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CHAPTER 6:

MISSISSIPPI PERIOD
By
David Pollack’
Kentucky Heritage Council
Kentucky Archaeological Survey
Frankfort, Kentucky

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the Mississippi period is treated both as a unit of archaeological
time, spanning roughly A.D. 1000-1700, and as a unit of cultural similarity, the
Mississippian “cultural tradition.” As such, this chapter’s geographical scope is restricted
to the Purchase, the Green River, and the Upper Cumberland management areas and a
portion of the Salt River Management Area. Contemporary sites located in the central and
northeastern portions of the Commonwealth have been classified as Fort Ancient and are
described in the next chapter.

Mississippian groups throughout the Southeast, including those in Kentucky, shared
an economy based on hunting; the cultivation of maize, squash and native plants; and the
collection of wild plants (Edging 1995; Rossen and Edging 1987; Schurr 1992, 1998;
Sussenbach 1993). The Mississippian settlement system consisted of a hierarchy of
habitation sites, the most archaeologically visible of which represent the remains of
planned administrative centers that featured plazas flanked by substructure mounds (Lewis
et al. 1998). Other Mississippian site types consisted of large villages, small villages,
hamlets, farmsteads, and cemeteries (Green and Munson 1978; Muller 1978, 1986; Pollack
1998, 2004). The political organization of Mississippian society has been characterized as
that of a chiefdom (Service 1971), and Mississippian groups shared a basic iconography
(Brown 1985).

Historically, the concept of “Mississippian” has changed as archaeologists have
developed new research interests (Cobb 2003). In the 1930s, “Mississippian” was defined
largely on the basis of material culture similarities (Griffin 1985:50-51). This definition
strongly reflected the culture historical approach that dominated American archaeology
during the era that Willey and Sabloff (1980) call the “Classificatory-Historical period”
(1914-1960). With the broadening of archaeological research interests in the 1960s (the
beginning of Willey and Sabloftf’s “Explanatory period”), the definition of “Mississippian”
shifted toward a greater emphasis on the cultural adaptations that could be inferred from
archaeological remains (e.g., Griffin 1967; Smith 1978, 1984, 1985).

As with Mississippian societies located throughout the Southeast, western and
southeastern Kentucky polities were probably the product of the various social and

1 Adapted from Lewis 1990
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subsistence needs of a regional population. Access to wild resources, changes in the
organization of labor that accompanied intensification of maize cultivation, and social
integration are all factors that may have contributed to the spatial distribution and
interrelationships of settlements associated with these polities (Blitz 1993a:123). The
leaders of these societies may have used information and goods (e.g., nonlocal cherts,
marine shell, and copper) obtained through exchange relationships with neighboring
elites to perform ceremonies that were designed to legitimize and maintain their positions
within their respective societies. Through their relationships with Mississippian elites in
other regions, leaders of these societies would have been able to obtain not only nonlocal
goods, but also knowledge about the world around them that was not available to others
(Helms 1979). Nonlocal goods, such as galena or marine shell beads, obtained through
intersocietal exchange relationships with other Mississippians elites also may have had
religious, political, or economic significance within Kentucky Mississippian societies.

The social integration of the families that comprised a regional polity would have
required a certain level of coordination of rituals that legitimatized an elite’s position. By
linking formal leadership institutions to group rituals and ceremonies held on or near a
platform mound, local elites may have sought to further validate their positions.
Throughout the year, they may have organized and conducted rituals and ceremonies
important to maintaining their positions within society. If this was the case, then regional
administrative centers would have been the focus of economic, political, religious, and
ceremonial life for households residing at the center and at nearby settlements.

ORIGIN AND DEMISE OF MISSISSIPPIAN

Although archaeologists can identify with relative confidence what is or is not
“Mississippian” in a given region, the temporal parameters of regional Mississippian
occupations can seldom be determined with the same degree of confidence. This often
reflects the level of work conducted in a region and the difficulties archaeologists have
documenting transitions in the archaeological record. For the purposes of this chapter, the
beginning of the Mississippi period in Kentucky has been set at A.D. 1000. Some
researchers may disagree with the choice of this temporal cutpoint, claiming that they can
cite examples of “Mississippian” materials from slightly earlier contexts. Others may
argue that the Mississippi period post-dates A.D. 1000 in some regions, noting that some
“Late Woodland” archaeological manifestations, such as Yankeetown (see Chapter 5),
continued into the early twelfth century. While it is certainly recognized that Mississippian
polities were not established simultaneously throughout western and southeastern
Kentucky, for the purposes of this chapter, it was necessary to select an arbitrary starting
point that could then be used to compare and contrast developments in different
management areas and sections.

