forms andeasurable orifice

diameters from the working assemblage. In total, the working assemblage coA#neifue instances of

complete vessels, partial vessels, or unique rims. Howeve27&ims, 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
countincludes all sherds associated wathessel

Rim decorations are presented in Table 12 and pictured in Figupedpéndiculaor
diagonal lip notches and parallelperpendiculastick incisions circling below the rim weee
common form of rim decattion. Stick incisions firsappearedn the Piedmont around AD 800
and are common in the Uwharrie phase. Lip notchinlggsnost common decoration when its
categories are combined. This decoratiangseasingly common in the Dan and Haw drainages
afterAD 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 decoratiggenarally unknown in the

Piedmont prior to AD 1200 and are most commonly fourldter contexts.

Judging by the 35 partial or complete vessels, conical jars with vertical rims, inverted
rims, or everted rims, conical jars with shoulders and verticalented 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 (REb) 114 207
Diagonal notches across lip of vess 30 132
(RD-3)
Stick incisions around rim 19 38
(RD-9)
Vertical notches across lip of vesse 18 42
(RD-14)
Cordmarking on lip (RBEL6) 6 116
Diagonal lip notches and stick 5 42
incisions (RB3, RD-9)
Finger impressions around lip 3 3
(RD-8)
Plain applique strip (RE24) 3 3
Vertical lip notches and stick incision 3 3
(RD-9, RD-14)
Finger impressions around lip and 2 2
stick incisions (RBE8, RD-9)
Fingernail punctations around rim 2 2
(RD-11)
Vertical lip notches and vertically 1 1
incised applique strip (R4, RD17)
Reed punctations and vertically 1 1
incised applique strip
(RD-12, RD17)
Stick incisions and cordmarked lip 1 2
(RD-9, RD-16)
Finger impressed applique strip (RC 1 1
7)
Vertically incised applique strip (RD 1 3
17)
Diagonal lip notches anertically 1 3
incised appligue strip (R3, RD-17)
Reed punctations around rim (RL2) 1 1
Filleted applique strip (RELS) 1 1
Vertical and diagonal lip notches (RL 1 3
3, RD-14)
Finger pinched applique (RR5) 1 1
Punctated lip (RER2) 1 2
Fingernail punctations on neck (ND 4 5
2)*
Rim absent 6 54
Total 222 664

Includes all complete and partial vessels and uniquethiaiavere above 4 cm in size and/or had a measurable

orifice diametefrom 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 Agpendi

*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 decoratiobsagonalLip Notches (A),
PerpendicularMertical Lip Notches (B), Stick Incisions {B), 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 Appligpeg Bt Filleted
Applique Strip (K), Punctated Lip (L), Fingernail Punctations on Neck Rdsized for detail

not to scale.
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Special Incised and Punctated Decorations

Special incised and punctated decorations were pressev@munique instances (Table
13), allninesherds 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 (FiguBéA), and another small ftang vessel of
indeterminate rim diameter with a plain exterior and smoothed interior incised with radiating
lines and exhibiting small punctations (FigugB). These are the clearest examples of small
decorated bowls in the working assemblage, altholigite are other possible examples. Four
sherds (Figure&C-F), all but one (Figure8LE) with plain or smoothed interiors, exhibited
small punctations with diameters of abott®m. The sherd pictured in Figur8.E also
exhibited a fragment of an unknowntised design. An unusual sherd exhibiting a bold incised
squares and circle design on the exterior (Fig8r&)lwith a scraped interior was recorded in
Feature 25The incised and punctated decorationst@sherdsn Figurel8.A-F resemble late
Dan Rver phase (~AD 130Q450) 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 Incise@nd Punctated Decorations

Decoration Contexts Unique Instances Count Sherd Count

Small Punctations F19, F20 3 4

Incised Wavy Design F23 1 2

Incised Radiating Lines F29 1 1
with Small Punctations

Unknown Incised Design F39 1 1
and Small Punctations

Bold Squares and Circle F25 1 1

Design
Total 7 9

Drawn from the entire working assemblage.

Figure 18: Incised andounctated decorations. Incised Wavy Design (A), Incised Design with
Radiating Lines and Small Punctations (B), SrRalhctations (€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
guartz and sand, and/or shell. However, overlapping with these or in grecatbgorythere
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 sherelewbserved 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-atare 55
exhibited steatite temper. A 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 lined evidence of earlier occupation in the working assemblage,
the picture derived from initial investigation of exterior and interior surface treatments and
associated attributes, riamd vesseiorms, rim decorations, and special incised and punctated
deorations is of an occupation that largely dates to at least the Uwharrie phase, probably after

AD 1000. Ceramics imanyfeatures 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 Fig@.d&rcentages of exterior
surface treatments by context derived from counts and entered into the SPSS PROXSCAL
program are shown in Table IFhe normalized raw stress of the configuration wa$386,
while the dimensioi stress was 0.11775, and the @nsion2 stress was 0.22983tress is
within the acceptable range fdimension 1while dimension two is more highly stressed
partially due to outlierOverall, the stress is low enough to indicate strong patterning in the
dataset accurately reflectbgl the NMDS diagrani however this does not necessarily indicate
temporal patterningdVith two exceptions (Features 19 and,8¢ features ararranged into a
curvilinearshape, as is expected iteanporalNMDS seriation (Drennan 1976)he two outliers
can be explained by the extraordinarily high percentageraplicated stamped pottery in
Feature 1@nd of fabric impressed pottery in Featurgi®bst from a single vessel)
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Figure 19: NMDS Common Spapt of Forbush Creek feature assemblages.
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Table 14: Percentages foNMDS Seriation
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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
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
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 7.56 5.88 60.50 2.52 0.00 7.56 0.84 15.13
P7

Features placed in the rightmdisird 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 blueBolded contexts were radiocarbon dated.

Three analytical groupings can be observed in Figure 19. Cluster 1 consists of two
features betweecoordinates 1.0 and 1.5 on dimension 1. Cluster 2 consists of 12 features
between or on the edges of coordin&@&sand 0.5 on dimension 1. Cluster 3 consistOof
featuresetween or on the edges of coordinafie® to-0.5 on dimension X0bserving
differences in percentages of exterior surface treatments bet\usters (Table 15) with

reference to Piedmont @mic sequences, it appears tGatster 1 should be temporakiarly,
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and Cluster 3 should be temporally lat¢h Cluster 2 in the middlér'hus, dimension 1 can be

read as timéom right (early) to late (left).

Table 15: Percentages by NMD&luster
=

3 5 e 35 38 5 T
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o 28 5 O _ & o & 8 52 5= =< 2
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N (7]
1 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 68565 2.60 3.78 2.27 0.54 9.30 925
- Outliers 3009 1528 2037 046  7.41 2361 000 278 216
2,169

Based on this informationl@ster 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-pedgtarrie seriesuch as Dan RiveiWhile
the percentages of cord marked, net impressed, cob impressed, bansheoinplicated
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 Cl@stentrary to expectations. This can
perhaps be attributed to the small size of this sample otfeedthck of a significant Yadkin
phase component at Forbush Crd&lkin/smoothed ceramics peak in Cluster 1, decline in
Cluster 2, and rise again in Clus& The peak in Cluster 1 is contrary to expectatidimss is
probablya classification problemn theseriation 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 seriaticmh oul d not be s eltasrbasedondnlgad fAr eal O
single temporally sensitive attributecount of sherds by exterior surface treatmehat can be
significantly affected by formation processes such as vessel breakag&udatesmore
attempts tointroduce additional temporally sensitive attributes, sudbyaplitting each exterior
surface treatment into scraped and unscraped perceotagefining typesresulted irconfusng
orders with high stres3he utility of the seriation ordes ito provide a guide foossible
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 dll temporally gnsitive 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 1&herecent calibration curve published by Reimer et al.

(2020)wasused and recalibration was doneOxCalv4.4.

Table 16: All Radiocarbon Dates from Forbush Creek

Context Year Material Recalibrated Date
Feature 8 1998 Charred material 950 +£ 60 B.P.
(AD 99512172 Sigma)
Feature 23 2023 Wood charcoal 790 +£ 20B.P.
(AD 12231273 2 Sigma)
Feature 81 1998 Charred material 660 ++ 60 B.P.
(AD 12651410 2 Sigma)
Feature 109 2023 Hickory shell 650 ++ 20 B.P.
(AD 12871392 2 Sigma)
Feature 19 2023 Hickory shell 610 ++ 20 B.P.
(13021400 2 Sigma)
Feature 86 1972 Wood charcoal 340 +£ 100 B.P.

(14031916 2 Sigma14031695 83.90%

The dates are plotted together in successidrigure 20, and the OxCal output for each

date isshown in Figures 226.
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OxCal v4.4.4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5 Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 20:Radiocarbordates in order.