The factors that led to the rise and decline of Mississippian chiefdoms remain
poorly understood. Clearly the rise is tied to an increased reliance on domesticated crops,
and to maize in particular. The establishment of Mississippian polities also is tied to
changes in the power and prestige that occurred with the establishment of an elite class.
While archaeologists have debated the degree of authority local elites had over regional
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populations (Milner 2006; Muller 1997, 1998; Pauketat 1994), all would agree that leaders
of Mississippian societies had more power and prestige than earlier Late Woodland leaders.

Mississippian chiefdoms, in Kentucky and elsewhere, did not develop or exist in
isolation from their neighbors. They appear to have developed over a very broad area at
about the same time, which points to some level of extraregional interaction among these
various polities (Smith 1990). As completing aspiring elites gained power and prestige,
they may have been linked to each other economically, through exchange and interaction
networks, and politically, through alliances.

Some of the best evidence for Mississippian elites’ involvement in a wider
Mississippian economy/interaction sphere comes from ceramic vessels: in particular,
Ramey Incised ceramics (Pauketat and Emerson 1991) and Angel Negative Painted
vessels (Hilgeman 1992). In Kentucky, both ceramic types account for less than 0.1
percent of site ceramic assemblages. The widespread occurrence of small quantities of
Ramey Incised pottery within ceramic collections throughout the Midwest suggests these
vessels may have been highly charged religious or cultural items, their symbols
representing an ideology that involved the elites’ interpretation of the cosmos and their
communication of that interpretation to nonelite subgroups (Pauketat and Emerson
1991:935). Likewise, the presence of Southern Cult motifs on Angel Negative Painted
ceramics (Hilgeman 1992, 2001) reflects regional elites’ participation in Mississippian
religion and cosmology. This interaction would have given elites access to information
and esoteric knowledge that they then could use to validate their positions within their
respective societies (Cobb 2003; Hall 1991; Helms 1979; Knight 1986; Schortman and
Urban 1992; Welch 1991).

Access to nonlocal goods through participation in a Mississippian prestige goods
economy/interaction sphere also may have played an important role in the development
and maintenance of regional elites (Brown et al. 1990; Steponaitis 1991; Welch 1991).
By controlling and regulating access to these goods (e.g., objects manufactured from
marine shell and copper, and high-quality Dover and Mill Creek cherts), local elites
would have enhanced their power and prestige within their region (Brown et al. 1990;
Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978; Peregrine 1992; Smith 1986; Steponaitis 1986; Welch
1991). These goods also would have assumed meaning as social valuables within
Mississippian societies (McGuire 1989:49).

While participation in extraregional interaction spheres may have led to the rise of
Mississippian polities, it did not ensure their longevity. Throughout Kentucky and the
Southeast, archaeologists have documented that many were short-lived. As a result of
factionalism and elite competition, most administrative centers were occupied for only 50
to 150 years before they were replaced by another administrative center (Cobb 2003).
This process has been referred to as the cycling of chiefly power (Anderson 1994), and
indicates that Mississippian polities, like chiefdoms in general, were not very stable
(Anderson 1994; Blitz 1999; Clay 1997; Cobb 2003; Hally 1996). It also led to the
relocation of Mississippian households from floodplain localities to interior upland
settings (Butler and Cobb 2004).

Factionalism and elite competition did not always lead to the establishment of a
new administrative center. By the end of the fourteenth century, environmental and
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cultural factors (see below) led to the collapse of many regional polities, with the local
populations dispersing to smaller, less intensively occupied settlements that have low
archaeological visibility, or relocating to another region. This process led to the
abandonment of administrative mound centers and associated communities throughout
most of western and southeastern Kentucky, as well as other areas in adjoining states.
Many of these regions were included in what has become known as the “Vacant Quarter”
(Cobb and Butler 2002; Williams 1990). The exception to this pattern is the Angel to
Caborn-Welborn transition. Following the collapse of the Angel chiefdom, the local
population relocated slightly downstream and continued to live in large villages in a 60
km-long area that was centered on the mouth of the Wabash River (Green and Munson
1978; Pollack 1998, 2004; see Ohio River II Section).

Understanding the factors and processes involved in the collapse of individual
regional Mississippian chiefdoms, as well as the widespread post-A.D. 1400 collapse of
Mississippian polities throughout most of Kentucky, is important to developing an
understanding of how these populations reacted to social and environment stress.
Archaeologists have identified a variety of factors that may have contributed to the
collapse of regional Mississippian polities (Edging 1995; Green and Munson 1978; Hall
1991; Muller 1986; Rindos and Johannessen 1991; Williams 1990). One line of thought
is that changes in climate patterns (Little Ice Age), environmental degradation, drought,
resource depletion, and/or soil exhaustion led to a decline in agricultural yields, which
undermined faith in the ability of the elite to govern (Green and Munson 1978; Muller
1986; Rindos and Johannessen 1991; Williams 1990). Others (Hall 1991; Muller 1986)
have suggested that the introduction of new varieties of maize and beans may have
improved yields and reduced subsistence risk, which allowed greater household
autonomy and also undermined the power of the elite.

While changes in environmental conditions and the reduction of agricultural
yields may have contributed to the demise of a single chiefdom, it remains to be
demonstrated whether these factors led to the widespread and contemporary collapse of
regional Mississippian polities throughout the Vacant Quarter (Williams 1990). In
attempting to explain the collapse of regional chiefdoms, another factor that has been
considered is the extent to which changes in external relationships may have affected
regional elites (Pollack 2004). Disruption of Mississippian interaction spheres and access
to prestige goods and esoteric knowledge may have undermined local elites’ positions
within their respective societies. Without the goods they needed to validate their
positions in society, local elites may have been unable to withstand challenges to their
authority, which ultimately led to their demise.

In the Caborn-Welborn region (Ohio River II Section) and in far southwestern
Kentucky (Mississippi River Section), Mississippian sites were occupied well into the
1600s. The collapse of these societies and the subsequent abandonment of their
respective settlements and regions are tied to Euro-American exploration and settlement
of the Ohio and Mississippi river valleys, and the disruption of indigenous exchange
networks.
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DISTRIBUTION OF MISSISIPPIAN SITES

Mississippian sites have been documented in the Purchase, Green River, Upper
Cumberland, and Salt River management areas (Figure 6.1). Since 1987, the number of
recorded Mississippian sites has grown from 289 to 1,327 (Table 6.1). Much of this
growth is the result of cultural resource management surveys undertaken throughout the
state. During the last 20 years, however, there also have been several research projects that
targeted Mississippian sites (e.g., Jefferies 1995, 1996; Jefferies et al. 1996, 2000; Pollack
1998, 2004). The most dramatic increase in site recordation occurred in the Upper
Cumberland Management Area, where the number of Mississippian sites increased from 13
to 263.

Table 6.1. Site Type by Management Area.

Upper
Site Types Purchase Green River Salt River Cumberland  Total Pct

Open Habitation

w/0 Mounds 226 76.3 469 775 154 94.5 95 36.1 942 71.0
Rockshelter 6 2.0 53 8.8 3 1.8 145 55.1 207 15.6
Cave 7 1.2 3 1.1 10 0.8
Quarry 2 0.3 1 0.4 3 0.2
Stone Mound 2 0.3 2 0.8 4 0.3
Earth Mound 11 3.7 19 3.1 1 0.6 31 2.3
Mound Complex 5 1.7 10 1.7 1 0.6 16 1.2
Petroglyph/
Pictograph 2 0.3 1 0.4 3 0.2
Workshop 2 0.7 1 0.6 2 0.8 5 0.4
Isolated Burial 1 0.3 1 0.2 6 2.3 8 0.6
Cemetery 21 7.1 21 3.5 2 1.2 2 0.8 46 3.5
Other Special
Activity Area 1 0.2 1 0.6 2 0.8 4 0.3
Open Habitation

With Mounds 24 8.1 18 3.0 6 2.3 48 3.6
Total 296 100.0 605 100.0 163 100.0 263 100.0 1,327 100.0
Percent 22.3 45.6 12.3 19.8 100.0
Prior to 1987 82 162 32 13 289
Percent 28.4 56.1 11.1 4.5 100.0

Sites classified as open habitations without mounds range from farmsteads to large
villages. They make up almost 70 percent of all recorded Mississippian sites in Kentucky,
but in the Upper Cumberland Management Area, they account for only 36.1 percent of the
sites. This is due to the large number of rockshelter sites documented in this management
area. In the Upper Cumberland Management Area, rockshelters may have served some of
the same functions as farmsteads, but also may have been used as hunting camps.