OxCal v4 4 4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 21: Feature 8calibration output
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OxCal v4 4.4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 2: Feature 23calibration output.

OxCal v4 4 4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 23: Feature 81calibration output.
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OxCal v4 4.4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 24: Feature1l09calibration output.

OxCal v4 4 4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure 5. Featurel9 calibration output.
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OxCal v4 4 4 Bronk Ramsey (2021); r:5; Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)
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Figure %: Feature 86calibration output.

Severaimportant points are immediately clagsonobservingthe radiocarbon dates.
First,based on this evidence, it is neery difficult to support the claim the Forbush Creek was
primarily a preAD 1200 site asJoneg2017), Berger and Hutchinson (2019), and Berger and
Graham (2022) argu@nly therange of possibldates for Feature 8 falprimarily beforeAD
1200. Four datesncluding two dates from each excavatioluster in the time period between
AD 120061400, including two highly reliable hickory shell dadfe©ne date, on Feature 86,
almost certainlypostdate®\D 1400, althouglproblems with the calibration curve in this period
inhibit greater precisiorSuch esultscoming from the largest site in the vallese a major
challenge to the hypothesis that the lower Great Bend was abandonédati20Q and to the

contention that Forbush Creek is a Late Woodland transition siténaredorepatternsat the site

16 Specimens were identified aarbonizedickory 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 FEDAV&@H1200.
While it does seem that there was some occupation at Forbush Creek Aol 200, it also

seems that activities at the site continued into the 1200s and 180(xssibly beyond

The radiocarbon dates alpartially contradict the seriated ord&khile the ordering for
the two outliersnatchesup between the seriation and radiocarbon dates, the order of Feature 23
and Feature 109 is flipped in teeriation compared to the radiocarbon dates. Feature 23,
assigned a later position in the seriati@sed on exterior surface treatment percentaggses,
dated to be earlier thdfeature 109assigned a middle positiodespite the fact that Feature 23
had more net impressed and less cord marked pottery than FeaturaisGhows the
importance of integrating other lines of eviderféeriations are weful but cannot be relied on as
the sole tool for inferring chronologiany formation processes canpactthesherd counts
used in seriations, arsgriated orders may appear tidy while masking problems with the assumed

developmental ordering of ceramiggeiences.

It is worth discussing the ceramics associated with each radiocarbpsodagerelevant
attributes ofwhich are shown in Table7l While the sample of direatated features is still
relatively smallseveral useful observations can be made by comparing this data to the general
Piedmont ceramic sequendéerst, it is clear thafabric impressed ceramics wene at least one
case producechereinto the 12001300s, as evidenddy thepartialfabric impressed vessel
directly associated with the dated material in Featur&8dond, th@artialobliteration of
underlying exterior surface treatments by brushing over contaftesAD 1200 at Forbush
Creek.Third, it seems as though vessels with vertrgals continued to be produced aftdd
1200 at Forbush Creek, although they appteamented by vessels with other rim forms such as

evertedHowever, it is unknown exactly when othfen forms were introduced in the UYRV.
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Table 17: SelectAttributes of Ceramics Associated withrRadiocarbon Datad Features

Attribute Feature 8 Feature 23 Feature 81 Feature 109 Feature 19 Feature 86
Date AD 9951217 AD 1223 AD 1265 AD 128* AD 1302 AD 1400+
1273 1410 1392 1400
Fabric 0/0/0 1/0/0 65/0/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 6/1/0
Impressed
Cord 9/0/0 4/4/0 13/7/0 37/2/0 8/5/0 22/1/0
Marked
Net 5/0/0 37/16/0 13/1/1 48/2/2 22/7/0 3/0/0
Impressed
Cob 0/0/0 2/3/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 0/1/0 0/0/0
Impressed
Brushed 3/0/0 9/0/0 7/0/0 17/0/0 9/0/0 2/0/0
Complicated 0/3/0 2/1/0 0/0/0 4/2/0 2/49/0 0/0/0
Stamped
Plain/ 0/0/0 2/17/0 0/0/0 1/3/0 0/5/1 0/1/0
Smoothed
Brushed 4 23 10 13 19 2
Over
Crushed 3 2 0 3 5 0
Quartz
Temper
Sand 1 5 11 54 5 7
Temper
Crushed 16 89 96 61 98 11
Quartz and
Sand Temper
Shell 1 0 0 0 0 0
Temper
Other 1 15 64 8 22 1
Temper
Determinate 20 96 107 118 109 18
Sherds
Vertical 2 4 1 3 3 0
Rims
Everted 0 1 1 4 1 0
Rims
Excurvate 0 1 0 1 0 2
Rims
Inverted 0 0 1 2 2 2
Rims
Incurvate 0 1 0 0 0 0
Rims

Counts of surface treatmeriresented as Scraped/UnscrapetfterminateBrushed 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 Ta@ble 1
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Table 17: Select Attributes of Ceramics Associafte with Radiocarbon Dated Features

(Continued)
Attribute Feature 8 Feature 23 Feature 81  Feature 109  Feature 19 Feature 86
Complicated Split Concentric None Arc Angle, Concentric None
Stamp Diamond (?), Circles, Indeterminate  Circles,
Designs Indeterminate Indeterminate Scrolls (?)
Rim and Stick incision  Diagonal lip Finger Diagonal lip  Diagonal lip  Diagonal lip
Body (1) notcheq1), impressed notches 2), notches (1), notches and
Decorations vertical lip applique (1), cordmarked vertical lip stick
notches (1), cordmarked lip (1), plain  notches (1), incisions (1),
incisedwavy lip (1), plain (6) stick incision  diagonal lip
design (1), D (1), plain (3) notches (1),
plain (3) cordmarked
lip (1), plain
(1)
Vessel Indeterminate  Conical pr Conical pr Conical pr  Indeterminate Conicaljar
Forms with with everted  with everted with
excurvate rim rim excurvataim
rim, small
restricted
bowl

Vessel formavereonly estimated when partial or complete vessasepresent as estimations based only on rim
sherds are unreliable.

It is possible that they were introduced befai 120Q but unlikely that they were introduced
beforeAD 1000, when they begin to appeathe Dan and Haw drainag@&/ard and Davis
1993, 1999)Fourth, as in other parts of the Piedmont, a variety of rim decorationasuch
diagonal andvertical lip notchesind applique strips become more comrower time and some
combination of these is observed in all features dating toARer20Q Once again, these may
actually have been introduced priorAD 1200 For example, notched ligppear afteAD 1000
in the Dan and Haw drainagésnally, the small incurveé decorated bowl pictured in Figure
18.A notablyappears ithe postAD 1200Feature 23The observations will be taken into

account in feature assemblage analysis.
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Inferred Occupation History

Drawing oninsightsgained fromdescribingthe working assemblageynning the
seriation,andinvestigatingthe radiocarbon datesassessed each feature against the assemblage
as a whole and regional ceramic sequences with the goal of discerning broad temporal trends
(Table B). Each feature waassigned i analyticatemporal designatioand associated

suggested date. The justification for each feature is listed oigtitdhandside of the table.

Badinseriesdesignationsvere associated witfivo small features containing what
appeared to bBadin rimsherdsnixed inwith latersherdsLate Yadkin/Early Uwharrie series
designations were associated with features witere were one or more large vessel sections
that appeared to be similar to Yadkin cordmarked vessels mixed with some Uwharriedherds.
most i mportant differences are between what
APost Uwwharrierlneferotofeatures that are associated with the traditional definition
of Uwharrie series ceramics in the Piedmiofdbric impressed/cord marked/net impressed
exteriors with scraped interiors, vertical rims with simple decorations like stick incisameal
vesselsetc (Coe 1952Ward and Davis 1999)whatrrie Il designates features that are
associated with ceramics that bear similarities tdrttional definition of th&Jwharrie series
butalsoshow signs of diverging in some way gmmdbablydating to a later time period on the
featureassemblage levebuch signsnclude high percentages of net impressed pottery, the
presence of concentrations of cob impressed or complicated stamped petteryn
decorations such as lip notching, appliqugstand reed punctations, and more diverse vessel
forms includingjarsand bowlswith various kinds of everteahd inverted rimsPost Uwharrie
designates features associated with radiocarbon aiadiésr ceramicthatsupport a definite later

(AD 1200+) date for the featur€eramic attributes thatassociate with such latdates include
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis

Context | Determinate| Suggested Suggested Feature Date
Ceramics Ceramic DateAD Form Justification
Series
F1 12 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pt Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F2 34 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentgxcurvate and
with straight inverted vessels and rimstjck
sides and flat incised rim notched lips,
bottom cordmarked lips
F3 9 Uwharrie Insufficient | Oval pit with Surface treatments
INDT data straight sides
and rounded
bottom
F4 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Shallow N/A
data circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F5 14 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsaotched lips
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F6 55 Late Yadkin/ 800-1000 Circular pit Seriation surface treatmenttarge
Uwharriel with straight conical cordmarked/smoothed jai
sides and flat| resembling Yadkin series mixed
bottom with small quantityof Uwharrie
ceramics
F7 78 Post Uwharrie| 1200+ Oval pit with Seriation,surface treatments
straight sides| vertical,excurvateinverted vessels
and flat and rims,notched lipspossible
bottom carinated vessel
F8 20 Uwharriel, 9951217 Circular C-14 datesurfacetreatments,
Cs basinshaped | complicated stampesherd vertical
pit rims, stick incised rim
F9 20 Uwharrie Il | 10031200+ Shallow Surface treatmentsertical rim,
circular pit notched lip
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F10 4 Uwharrie Insufficient Fourclose Surface treatments
INDT data postholes
F11 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F12 9 Uwharrie 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT with straight

sides and flat
bottom
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued

F13 10 Uwharrie [l | 10061200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, everted rim,
with straight notched lip
sides and flat
bottom
F14 9 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with belled
sides and flat
bottom
F15 18 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F16 27 Uwharrie Il 1200+ Circular pit Surface treatments, cob impresse
with belled sherdvertical andnverted vessg|
sides and flat reed punctad rim
bottom
F17 13 Uwharrie [l | 10001200+ Shallow Surface treatmentsertical and
circular pit evertedrims
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F18 7 Uwharrie Il | 10061200+ | Circular pit | Surface treatments, stick inciseih
with straight with notchedip
sides and flat
bottom
F19 109 Post 13021400 Circular pit C-14 datesurface treatments,
Uwharrie, CS with straight complicated stamped sherds,
sides and flat| vertical, everted, and inverted rim:
bottom stick incised rimpotched lip
F20 55 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Not described| Seriation, surface treatments, col
CSs impressedind complicated stampe
sherdsyertical, eveted, excurvate,
and inverted rims, notched lip
F21 19 Uwharrie Il, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, cob impresse
Cs with straight and complicated stamped sherds
sides and flat excurvate and inverted rims,
bottom notched lip
F22 46 Uwharrie [l | 10061200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, vertical and
with straight inverted rimsstick incised rims,
sides and flat| applique strip with vertical notches
bottom notched lips
F23 95 Post 12231273 Circular pit C-14 date, seriatiorsurface
Uwharrie CS with belled treatmentscob impressed and
sides and flat complicated stamped sherds,
bottom vertical, everted, excurvate,
incurvate vessels and rimsmnall
decorated bow(Figure B.A),
notched lips
F24 52 Uwharrie I, | 10061200+ | Circular pit Seriation,surface treatmentspb
Cs with straight | impressed and complicated stamp

sides and flat
bottom

sherdsyertical rim, notched lip
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F25

Uwharrie I,
CS

10061200+

Circular pit
with belled
sides and flat
bottom

Seriation, surface treatmentab
impressed and complicated stamp
sherdsyertical, everted, and
inverted rims, notched lip

F26

29

Uwharrie Il

10001200+

Shallow
circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom

Surface treatmentsertical and
everted rimsnotched lips

F27

Indeterminate

Insufficient
data

Semicircular
series of
postholes

N/A

F28

11

Uwharrie
INDT

Insufficient
data

Circular pit
with straight
sides and flat

bottom

Surface treatments

F29

Post Uwharrie

1200+

Large oval pit
with sloped
sides (hearth)

Surface treatmentg)cised and
punctated vessel with flaring rim
(Figure B.B)

F30

14

Uwharrie
INDT

Insufficient
data

Shallow
circular pit
with rounded
bottom
(hearth)

Surface treatments

F31

39

Uwharrie |,
CS

800-1200

Shallow
circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom

Surface treatmentspmplicated
stamped shergbartial vertical rim
conical jar, vertical rim

F32

38

Uwharrie I,
CS

10061200+

Circular pit
with straight
sides and flat

bottom

Surfacetreatments, complicated
stamped and cob impressed shert
vertical, everted, excurvate, inverte
rims, notched lip

F33

Uwharrie
INDT

Insufficient
data

Shallow
circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom

Surface treatments

F34

12

Uwharrie
INDT

Insuficient
data

Circular pit
with straight
sides and flat

bottom

Surface treatments

F35

Uwharrie
INDT

Insufficient
data

Shallow
circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom

Surface treatment

F36

15

Uwharrie |

800-1200

Shallow
circular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom

Surface treatmentertical and
inverted rim. Inverted rim may be :
globular bow] which may be
earlier Intrudes into secondary

burial.
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F37 76 Uwharrie Il | 10031200+ | Oval pit with | Surface treatments, cob impresse
straight sides | sherdyvertical, everted, and inverte
and flat rims and vesse|sstick incised rim
bottom with notched lip, notched lips,
punctated lip
F38 48 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Oval pit with Surface treatments, cob impresse
CS straight sides| and complicated stamped sherds
and flat vertical and everted rim#ntrudes
bottom into primary infant burial.
F39 81 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Oval pit with Seriatio, surface treatments,
CS belled sides complicated stamped sherds,
and flat vertical, everted, and inverted rim¢
bottom notched lips
F40 12 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F41l 9 Uwharrie [I | 10001200+ Posthole Cob impressed sherds
F42 137 Uwharrie Il | 10001200+ Two Seriation, surface treatmentab
overlapping impressed sherdsertical and
circularpits everted rims
with straight
sides and flat
bottoms
F43 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surfacetreatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
Fa4 6 Uwharrie Insufficient Tree stump Surface treatments
INDT data
F45 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Circular N/A
data basinshaped
pit (hearth)
F46 3 Uwharrie Insufficient | Circular basin Surface treatments
INDT data shaped pit
Fa7 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient | Circular basin N/A
data shaped pit
F48 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient | Circular basin N/A
data shaped pit
F49 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Large oval N/A
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F50 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Circular N/A
data basinshaped
pit (hearth?)
F51 1 Indeterminate| Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatment
data shaped pit
F52 5 Badin, Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatmentsontains aim
Uwharrie data with straight | sherdof aBadinfabric impressed
INDT sides and flat vessel
bottom
F53 4 Badin, Insufficient Circular Surface treatmentsontains aim
Uwharrie data basinshaped | sherdof a Badin fabric impressed
INDT pit vessel
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F54 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F55 2 Uwharrie Insufficient Large Surface treatments
INDT data irregular pit
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F56 2 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatmentsontained
INDT, CS data basinshaped | uniquecomplicated stamped sher
pit with starlike design
F57 2 Uwharrie Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatments
INDT data shaped pit
F58 1 Uwharrie Insufficient Irregular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F59 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F60 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F61 21 Uwharrie Il | 10001200+ Shallow Surface treatments, vertical,
circular pit inverted, and incurvate rims, stick
with straight incised rim, notched lip,
sides and flat cordmarked lip
bottom
F62 23 Uwharrie Il 10001200+ Circular Surface treatments, inverted rim,
basinshaped | stick incised rim with notched lip
pit
F63 6 Uwharrie Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatments
INDT data shaped pit
F64 1 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatmest
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F65 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F66 8 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F67 1 Indeterminate| Insufficient Circular Surface treatmest
data basinshaped
pit
F68 1 Uwharrie Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatmest
INDT data shaped pit
F69 4 Uwharrie Insufficient Shallow Surface treatments
INDT data circular pit

with straight
sides and flat
bottom
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F70 1 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatmest
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F71 1 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatmest
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F72 12 Uwharrie Insufficient Tree stump Surface treatments
INDT data
F73 32 Uwharrie [l | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, vertical,
with straight | excurvateand invertedims, plain
sides and flat| and smoothefingernail punctated
bottom rim
(hearth?)
F74 184 Uwharrie I/ 8001200+ | Largecircular Seriation, arface treatments,
Uwharrie I, pit with complicated stamped sherds,
CS straight sides| vertical rims, everted rirnotched
and flat lips, notched lip with stick incision,
bottom, applique strip with vertical notchges
sloping stick incised rimfolded lip. This
opening was a very large feature and may
represent an accumulation of refu:
associated witluwharrie | and
Uwharrie |l
F74 33 Uwharrie Insufficient | Rich artifact | Surface treatmentselationship to
RPNS INDT data concentration F74
on north side
of F74
F75 34 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with belled
sides and flat
bottom
F76 7 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F77 6 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F78 16 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit
F79A 16 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Ovalbasin Surface treatments, complicated
CS shaped pit stamped sheglintrudes F79B
F79B 10 Uwharrie [I | 10001200+ Ovalbasin Surface treatments, small conica
shaped pit net impressed jar with smoothed
interior
F79C 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Ovalbasin Predate$79A andF79B
data shaped pit
F80 2 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped

pit
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F81 107 Post Uwharrie] 12651410 Circular pit C-14 datesurface treatments,
with straight vertical and everted rimfinger
sides and flat impressed applique strip,

bottom cordmarked lip
F82N 41 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentspmplicated
CSs with straight stamped sherdsegrtical and
sides and flat| inverted rimsfinger impressed rim,
bottom stick incised rims, notched lip