Sites classified as open habitations with mounds range from large administrative
centers with multiple mounds that cover several hectares, to smaller, single-mound centers
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that encompass less than a hectare. Half of these sites are located in the Purchase
Management Area, with the remaining examples located in the Green River and Upper
Cumberland management areas. None were documented in the Salt River Management
Area, but they are known to have been present in Jefferson County (Bader 2003) and at the
Prather site, a well-known Mississippian regional mound center located across the Ohio
River in Indiana (Munson et al. 2006). In general, larger centers are located along major
rivers in the Purchase Management Area. Smaller centers are located in the other
management areas, with the smallest examples being located along tributaries of the Green
River and along the Upper Cumberland River.
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PURCHASE (MANAGEMENT AREA 1)
MISSISSIPPI RIVER SECTION

Previous Archaeological Research

The earliest information concerning a Mississippian site in this section is
Rafinesque’s (1824:34) mention of a site near Hickman that contained a mound measuring
135 m in length, 9 m in width, and having a height of 3 m. Funkhouser and Webb
(1932:131) incorrectly identified the site as Adams (15Fu4), a major Mississippi period
administrative center in Fulton County. The real location of this site, if it still exists, is not
known, but the O’Byams Fort site (15Fu37) is a likely possibility.

Beyond its distinction as the earliest archaeological reference in the region, the
Rafinesque report contributed little to the study of the Mississippi period in this section.
The first publications of lasting utility did not appear until the final decades of the 1800s.
Foremost among these is Loughridge’s (1888:173-195) monograph on the geography and
geology of the Purchase Management Area, which also contained a chapter on
archaeology. Loughridge published the first, and until recently, only, maps of the major
Mississippian mound groups in this section. He also reported measurements of mounds
and intrasite dimensions that have proved to be reasonably accurate when field verified
nearly 100 years later.

Concurrent with the Loughridge study, but apparently not aware of it, the Bureau of
American Ethnology’s survey of mound sites in the eastern United States yielded only a
sketch map and description of the McLeod Bluff site (15Hi1) in Hickman County (Thomas
1894:279-283). C. B. Moore’s (1916:493-508) visit to this region a few decades later also
generated little information on Mississippian sites. Moore conducted excavations of an
as-yet-undetermined scale at several major Mississippian sites in this section, including
Sassafras Ridge (15Fu3) and Turk (15Ce6). The sketchy report published on this work
suggests that the sites didn’t meet Moore’s expectations. In the 1930s, Webb and
Funkhouser (1933) returned to McLeod Bluff, where he noted the presence of a platform
mound, a cemetery, and associated habitation area.

Few archaeological studies were conducted in this section between the end of
World War II and the mid-1980s. The basic framework for the regional temporal sequence
of this section, however, was constructed between 1950 and 1975, based on
archaeological investigations conduced across the Mississippi River in the Cairo Lowland
of Missouri (Lewis 1982; Williams 1968, 1972, 1974; Williams 1954). Subsequent work
conducted by Murray State University and the University of Illinois in the 1980s and
1990s at archaeological sites in Kentucky sites led to substantial refinement of this
sequence (Kreisa 1988b; Lewis 1986, 1990b, 1991; Sussenbach and Lewis 1987; Wesler
1985, 1988a, 1991a, 1992, 2001).

Though Wickliffe is located in the Ohio River I Section, it is situated near the
northern edge of the Jackson Purchase Section, and any chronology developed for this site
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would have relevance for Mississippian sites located in nearby Carlisle County. Since
Wickliffe is located in the Ohio River I Section, work conducted at that site is described in
the next section.

From the mid-1980s continuing into the early 1990s, archaeologists from the
University of Illinois undertook a long-term study of Mississippian regional centers in this
section. To date, investigations as part of this program have been conducted at the
following mound centers: Adams, Sassafras Ridge, and Turk (Allen 1984; Dunavan 1985;
Edging 1985, 1995; Kreisa 1991b; Lewis 1986; Lewis and Mackin 1984; Stout 1984a,
1984b, 1985, 1991). Several hamlets and villages, such as Burcham (15Hil5), Site
15Ful6, and Marshall (15Ce27), also have been investigated (Kreisa 1988b; Sussenbach
and Lewis 1987).

In 2003, Trader (2003) undertook a controlled surface collection and limited
investigation of the Winston Tipton site (15Full9), a hamlet located in extreme
southwestern Fulton County. Otherwise, little Mississippi period research was conducted
in this section during the 1990s and the early years of the twenty-first century.

Important sites recorded in this section are listed in Table 6.2.

Chronology

In the mid-1980s, two competing chronologies were proposed for the Mississippi
River Section. One was based on the work of the University of Illinois and was section-
wide in scope. The other was based on Murray State University’s work. Though specific
to the Wickliffe site (Wesler 2001), the chronological sequence developed for this site may
be applicable to sites located in nearby northern Carlisle County (since Ballard County is
located in the Ohio River I Section, Wesler’s Wickliffe sequence is described in that
section).

The phase sequence proposed by Lewis (1990b, 1996) was intended to replace the
Cairo Lowland phase (Phillips 1970:925; Williams 1954), which had become nothing more
than a synonym for the Mississippi period in this region. Lewis’ sequence improved
considerably on the Cairo Lowland phase by incorporating the results of several decades of
research, and by its division of the Mississippi period into four new phases, each of which
is two centuries in duration. The choice of a 200-year phase interval reflects the limitations
of radiocarbon dating, which presently has a maximum precision of roughly 100-200 years.
Phase cutpoints are set at the beginning of every other century encompassed by the
Mississippi period in order to: underscore the primarily temporal nature of these units; to
dispel possible illusions of chronometric accuracy where little may sometimes exist; and to
serve as a continual reminder that phases do not necessarily reflect an underlying
prehistoric cultural reality. The alternative procedure would have been to assign cutpoints
as precisely as possible. Other researchers, for example, might have chosen to set the
beginning of the Jackson phase at about A.D. 1550 when Euro-American artifacts began to
occur in the interior Southeast. Although this approach has its merits, chronometric tools
that can produce dates with that level of accuracy are not yet available.
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Table 6.2. Important Sites: Mississippi River Section.

Site No. Site Name Site Type References
15Ce6 Turk Open habitation w/mounds  Edging 1985
15Ce27  Marshall Open habitation w/mounds Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
15Fu3 Sassafras Ridge Open habitation w/mounds  Lewis 1986
15Fu4 Adams Open habitation w/mounds  Lewis 1986
15Full Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988a
15Fulé6 Open habitation w/mound?  Kreisa 1988b
15Ful? Open habitation w/mound?  Kreisa 1988b
15Ful8 Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Ful9 Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988a
15Fu20  Glidewell Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Fu24  White Open habitation w/o mounds Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
15Fu45  Stahr Hill Open habitation w/mounds  Carstens 1982
15Fu67  Running Slough Open habitation w/o mounds Railey 1985d
15Full5 Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988a
15Full9  Winston Tipton Open habitation w/o mounds Trader 2003
15Hi1 McLeod Bluff Open habitation w/mounds ~ Webb and Funkhouser 1933
15Hi14 Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Hil5  Burcham Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b

James Bayou Phase (A.D. 900-1100)

Many cultural changes that are widely characterized as “Mississippian” (Griffin
1985), including the major elements of a regional settlement hierarchy, were present in this
section by the end of the Late Woodland period. To highlight what they view as important
culture changes that occurred across most of the eastern United States at roughly this time,
some researchers (e.g., Bareis and Porter 1984; Kelly 1990) have assigned this temporal
unit to the “Emergent Mississippian” period. This concept will not be used in this chapter,
since it only serves to solidify the stage-like qualities of existing chronological frameworks.

The Marshall site, a large village situated on the Mississippi Valley bluffs in
northwestern Carlisle County, is one of the few large James Bayou communities that has
been excavated (Sussenbach and Lewis 1987). In addition, unlike most other major James
Bayou settlements, which were continuously occupied throughout much of the
Mississippi period, the primary settlement locus of the Marshall site community appears
to have shifted a few hundred meters south to the next bluff spur (the Turk site) during
the Dorena phase. As a result, the large, thick James Bayou phase midden at Marshall
was not greatly disturbed by centuries of subsequent occupation at the same site locus.

Investigation of the Marshall site demonstrated that it contains evidence of
occupations that span the James Bayou and Dorena phases (roughly A.D. 900-1300) (Table
6.3). There is evidence of mounds and other earthworks (Sussenbach and Lewis 1987), but
the nature and age of these features are largely unknown. Wall-trench structures and
buildings with individually-set wall posts, both of which were constructed in shallow
basins, have been partially excavated at this site. Here, as elsewhere in the Purchase
Management Area, there is a gradual change in domestic architecture: from walls
comprised of single-set posts to walls formed by posts set in narrow trenches or footings.
None of the examined house floors show evidence of interior hearths.
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Table 6.3: Purchase Management Area Radiocarbon Dates.