F83 36 Uwharrie | 800-1200 Circular pit Surface treatments, vertical rims
with straight
sides and flat

bottom
F84 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular Surface treatments
INDT data basinshaped
pit

F85 4 Post Uwharrie 1400+ Circular Surface treatmentitrudesr~86
basinshaped

pit

F86 38 Post Uwharrie| 1400+ Circular pit C-14 date, surface treatments,
with sloped vertical,excurvateand inverted
sides and flat| rims and excurvate vessstick

bottom incised rim with notched lip,
notched lip, cordmarked lip

F86 2 Uwharrie Insufficient Posthole Surface treatments

PH3 INDT data

F87 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Circular pit N/A

data with sloped
sides and flat
bottom

F87 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Posthole N/A

PH data

F88 8 Uwharrie Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatments

INDT data shaped pit

F88 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Pot hole Surface treatments

IPH INDT data

F89 3 Uwharrie Insufficient Irregular Surface treatments

INDT data basinshaped
pit

F90 35 Uwharrie [l | 10061200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, vertical and

with belled inverted rims, finger impressed an
sides and flat| stick incised rim, plain applique
bottom strip

F90 5 Uwharriell Insufficient Pot hole Surface treatmentintrudes F90

IPH data

F91 8 Uwharrie I? | 10001200+ | Oval basin Surface treatments, smailverted

CS shaped pit complicated stamped vessdéth
unknown stampyertical rim

Fo2 14 Uwharrie 1?7 | 10001200+ Circular Incurved ordmarked vessel with

basinshaped
pit

plain interior and cordmarked lip,
intrudes F91
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysi¢Continued)

F93 16 Uwharrie Il | 10001200+ Shallow Surface treatments, vertical rims
circular pit with notched lips
with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F94A 4 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Oval basin Surface treatments, intrudes F94|
shaped pit whichintrudes F82N
F94B 5 Uwharrie ll, | 10001200+ | Oval basin Surface treatments, complicated
CS shaped pit stamped sherds, intrudes F82N
F95 4 Uwharrie Insufficient Shallow Surfacetreatments
INDT data circular pit
with straight
sides and
sloped bottom
F96 5 Uwharrie Insufficient | Shallow wal Surface treatments
INDT data pit with
straight sides
and flat
bottom
F97 49 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsertical rims,
with straight reed punctated rim with notched
sides and flat| applique stripfingernail punctated
bottom rim
F97 3 Uwharrie Il | 100031200+ Post hole Surface treatments, intrudes F97
PH1
F98 21 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Shallow oval Surface treatmentspmplicated
Cs pit with stamped sherdertical and inverted
straight sides rims, notched applique strip,
and flat notched lip, stick incised rims
bottom
F9o9 20 Late Yadkin/ | 800-1000 Circular Conical cord marked partial vesse
Uwharrie | basinshaped | with smoothednterior with heavy
pit use wear (not scraping?)
F100 33 Uwharrie Il, | 10001200+ Top of Surface treatmentspmplicated
CSs features 100A| stamped ceramicsmall restricted
and 100B jar with notched lip and fingernail
punctations on neck
F100A 23 Uwharrie I, | 100601200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, cob impresse
Cs with straight and complicated stamped sherds
sides and flat| vertical, inverted, and incurvate
bottom rims, stick incised rim, notched lip
F100A 3 Cs 10001200+ | Black stain in| Finely made complicated stampei
BS F100A sherdand simple stampaimsherd
F100B 33 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, complicated
CS with straight stamped sherdselationship to
sides and flat F100 and F100A
bottom
F101 98 Uwharrie ll, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentspmplicated
CS with straight | stamped sherdsertical, excurvate,
sides and flat and inverted rims, notched lip
bottom
F102 7 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Oval basin Surfacetreatmentsintrudes into

shaped pit

F103
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F103 53 Uwharrie I, | 10061200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, cob impresse
CSs with straight and complicated stamped sherds
sides and flat| vertical rim, excurvateomplicated
bottom stamped rim with notched lip
F104 20 Uwharrie Il | 10001200+ Circular Surface treatments, vertical,
basinshaped | everted, and inverted rims, notche
pit lip, finger impressed appligue strig
F105 30 Uwharrie [l | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, vertical,
with straight | everted, and inverted rimsptched
sides and lips
rounded
bottom
F106 62 Uwharriell, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentspmplicated
CS with belled stamped sherds, vertical and
sides and inverted rimsstick incised rim with
rounded notched lipfingernail punctated rin
bottom with notched lipnotched applique
strip
F107 60 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, complicated
CSs with belled stamped sherdsertical and
sides and inverted rimsstick incised rims,
rounded notched lipfilleted applique strip
bottom
F108 40 Post 12871392+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, complicated
Uwharrig CS with belled stamped sherdertical and everted
sides and flat| rims, notched lip intrudes into F10¢
bottom
F109 118 Post 12871392 Circular pit C-14 datesurface treatments,
Uwharrig CS with belled complicated stamped sherds,
sides and flat| vertical, evertedexcurvateand
bottom inverted rimsstick incised rim,
notched lips, cordmarked lip
F110 49 Uwharrie Il | 10031200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsertical and
with straight inverted rimsstick incised rim,
sides and flat| notched lipstick incised rim with
bottom notched lip
F111 57 Late Yadkin/ | 8001000 Oval basin Seriation, surface treatments,
Uwharrie | shaped pit vertical rims, stick incised rim,
conical cord markeghr with
smoothed interior
F112 22 Uwharrie Insufficient | Oval pit with Surface treatments
INDT data sloped sides
and rounded
bottom
F113 26 Uwharrie Il | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsertical and
with straight | everted rims, stick incised rim, stic
sides and flat incised rim with notched lip
bottom
F114 0 Indeterminate| Insufficient Circular pit N/A
data with straight

sides and flat
bottom
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continued)

F115 54 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments. Despite the
INDT data with straight number of sherds, no diagnostic
sides andlat rims were found in this feature
bottom
F116 131 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, cob impresse
CS with straight and complicated stamped sherds
sides and flat| vertical, everted, anelxcurvate rims
bottom and vessels, notched lips
F117 40 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentspb impressed
CSs with straight and complicated stamped sherds
sides and flat evertedand excurvateims
bottom
F118 17 Uwharrie | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsertical and
with straight | inverted rims, stick incised rim witt
sides and flat notched lip
bottom
F119 55 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, complicated
CS with straight | stamped sherdsertical, inverted,
sides and flat| and excurvate rimstick incised
bottom rims, notched lips
F120 13 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surface treatments
INDT data with straight
sides and flat
bottom
F121 24 Uwharrie Insufficient Oval basin Surface treatments
INDT data shaped pit
F122 7 Uwharrie Insufficient Circular pit Surfacetreatments
INDT data with straight
sides and
rounded
bottom
F123 95 Uwharrie I, | 10001200+ | Large circular| Surface treatments, cob impresse
CSs pit with and complicated stamped sherds
straight sides| vertical,excurvate and inverted
and flat rims, notched liproughapplique
bottom, strip
sloping
opening
F124 24 Uwharrie Il | 10031200+ | Oval pit with Surface treatmentsertical,
straight sides everted, inverted, and incurvate
and flat rims, finger pinched applique strip
bottom
F125 73 Uwharriell 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentsertical and
with straight inverted rimsnotched lips
sides and
rounded
bottom
F126 40 Post Uwharrie| 1200+ Shallow Surface treatmentsertical and
circular pit invertedrims, net impressed vesse

with straight
sides and flat
bottom

with notched and folded rirand
smoothed interior
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Table 18: Feature Assemblage Analysis (Continugd

Sq. 72 Uwharriell 100061200+ | Circular pit Surface treatmentseriation. The
145 with belled | large concentration of net impress:
P2 sides and pottery suggests this is a later
rounded feature, although diagnostic rims
bottom were lacking
Sg. 120 Uwharrie ll, | 10001200+ | Circular pit Surface treatments, seriation, col
145 CS with straight | impressed and complicated stamp
R10 sides and sherdsyertical and everted rims,
P7 rounded stick incised rim, notched lip
bottom
Dog 35 Uwharrie Insufficient Dog burial Surface treatments. Presencené
Burial INDT data cob impressed sherd may indicat
1 later date but this is uncertain

CS = Complicated StampeldDT = indeterminate.

newvessel forms such as small decorated bowls or carinated vessels, and folded rims.