Age
Lab No. (B.gP.) Calibrated Date* (2-sigma) References
Mississippi River
Turk (15Ce6)
ISGS-1288 710+90  AD 1058-1073, 1154-1422 Edging 1985:15
ISGS-1289 700+70  AD 1208-1410 Edging 1985:15
ISGS-1323 910+70  AD 1016-1259 Edging 1985:15
ISGS-1324 71070  AD 1186-1201, 1206-1406 Edging 1985:18
ISGS-1724 490+70  AD 1297-1373, 1377-1522, 1574-1626 Edging 1990
ISGS-1725 630+70  AD 1268-1425 Edging 1990
ISGS-1734 630+70  AD 1268-1425 Edging 1990
ISGS-1735 590+120 AD 1190-1196, 1207-1525, 1557-1631 Edging 1990
ISGS-1736 1090+150 AD 662-1216 Edging 1990
Marshall (15Ce27)
ISGS-1435 910+70 AD 1016-1259 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
ISGS-1504 1160+70 AD 691-749, 763-999, 1002-1013 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
ISGS-1505 900+70 AD 1020-1258 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
ISGS-1507 790+70  AD 1043-1104, 1118-1302, 1367-1382 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
Sassafras Ridge (15Fu3)
ISGS-1142 660+80 AD 1222-1422 Lewis 1986:156
Adams (15Fu4)
ISGS-1141 610+70  AD 1277-1430 Lewis 1986:156
ISGS-1149 700+70  AD 1208-1410 Lewis 1986:156
ISGS-1150 820+70 AD 1040-1110, 1115-1285 Lewis 1986:156
ISGS-1151 61070 AD 1277-1430 Lewis 1986:156
ISGS-1161 900+70  AD 1020-1258 Lewis 1986:156
ISGS-1172 810+80 AD 1030-1297, 1373-1377 Lewis 1986:156
Running Slough (15Fu67)
ISGS-1618 930490 AD 902-916, 968-1270 Wolforth n.d. (cited in Sussenbach
1993:46)
ISGS-1597 890490 AD 994-1276 Wolforth n.d. (cited in Sussenbach
1993:46)
'White (15Fu24)
[SGS-1543 640+70 AD 1262-1424 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
ISGS-1544 560+70  AD 1287-1446 Sussenbach and Lewis 1987
Burcham (15Hil5)
ISGS-1647 530+70  AD 1286-1481 Kreisa 1988b:101
[SGS-1648 650+70  AD 1254-1425 Kreisa 1988b:104
ISGS-1651 640+70 AD 1262-1424 Kreisa 1988b:104
Ohio River 1

Twin Mounds (15Ba2) (see Chapter 5)

1SGS-1706  630+70  AD 1268-1425 Kreisa 1988b:49

[SGS-1708  770+70  AD 1047-1089, 1122-1139, 1149-1317, Kreisa 1988b:49
1353-1390

Wickliffe (15Bad)

[SGS-1143 830470 AD 1040-1112, 1115-1281 Lewis 1986:156
AD 1050-1083, 1125-1136, 1151-1322,

[SGS-1152  760+70  1347-1392 Lewis 1986:156
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Table 6.3. Continued.

Age
Lab No. (B.P.) Calibrated Date* (2-sigma) References

ISGS-1156 765+76  AD 1046-1092, 1120-1140, 1148-1323, Lewis 1991:285

1346-1393
ISGS-1171 720+70  AD 1177-1400 Lewis 1986:156
Beta-12529 520470  AD 1287-1493, 1602-1613 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25218 920460  AD 1015-1226, 1233-1240, 1248-1251 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25217 1030+60 AD 890-1155 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25216 4304650 AD 352-367, 380-1955 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-31520 620450  AD 1284-1410 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-31833 1060+70 AD 875-1046, 1090-1121, 1139-1149 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25911 770+60  AD 1054-1078, 1153-1309, 1361-1386 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25219  740+70  AD 1157-1333, 1336-1398 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-25220 730450  AD 1209-1319, 1352-1390 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-27506 750460  AD 1160-1316. 1354-1389 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-27507 580460  AD 1290-1432 Wesler 2001:84
Beta-33584  760+80  AD 1046-1092, 1120-1140, 1148-1328, Wesler 2001:84

1341-1395
Beta-33585  760+90  AD 1044-1102, 1118-1143, 1146-1331, Wesler 2001:84

1338-1397
AA-31218 965+45  AD 990-1170 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31219 745450  AD 1182-1308, 1362-1386 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31220 825+50  AD 1047-1088, 1122-1139, 1149-1280 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31221 1015450 AD 898-921, 944-1155 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31222 880+50 AD 1034-1252 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31223 770+40  AD 1186-1202, 1205-1289 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31224 810+45  AD 1058-1074, 1154-1282 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31225 995+50  AD 899-918, 964-165 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31226 745+60  AD 1162-1318, 1352-1390 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31228 725455  AD 1189-1197, 1207-1324, 1345-1393 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31229 815+55  AD 1047-1090, 1121-1139, 1149-1284 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31230 865+55 AD 1039-1261 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31231 850+55 AD 1042-1107, 1117-1269 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31232 715450 AD 1217-1321, 1349-1391 Matternes 2007:17
AA-31233 670450 AD 1265-1399 Matternes 2007:17

Chestnut Lake (15Lv222)
Beta-177944  530+50

AD 1302-1366, 1383-1448

Herndon 2003:22

Beta-177945  620+50  AD 1284-1410 Herndon 2003:22

Steam (15McN24)

UGa-3574 490485  AD 1294-1526, 1556-1632 Butler et al. 1981:91

UGa-3575 550465 AD 1292-1446 Butler et al. 1981:91

Site 15McN38

UGa-3573 235470  AD 1483-1707, 1719-1826, 1832-1886, Butler et al. 1981:48
1912-1953

Crawford Lake (15McN18)

ISGS-2152 5504220 1024-1697, 1725-1814, 1835-1877, Mehrer 1991:64

1917-1952
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Table 6.3. Continued.

Age
Lab No. (B.P.) Calibrated Date* (2-sigma) References

Reed (15McNS5S1)
Na 740+180 AD 894-1515, 1598-1617 Kreisa 1995:170
Na 460+220 AD 1185-1954 Kreisa 1995:170
Rowlandton (15McN3)
ISGS-2154 540+70  AD 1285-1464 Kreisa 1991a:37
Beta-201911  690+40  AD 1258-1324, 1345-1393 Wesler 2006:151
Beta-201912  540+40  AD 1308-1362, 1386-1441 Wesler 2006:151
Beta-201913  1220+60 AD 669-899, 918-954, 957-961 Wesler 2006:151
Beta-201914 1070160 AD 780-791, 806-1046, 1091-1121,  Wesler 2006:151

1140-1148

Lower Tennessee-Cumberland

Tinsley Hill (15Ly18)

1-478 30080  AD 1437-1690, 1729-1810, 1924-1952 Trautman 1963:70
Beta-3921 520+40  AD 1316-1355, 1388-1447 Butler 1991
Beta-38510 720450  AD 1215-1320, 1350-1391 Clay 1997:22
Beta-38511 850+50 AD 1043-1104, 1118-1269 Clay 1997:22
M-1150 570+150 AD 1058-1075, 1154-1661 Clay 1963a:81
Jonathan Creek (15M14)

Beta-180074  790+40  AD 1174-1281 Schroeder 2006:131
Beta-180075  780+40 AD 1182-1284 Schroeder 2006:131
Beta-180076  820+40  AD 1058-1072, 1155-1277 Schroeder 2006:131
Beta-180077 800+40 AD 1167-1278 Schroeder 2006:131
Goheen (15M114)

1-477 350485 AD 1413-1680, 1764-1800, 1939-1951 Trautman 1963:70
Dedmon (15M168)

UGa-247 905+85  AD 992-1268 Allen 1976:167
UGa-249 690+90 AD 1167-1424 Allen 1976:165
UGa-251 905+75 AD 1000-1001, 1013-1264 Allen 1976:167

Chambers (15M1109)

Beta-12867  760+60  AD 1155-1316, 1354-1389 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12868  720+70  AD 1177-1400 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12869  660+60  AD 1261-1411 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12870  810+60  AD 1045-1095, 1119-1141, 1147-1288 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12871 700+60 AD 1219-1333, 1336-1398 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-11249  690+60  AD 1224-1399 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-11250  490+90  AD 1292-1528, 1552-1633 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12251 1040+60 AD 883-1156 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12252 590460  AD 1287-1428 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12253 380+60 AD 1438-1641 Pollack and Railey 1987
Beta-12254  810+60  AD 1045-1095, 1119-1141, 1147-1288 Pollack and Railey 1987
SFU-283 850+200 AD 721-741, 770-1444 Pollack and Railey 1987
SFU-284 1170+140 AD 623-1157 Pollack and Railey 1987
Roach (15Tr10)