Significantly, several features were desighated Résharrie based on radiocarbon dates that
would have been classified as Uwharrie Il if no dates were available. Uwharrie INDT simply
refers to those features where a combination of low sherd counts, lack of diagnostiemis or
vessels, or problems of equivocality prevented designation to Uwharrie | or Uwharrie 1.
Descriptions of featurorm are provided foeach feature and are based on photographs, profile

drawings, and notes from both the 1957 and 1972 excasation

Select ceramic attributédsund inpottery fromfeaturedrom eachdesignation are shown
in Table B. A total of 74 feature assemblages couldabsigned to one of the designations, the
vast majority to Uwharrie Il or Post Uwharrighis table clearly highlightghe importance of
considering as many attributes as possible when attentptidage features arichprove
chronological control in the UYR due to the high levels @ittributeoverlap between different
series (and, presumably) time perioBased orthe various lines of evidence available, it
appears thateramics frononly a few features at Forbush Cregk associated with the
traditionaldefinition of the Badin, Yadkin, agarlyUwharrie series and therefore likely to date

to beforeAD 1000.Significantly, these features not cluster into apatially discrete
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Table 19: Select Attributes of Features Associated with AssemblagBesignations

Attribute Badin Late Yadkin/ Uwharrie Uwharrie Post
(+Uwharrie Uwharrie | I Il Uwharrie
INDT)
Total 2 3 4 55 10
Features
Fabric 0/1/0* 3/0/0 0/0/0 73/4/1 77/1/0
Impressed
Cord 5/0/0 67/27/2 28/0/0 463/118/22 100/23/0
Marked
Net 1/0/0 7/1/0 63/3/2 909/187/7 213/49/3
Impressed
Cob 0/0/0 0/0/0 0/0/0 47/18/0 0/7/0
Impressed
Brushed 1/0/0 10/0/0 6/0/0 263/18/12 59/2/0
Complicated 0/1/0 0/0/0 0/4/QF*** 36/43/2 9/52/0
Stamped
Plain/ 0/0/0 718/0 1/2/0 67/80/2 5/30/1
Smoothed
Brushed 2 28 67 577 164
Over
Crushed 3 3 12 555 38
Quartz
Temper
Sand 4 12 19 506 124
Temper
Crushed 2 123 84 1572 544
Quartz and
Sand Temper
Shell 0 11 12 81 0
Temper
Other 1 15 5 204 148
Temper
Determinate 9 133 110 2,388 633
Sherds
Vertical 0** 4 8 124 20
Rims
Everted 1Hx* 0 0 25 9
Rims
Excurvate 0 0 0 13 5
Rims
Inverted 1 0 0 44 11
Rims
Incurvate 0 0 1 4 1
Rims

Same format as Tabl®1

*The second rimsherd is no#corded here because it was smaller than 4cm. Despstaatssize, 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 indeteminateand eroded¢omplicated stamped rim sherd.

**+x 3/4 of these sherds were from Feature 8, whichradi®carbordated to 9951217.
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Table 19: Select Attributes of Features Associated with Assemblage Designations

(Continued)
Attribute Badin Late Yadkin/ Uwharrie Uwharrie Post
(+Uwharrie Uwharrie | I 1l Uwharrie
INDT)

Complicated 1 indeterminate None Herringbone, Arc Angle, Arc Angle,
Stamped Split Diamond Concentric Concentric
Designs Circles, Circles, possibly

Herringbone, Scrolls other
Line Block, indeterminates
possibly Figure
8, Scrolls, Split
Diamond, Swirl
or Filfot, other
indeterminates
Rim and Body None Stick incisons  Stick incisons Notched lips, Incised wavy
Decorations stick indsions design,incised
fingernail design with
punctations, radiating lines
reed and small
punctations, punctations,
applique strips,  notched lips,
cordmarked  finger impressed
lips, finger appliquestrip,
impressions cordmarked lip,
folded lips stick incisions
folded lips
Vessel No partial or ~ Conical jarwith ~ Conical jarwith  Various conical Conical jar with
Forms complete vertical rim vertical rim jars with everted or
vessels restricted rims, excurvate rirs,
slightshoulders  vertical rins,

andvertical
rims, excurvate
rims, everted
rims, vertical
rims

small decorated
bowl, possible
carinated bowl

Vessel formsvereonly estimated when partial or complete vesa@represent as estimations based only on rim
sherds are unreliable.

component but argpreadaround the sitdJwharrie 1l and Post Uwharrie features dominate both

the 1957 and 197@xcavatiorarea. This suggests thahe excavated area Bbrbush Creekloes

notin itself displaycomponent clusterindRather, the earlier features may represent the residue

of smallscale activitiest the siteby foragersilt is alsopossible, even likely, thahere isa

discreteearlier component located in a different, unexcavated area of the sitbatthese

features represent outliers associated with that compdrtenfctivities that took place in the
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excavated areean be fausibly interpreted as themains of later occupatisjor perhaps
single later occupation/componédatbeit involving multiple structure rebuilding episodes, see

Figure 9)

This begs the questiaf exactly when the Uwhatrrie Il features date to améwvtheir
relationship to the Postwharrie features isAs previously statedseveralof the Post Uwharrie
features, such as Featsi®l, 86, and09, would have been classified as Uwharrie Il if not for
their later radiocarbon datdssn t hese cases, fAPost Uwharrieo i s
accurate to say that these features display Uwharrie Il attributes but date Abati2@0,or
what s traditionally seen as the end of the Uwharrie pHeeeric impressing and cord markjng
vertical rims,brushing overand even a few stick incised rifradl Uwharrie attributesappeaiin
radiocarbondated Po st Uwh a r althiowglo thely @reapmpanéedyy andco-occur
with otherlaterappearing ceramic attributesverted rimsnotched lips, etcThe picture that
emerges when considering this evidendbamanyattributes associated with the traditional
definition of the Uwharrieseriesdating fromAD 800-1200continue in the UYRYV afteAD
1200, although there aaéso many new attributes that are not associated with the traditional
definition of the Uwharriseaiesat Forbush Creethatappear in the same features. Therefore, |
hypothesize, based on thee radiocarbon dates which postdate 1200 andhefeature
assemblage analysis, that most of the Uwharrie Il features also pdsilag00, and therefore
tha the excavated portion of Forbush Créaigelyrepresentpart ofa single component that
was occupiedometimebetweerAD 12001400.While it is possible that the five radiocarbon

datespostdatingAD 1200are late flukesthisis unlikely.

If this is the caseayxhat ceramic series are represented in the features designated as

Uwharrie Il and Post Uwharrie®ard and Davis (1999roposeca i Donn a ramAP h as e 0
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10001450 in the UYRMhat is associatedwithe r ami ¢s fAr el al@ed t o Dan
Considering that Forbush Creek can now be more confidently assigned to this time period and
was just as large if not larger than Donnahbetter phase designatimould simply be the

AGr eat B elnsdwithRhe &ea Bend phase that | assecihe Uwharrie Il and Post
Uwharrie features, anthe ceramics in these features | associate with the Uwharrie and Dan
River ceramic serieddany of theUwharrie 1l and Post Uwharrie features include ceramics with
Dan River attributes such asiotched lips, fingernail punctations and impressions, reed
punctations, small punctations (possibly made with bird bones or small sti@kels incised

and punctated motifsome unscraped interioed new vessel forms such as evejaesland

small lowls. However,as mentionedsome traits traditionally associated with the Uwharrie
phase such aertical rims,stick incised rims and brushed over exterals® appear in these
featuresUltimately, these features apFobably best thought of aésplaying a mix of vessels

and sherdshat could be classified as Uwharrie, Dan Rivetramsitional specimens

incorporating attributes from both seridtable local variation on tBeseriesexists in the

form of red mineral, shell, and feldspar tempering in some shitrelpresence 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 oforbush Creekeramic: A) possible carinated bowl
fragmentfrom Feature7 with brushed over net impressirig) excurvate brushegr rim from
Feature 23, Cevertedcord markedar rim with stick incisionsnd notched ligrom Feature 86
D) vetical cord marked jar rim withapplique stripfrom Feature 98E) vertical net impressed
jar rim with folded lipfrom Feature 126F) inverted fabric impressedim with notched lip from
Feature 20, Geverted cob impressed vessel from Feature ) &)veted plain vessel with
finger impressed rim from FeatuB2. Resized for detgihot to scale.
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Figure 28: A typical cooking/storageessefrom ForbushCreeki a brushed ovenet impressed
jar with an excurvate rinand notched lip from Feature 116he vesséias an orifice diameter
of 35centimeters
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In sum, hemost important implication of this inferred occupation history is that the
excavated portion of Forbush Creek is almost cestaiat the preAD 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 aft&D 1200 in response to Mississippian intrusion, the thokktississippian
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 evidenceuiegs 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

CeramicForm andFunction

A comprehensive functional analysis of the Forbush Creek assemblage is desirable but
would requiremore detailed consideration of variabgegh asise wear than is possible here.
Nonethelesssomevaluableobservations about vesd$enctioncan be made bgonsidering
attributes likevessel forms, orifice diameted sootingA total of 186 vesselareincluded in
the followingfunctional analysisQualifying vessels had a measurable orifice diameter, were
represented by at least one sherd of at least 4siméranchad a determinate rim forrfthis
included 101 vessels with vertical rims, 26 witteged rims, 17 with excurvate rims, 37 with

invertedrims, and 5 with incurvate rims.

A histogram of the orifice diameter sample is shown in Figur&@hmary statistics are
shown in Tabl&0. Assuming that orifice diameter is a workable proxy for vessel sizther

wide range of vessel sizes is pras@ the Forbush Creek assemblage, ranfmm 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
25" Percentile 17
50" Percentile 21
75" Percentile 28.2%)

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 medsired conical jar with an orifice diameter of around 23

centimeters. The distribution was fairly positively skewed aitfalue 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 muchrger vessels. A kurtosis of 0.58ignifiesa platykurtic distribution with
lighter, shorter tails containing fewer outliefhis indicates thanostorifice diameters were
moresimilar tothe average than they would ibéhe data wer@ormally distribued Only three
vessels with orifice diameters greater than 46 centimeters were classified asiautietstal
datasetandathough there isecond small peak at-36 centimeters, the distribution does not
appear to displag strong pattern of bimodalit@verall,these observatiorsiggest that there

are not large numbers of vessels ttaibe easily grouped into different vessel size elgst

While very smalland very largevesselsare present and may be associated with special
functions most of the assemblagppears to represevdriations on a single theme as far as size

is concerned.

Additional dimensions of variability in orificei@meter were investigated lbpmparing
orifice diameters across the categories of rim formfaatlire assemblage designatidrbox

and whisker plot of orifice diameters by rim form is presented in Figure 30.
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Figure 30: Box and Whisker Plot Gfrifice Diameters by Rim Form

This plot indicates that there is significamterlapin orifice diameters between rim forms, and
that the means are relatively similar to each oth&dneWay ANOVA test failed to reject the
null hypothesis that the meawsrenot significantlydifferentbetween rim formsvith a
significance value of 0.49However, thaVelch and Browsorsythe tests indicated that the
dataset was violatingt least onassumption oANOVA, probably normalityso the non
parametric KruskalWallacetestwas also used tdetermine whether the medians of each group
were significantly differentThe KruskalWallace test failed to reject the null hypothesis that
distribution of orificediametersvas the same across the categories of rim form with a
significance value of 0.22®airwise comparisonssing the Bonferroni correction for multiple
tests also failed to detect any significdifterences in orifice diameters between forms at a

significance level of 0.05. Notably, thasea significant differencép = 0.029 betweerthe
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orifice diameters ofxcurvate and inverted rim form vessels if the Bonferroni correction is not
applied In this case the application of the Bonferroni correcti@ybe resulting in a false

negativelf there is a significant difference, the scale of that difference is still relatively small.

Overall, orifice diameters do not significantly vary by rim fotfmim form is related to
differentvessel functios this could mean thatessels with different functiores indexed by rim
formshave similaraverageorifice diametersand therefore sizedlternatively, this could mean
thatrim form combined with orifice diametas not a good correlafer differentvesel
functions, andthat vessels with different rim formarifice diametersand sizesnay havehad
similar functionsThere are several reasons why the latter scenario is more kkwslythe
distribution of orifice diameters platykurtic anddoes nostronglydisplay more than one made
soif vessel size is related to functidhgere is not a great deal of functional variation in the
dataset in the sense that many kinds of specialized vesssisring aroungarticular sizesvere
being prodeedfor particular functionsSecondthere is reason to believe that rim form is at
least partially a stylistic attribut®ifferent rim forms appear on the same conical jars that tend to
dominate Piedmont assemblagi@®ughout most of the sequencbaming from vertical rims
earlier on to a wider variety of rim forms, especially everted and excurvate rim forms, later in the
sequenceThird, Rice (201%argues that smallexcale societiesmmay of t en have fAa
of vessel form categories, fewgregialized forms, more overlapping of functions, and greater
emphasis on the primary glurpose or multifunctional formds 10)2When the sample gfartial
and complete vessels from Forbush Creek is examined, it is immediately evident that the vast
majority are conical jars of various sizes and rim formgedwith asmall number obowlsand
unusual jarsThus, it is probable thamost of the assemblage consists of a single overarching

category oftonical jars which had similar functions in the sensetthiacategory was itself a
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single multifunctional categoryVithin this category, differences in orifice diameterssel size
and possibly rim formare likely indexingeithersome of the different functions to which these
multipurposevessels were pulr the particular stylistic tendenciespadtters Size variations
within the category of conical janay beexplained byfactors sich as the kind of food or other
material being cooked, prepared, or stored in th@jahe size of the audience for which the

food or other material was being cooked, prepared, or stored.

To test whether temporal variation was affecting orifi@meters and vssl sizes, a
similar procedure was usefl.box and whisker plot of orifice diameters by feature assemblage
designation is presented in Figure Bhfortunately, the available data is not particularly good
for temporal comparisons becausdy a total of10 vessels with measurable orifice diameters
were contained within features designated as Badin, Late Yadkin/Uwharrie |, and Uwharrie I,
compared td 64 qualifying vessels in Uwharrie Il and Post Uwharrie features, which as
previously discused probably represent the same time period. With this major caveat in mind,

significant overlap is still observdzbtween designations and means appear to be similar.
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Figure 31: Box and Whisker Plot of Orifice Diameters by Feature Assemblage Designatio

OneWay ANOVA failed to reject the null hypothesis that means were not significantly
different betweemssemblage designations witkignificance value of 0.953he Kruska
Wallace test failed to reject the null hypothesis thatik&ibution of orifice diameters was the
same across the categories of assemblage designation with a significance v&8& of 0.
Pairwise comparisonsgith and without théBonferroni correction for multiple tests failed to
detect any significant differees in orifice diameters betweassemblage designatioaisa
significance level of 0.05Temporal trends in orifice diameter and vessel size cannot be
substantiated with the current sample of vessels from Forbush, @igelone possible
exception. It isignificantthatof the 12 vessels with orifice diameters above 40 centimeters, 11
appeared in features designated as Uwhatrrie 1l or Post Uwharrie and 1 appeadesdune

designated as Uwharrie INDUpon manual ingection,half of these can be securely identified
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as jars and the other half probably also representljaesappearance of these larger jarthe
postAD 1200Great Bengphase component of Forbush Créekonsistent with the idea that a
larger settlerant existed here during this time periud larger cooking and storage jars were
producedor a larger audience of inhabitanlisis also notable that all 12 of these jars displayed
vertical, inverted, or slightly incurvate rim forirend 8/12 of them dplayed later dating rim
decorations such as notched lggapplique stripsPerhaps there was some functional or stylistic

reason thagverted and excurvate rims were not used with these larger vessels

A total of 9 vesselacross the working assemblagere identified agither bowls or a
special kind of miniature jai.wo of these vessels had complicated stamped extenars
(including one of the complicated stamped vessedsg probably carinatednd all but one
displayed some combination of complicated stamping, carination, or special rim and neck
decorationsThese vessels were also smaller than average with a mean orifice diameter of 15.3
centimetersthe largest bowl was a uniqopen rimcomplicated stamped bowl thian orifice
diameter of 27 centimeterall but one, the undecorated specimen, appear in Uwharrie Il or Post
Uwharrie designated featurdsis certainly possible that more bovds other uniqueresselsare
present in the assemblage, hatothers were complete enough for a secure identificdtimn.
hard to speculate about theageof these vessels without more complete exampleghbut
variousdecorative characteristics combined with their relative ratiygest that they had spdcia
functions.As none display evidence of sootiog the surviving portiongheymay not be
cooking vesselsSome may be special use serving vesseldthar overall raritycompared to
conical jarssuggests that everydagramicserving bowls were ngitresent at Forbush Creek
Either people ate directly out of cooking jansed smaller jars as serving vessaisjsed

another norceramic utensil for serving foodhe site specimen catalagdicates that at least 6
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Aturtl e shel |l ftompasiqus fearinesacrose both exeavadems, one could

conjecturehat these wersometimesused as serving vessels in place of ceramic saiowl

In sum,the bulk of Forbush Creek vessalsalyzed herare multifunctional medium
largeconicalcooking/storage janith various rim formsThe only possible temporal trend in
vessel functiorevidenced within this category is the appearance of largédentimeterorifice
diameter) jars in the Great Bendage designatef@atureswhich ispotentiallyrelated to an
increase i n the siAseadlsumberaf bodland/ormiaidturepars erd at i on
identified,these may have be@sed as special serving vesselbasome other unknown
function There is likely much more that could be learned about vessel function at Forbush Creek

from additionalanalysis.

Lithics

More extensive and detailed analysighe# Forbush Creek lithic assemblage building on
Mc Manusos (19 &c&extrermely vatugblénforuriately, thdithic material from
the 1957 excavation hastbeen systematically investigatephantified and reportetheyond
naming which kinds oértifacts were found in each featukes a resulthe only new analysis
possible at this point @n investigation of the presence/absence of various kinds of lithic tools

and materials in features sorteddssemblage designation (Tablg.2

While anytemporalcomparison is limited by the same problensample sizes
mentioned in the ceramic form and function sectiba,drtifacts associated with earlier (Badin,
Late Yadkin/Uwharrie I, and Uwharrie |) features are consistentatéhs agriculturahnd/or

less sedentargccupation 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 |
Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, choppeetate fragment

Uwharrie |
Debitage, projectile points, hammerstone, graver

Uwharrie Il
Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifadeasmmerstoneselts,hoes, mortargjrills, scrapers, denticulates,
abraders, perforators, cores, pieces es@Jifjergetsnutting stone, steatite fragments, stone pipes

Post Uwharrie
Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstdniés pecked ballsteatite pipe

Uwharrie I/Uwharrie Il (Feature 74)
Debitage projectile points, blades/bifaces, hammerstae#i, hoemano, scraper, denticulate, perforator,
pendants, stone beauytting stone

Uwharrie INDT
Debitage, projectile points, blades/bifadeammerstone$ioes metate scraper, denticulates, perforatarsre,
steatite pipeshyolite nodules

This was associated with a large base fragment of a conical cord marked vessel which was a
specialcase appearing to displagry heavy usevearandbr some combination of scraping and
smoothing on theterior. Either this does not actually represent arlier vesselthis metate is
evidence okarlycultivation at the sitegr the assumedtlentification/function of thartifactas a
metatefor grindingcultivated seeds or grains is incorr@tmay represent a grinding or milling

stonefor processing a variety of plant resources includingcamesticated ones).

The Uwhatrrie lllithic assemblages certainly consistent with the wide rangedafly
activities that would be expected iwvilage relying on a mix of foraging and some farmifige
similarity ofthe Feature 74 and some of the Uwharrie INDT lithic assemblagles tdwharrie
Il assemblage is worth notingspecially in the case of Feature Where the diverse lithic

toolkit includinga celt, hoe, and mano suggests that this large pit is mostly contemporary with
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features designated as Uwharridtlis interesting that the features designated as Post Uwharrie
do not display the same diversity of lithiespecially of tools potdially used in agriculture
however the presence wbrked bone toolsa few large jars, ancbncentrations ofharcoal,

shell, andpblart remaingn these pitglo indicate thatheassociated activities asill typical of a

village with a mixedsubsistence base

Interestinglytheonly feature designated as Post Uwhathi@twas also analyzed for
Berger and Grahamdés (2022) b owahus, lickoryntispn al ysi s
andpersimmonscaording to their dataand naclear domesticateslowever, 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 reasondiscthjgncy is that
Berger and Grahaif2022)did not analyze the soil sample, fine screening, or charcoal remains
from the feature and onlyent throught he bag mar k e dRegarslless, that s/ Seeds
Uwharrie Il and Post Uwharrie features really aretemporaneous, as seems likeised on the
ceramic analysijghe observed differences in lithiosay simply behe resulof a smaller
samplerandom factorsandor which features were chosen for radiocarbon damdynot a real

discontinuity between #se categoridadicating 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 1l and Post Uwharrie features. This shows that the people of Forbush
Creek vereable to secure accessaind worksteatitedespite the fact that they almost never
included it as a tempan their pottery as did people at sites further upstresinich has

implications for interaction patterns.
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Feature Function

Table 2 showscounts offeature forms by assemblage designations. Broadly, features
could be categorized into three main formeep circular and oval pits, shallow circular and oval
pits, andsmallmedium circular/oval/irregular basshaped pits. These categorizations are
similar to the feature types listed in Dickens (1985). Deep circular and oval pits are most likely
representatives of Di ckens 0oriflcgspamging fromé&@®0 ur es (
centimeters, depths of 680 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 funmti of these pits is uncertain, they may simply represent shallower
storage pits. Smathedium circular/oval/irregular basshaped pits were likely representatives
of either Dickensdé Type 2 feat ur e80céntnetersy ow pi
and shallow depths of 260 centimeters, or Type 4 features (hearths) if they had a smdller 40
100-centimeter orifices and shallow B6-centimeter depths plus evidence of heaelated
activities in the form of rocks, burnt clay, charcoal, etc.réheere 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 observatigrcan 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 ocqation 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 timeitolaers of

potsherds they usually contained compared to storage pits.
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Table 22: Feature Forms by Assemblage Designation

Feature Badin/ Late Uwharrie |  Uwharrie Il Post Uwharrie Total
Form Uwharrie Yadkin/ Uwharrie INDT
INDT Uwharrie |
Circular pit 1 1 1 23 2 10 38

with straight
sides and flat
bottom
Circular pit 3 3 2 8
with belled
sides and flat
bottom
Circular pit 1 1
with sloped
sides and flat
bottom
Circular pit 3 1 4
with straight
sides and
rounded bottom
Circular pit 3 3
with belled
sides and
rounded bottom
Shallow 2 5 1 3 11
circular pit with
straight sides
and flat bottom
Shallow 1 1
circular pit with
straight sides
and sloped
bottom
Large circular 1* 2% 2
pit with straight
sides and flat
bottom, sloping
opening
Oval pit with 1 1
straight sides
and rounded
bottom
Oval pit with 3 1 4
straight sides
and flat bottom
Oval pit with 1 1
belled sides anc
flat bottom
Oval pit with 1 1
sloped sides
and rounded
bottom
*Includes Feature 74
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Table 22: Feature Forms by Assemblage DesignatiofContinued)
Feature Badin/ Late Uwharrie |  Uwharrie Il Post Uwharrie Total
Description Uwharrie Yadkin/ Uwharrie INDT
INDT Uwharrie |
Shallow oval 1 1 2
pit with straight
sides andlat
bottom
Deep Circular 1 1 2 38 7 15 64
and Oval Pits
Shallow 0 0 2 6 1 5 14
Circular and
Oval Pits
Circular basin 1 1 1 3 1 16 23
shaped pit
Oval basin 1 6 5 12
shaped pit
Irregular basin 2 2
shaped pit
Small-Medium 1 2 1 9 1 23 37
Circular/Oval/
Irregular
Basin-Shaped
Pits
Large oval 1 1
basinshaped
pit
Large oval pit 1 1
with sloped
sides
Large irregular 1 1
pit with straight
sides and flat

bottom

Dog 1 1
Burial
Total 2 3 5 53 9 43 115

Subsistence Practices

In light of the ceramidhotanicalithic, feature, and burial dataubsistence practices at
Forbush Creek can be reasses&xéarly, a mixed subsistence strategy is in evidence;ayut
anything more be said®othing certaircanbederivedfrom the crude identification of large
numbers of multifunctional conical jars in the ceramic assembégedingagriculture as such

jarsare common throughout the sequeri2ecorated bowls, thessumed correlate tie
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increasingsignaling behavior and territorialipssumed to be associated with agricultare

quite rare As previously mentionedlomesticates are a minority even in the most representative
feature investigated by Berger and Graham (2028).of 349 chipped storteols and 35 ground
stone tools recorded by McManus (1985m the 1972 excavatioi are hoes, 1 is an axe, 2 are
celts, 2 are metates, anéblare manos4(of these are also listed as possible hammerstones or
anvilg). Certainly the presence of theseltis meaningfuand indexes some reliance on crops
This is more lithic evidence of agriculture than is found at other sites in the UYRYV, including
DonnahaHardy, McPherson, PorteF, Jones, and Parkewheresuch toolsare often unique or
nearlyunique findsaccording to published reporfBhe ubiquitous storage gibuld have been
used to store wild or cultivated foodad its presende equivocal Nutrient deficiencies

affecting 17 individuals and dental carries affecting 19 individ(idsgerand Hutchinson 2019;
Berger and Graham 202@)eimportant evidence, balhese numbers do noécessarilsay

much without more extensive comparative analygik related populations known to rely

exclusively on foraging anetlatedpopulations knowmo rely mostlyon agriculture.

Thus, archaeology can unfortunately conclude little about subsistence practices at
Forbush Creek beyortte identification of a mixed subsistence strategy without more evidence.
Understandinghe degree of reliance on agriculture and the consequenageaflturefor the
people of Forbush Creek and the UY®\a crucial research questiont beiquiresa variety of
additional analyses, including but not limitedhtore excavations, detailed &yses of vessel
usewear patterns and residues,ich more extensive collecting and reporting of botanical data
from sites around the valleggdditionaland more comprehensive lithic analysis including
analysis of weapatternssystematic zooarchaeologictlidiesandadditionalanalysis of carbon

isotope ratiosn skeletal remains if this is deemed acceptable.
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Burial Patternsn Context

Before reassessing the busjdet us briefly recagome of theevidence relevant tiheir
interpretationWidespread ceramic and lithigteraction networks are well documented by
Rogers (1993) andones et al. (2020)s of yet, no archaeologicakcavationn the UYRV has
securely identified a palisade at any sitke evidencéor agricultue is at besmixed even at
larger village sites=vidence in the form of structures amgrial accompaniments fargnificant
differences invealth and powes extremely limited, with the best exampépresentinghe

entrance of Mississippian woman to the community at the Porter sitethe 1400 or 1500s

Woodal |l 6s ( 19 %fitprieabeqqmusnmeasingly véilidefined aftelAD
1000 isan assumption based on the idea that as populations irdrdesgecame anchordd
certainparts of the valleyFrom this assumption of territorial behavibe extrapolates that
decorated bowlmdex increased social differentiatianclaimwhich Berger and Hutchinson
(2019) repeatn light of the ceramic and lithic interaction networks docoted in the valley,
which are not unexpected in light of the patternsnofvement and intermarriagé andbetween
villagesobservedy Lawson (1967172,193) and the lack of evidence for defensive structures,
it is currently difficult tosubstantiate the claim thatgreat deal of territorial behaviaas

occurring

Even if one believes thabpulations did become anchormesithey adopted some
agricultural practiceghis is still complicated by the component clustering patterns obsatved
several siteswhich suggests thabmmunities were able to periodically relocateeommunities
were anchored anaehaved territoriallywould peoplehave been abler likely to periodically
abandorsites and return to them latafNuld theyhave enggedin regular exchange and

almost certainlyintermarriagePerhapslecorateadteramic bowlsare indexing some kind of
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social differentiationbut there is no reason to assutmat suctdifferentiation mushecessarily
correspond teerritorial behaviorsand there are no clear spatial patterns in decoration (Rogers
1993) Communities may have been differentiating spatially as populations increased while
remaining(or becoming)ntegrated in several othareaningful respectsThis possibility is

similar to thealternative form of coalescenpeoposedyy Jones et al. (2020).

With this informationand the inferred occupation histarymind,we can rethinkhe
results of Ber ger an danalysisiTlete are differandes in (njarPah® ) s k e
malnutrition rates between primary and secondary burial individuals. Yet, the overalepceval
of violence related injury at Forbush Creek is 9 instances on 6 people out of a sample of 51. At
Donnaha, Weavdr 1 984) records that evidence of tr auma
sample of 43 individual€Combining the results from both sites, the prevalence of violence
related injuries is abo.4% (6/94) and only two of these injuries wpegimortem (Berger and
Hutchinson 2019). Thusspecially when both sites are considered, it is diffituseea high
degree of inter/intracommunitonflict, although burials from both sites do support the

proposition that food related stress was alehgk for both communities at times.

Considering the evidence for multiple possible components at Forbush tbeeek
explanatio for the burial patternsmiaybe more related teemporal distancthanconflict and
inequality The primaryandsecondary burla may represent successive generations of
occupancywith divergent burial practices, with the higher malnutrigod injury ratesndexing
somewhammnore strenuous conditiowsiring a particular timemainly in regard to the level of
food stress althoughith some indication of higher rates of violenBerger and Hutchinson
(2019) suggestetthis as an alternative possibility, although it is still not known for certain if the

burials date to different time$here are no relationships of superposition leetwburials of the
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two groups despiteow closely together they are loadtavhich may beevidencepointing

towards their contemporaneity, although not secufetpther possibility, if the secondary

burials are contemporary with the primary burigdshat they represent a group such as a related
lineage that took refuge with the inhabitants of Forbush Qreegite with a particularly rich
natural environmerit perhaps in a period of foa@lated stresgndbr as a result ofra

unfavorable conitt with another unknown group.

| 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 UYRYV did not behaveerritorially 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 Anati ono as de $laweverht dogs nbtyppedbavesdemic vigehce,6 7 ) .
territoriality, and inequality are the main social treirdevidence within the UYRV itsetluring
the Late WoodlandOn the level of the valley, increased cooperation and interconnection seem
to be moregrevalentOutbursts of violence, especialgthal violence, may have been the
exception, not the rul®ehaviorssuch asdw-level gendered violence, nonlethal feuding, or
nonlethal rituabr codifiedcombat may account fonost ofthe injuries that do existhe
Forbush Creek burials remaomething of a puzzle and further work to understand their

chronological position is crucial to making better inferences.

Interaction andrFrontier Dynamicsat Forbush Creek

Complicated Stamped Ceramics

The working assemblage contained a total & @&mpicated stamped sherds,116f
which were at least dm in size Between partial vessels, rim sherds, and one neck sherd, at least

20 unique vessels are represeniable B shows some of the attributes associated with the
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complicated stamped assemblage] Rigures 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 motifibably aew dozen complicated stamped vessels are
presemin the assemblage. Vessel forms do not appear to be significantly different from the rest
of the assemblage, with probable medilamye conical jars, miniature jars, and bowls present. It

is notable that the average orifice diameter for complicated sthngssels 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 d&corations 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 crushaguartz and/or sand, but in a sizeable minority of sherds, the paste
additionally or solely included other patrticles, particularly feldspar and the unidentified red

mineral.

It was difficult to positively identify stamp motifs in many cases. Howes@mentric
circleswereclearlythe most common motif. There were several variations on the desgn
including thick, bold circles, small dense circles, and circles aviibllow central bud sye
There is also an impressive array of other stamp designs, including arc angle, herringbone,
di amonds, |l ine block, figure 8, swirls, a uni
scrolls design. In addition, there were many instances of uniquepwnkstamp designs that
were not complete enough or in good enough condition to describe. A surprisingly high number

of carved wooden stamp paddles wesgresentedt Forbush Creek.
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In most features where they occurred, complicated stamped sherds wederaisority,
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 wiibkn 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 typicekample of a storage pit and contained other potsherds, projectile
points, a hammerstone, animal bone, debitage, daub, and shell, suggesting that even in this
specialcase 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 Rectilinear Indeterminate Total
Stamped Stamped Stamped
Total 181 52 37 270
Sherds
4cm+ 99 38 14 151
Sherds
Vessels/rimb 12 3 5 20
necks
Average Orifice 22.2cm 22.0cm 13.0cm 19.4 cm
Diameter
Scraped/ 34/141/6 19/33/0 10/26/1 58/205/7
Unscraped/
Indeterminate
Crushed Quartz 4 13 8 25
Temper
Sand 9 4 1 14
Temper
Crushed Quartz 168 35 28 232
and Sand
Temper
Shell 0 0 0 0
Temper
Other 54 26 12 92
Temper
Vertical 7 1 1 9
Rims
Everted 1 1 1 3
Rims
Excurvate 2 0 1 3
Rims
Inverted 2 0 2 4
Rims
Incurvate 0 0 0 0
Rims
Rim Notched lips 4) None None 4
Decorations
Stamp Concentric circles Arc Angle (6), Indeterminate (37) 270
Patterns (60), Scrolls? (2), Herringboneor
Swirl or Filfot (1), Diamond or Split
Figure 8 (1), Diamond @), Line

Indeterminate (17) Block (3), Spokes
and ChevrorbDesign
(1), Indeterminate

(33)
Wide 3 20 16 39
Stamped
Over 59 13 6 78
Stamped
Brushed 27 6 2 35
Over

Counts in this table are given out of the entire assemblage of 270 sherds.
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Figure 322 Complicated stamped vessels, rims, and neck from Forbush: @eak from
Feature 8, BG) rims fromFeature 19, H) rim and bowl fromdature 20, Jyim from Feature
21, K)rim from Feature 23, Lyim fromFeature 24, MYim from Feature 52, N}yim from
Feature 74, Oymall jar or bowl fromFeature 91, Pheck fromFeature 100A Black Stain, Q)
rim fromFeature 101, R)im fromFeature 103, ) rims fromFeature 107.