1-479 410485  AD 1325-1344, 1394-1660 Trautman 1963:70

*Dates calibrated using Calib Revised Version 5.0.2 (Hughen et al. 2004; Reimer et al. 2004; Stuiver and
Braziunas 1993; Stuiver et al. 1998).
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The economic base of the James Bayou phase community at Marshall was maize
horticulture, hunting, and gathering. Faunal preservation at the site is relatively poor, and
few animals other than white-tailed deer, fish, and turtles have been identified in the
collection (Kreisa 1987). Maize cupules, kernels, and glumes were found in nearly all of
the flotation samples, and the economic importance of this cultigen is demonstrated by its
archaeological abundance in several different contexts. Gathered plant foods included
hickory nuts, pigweed, smartweed, and the American lotus (Woodard 1987).

The Marshall site ceramic assemblage is dominated by plain or cordmarked
utilitarian wares that represent jars or bowls (Sussenbach and Lewis 1987). Identified types
include, in order of frequency, Mississippi Plain, Baytown Plain, var. Mayfield; Mulberry
Creek Cordmarked, var. Sandy Branch; Old Town Red; Kimmswick Fabric Impressed;
Bell Plain; Crosno Cordmarked; and Wickliffe Thick. The pastes of the utilitarian wares
range from a relatively fine-tempered grog (Baytown Plain, var. Mayfield and Mulberry
Creek Cordmarked, var. Sandy Branch) to a coarse shell (Mississippi Plain). Most of the
Baytown-paste sherds are hard to distinguish from the Mississippi Plain examples, since
they exhibit attributes of both Mississippi Plain and Baytown Plain as these types have
been traditionally defined (e.g., Phillips 1970). This sorting difficulty may reflect changes
in ceramic technology that occurred throughout the lower Mississippi Valley and adjacent
regions during the early portion of the Mississippi period (Sussenbach and Lewis 1987).

Artifacts other than ceramics are often present in low quantities on Mississippian
sites, and Marshall is no exception. The chipped stone assemblage is dominated by hoe
fragments and resharpening flakes. Projectile points, bifaces, scrapers, gravers, picks, and
other tools occur, but in somewhat low frequencies.

Comparable ceramics, lithic tools, structures, and other features have been found at
the Burcham site (Kreisa 1988b) and a James Bayou component maybe present at Adams
(Lewis 1986) and Turk (Edging 1985). Based on these findings, it appears that large,
planned communities that served important local social and economic functions probably
developed during the Late Woodland period and were a basic component of the local
settlement system by the beginning of the Mississippi period.

Dorena Phase (A.D. 1100-1300)

The settlement system and economic organization of Dorena phase communities
are similar to those of the preceding James Bayou phase. To date, research in this section
has not identified any major cultural differences in basic Mississippian adaptive patterns
between these two phases. Components have been assigned to the Dorena phase on the
basis of site stratigraphic sequences, absolute dates, and cross-dated artifact attributes.

Dorena phase ceramic assemblages generally contain smaller quantities of
Mulberry Creek Cordmarked, Baytown Plain, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed sherds
relative to older components, and smaller quantities of Mississippian incised types (e.g.,
Matthews Incised and O’Byam Incised) relative to younger components. Among the few
incised types associated with Dorena phase components, O’Byam Incised, var. Adams
(incising on flanged-rim bowls), appears to be temporally diagnostic. Frequencies of Bell
Plain, a fine paste ware, show a gradual increase from the James Bayou phase. Vessel form
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diversity may increase slightly during the Dorena phase, but as with earlier James Bayou
phase components, plates are rare in Dorena phase components.

Excavated Dorena phase components include Marshall (Sussenbach and Lewis
1987), Turk (Edging 1985, 1990), Burcham (Kreisa 1988b), Sassafras Ridge (Kreisa 1990),
and the lower levels of the Mississippi period midden at Adams (Lewis 1986; Lewis and
Mackin 1984). All of these sites are large villages or regional administrative mound
centers.

The Turk site, which is located in northeastern Carlisle County, is a good example
of a regional administrative mound center that was occupied throughout the Dorena phase.
Turk covers about 2.5 ha of a dissected bluffcrest that is adjacent to the Mississippi River
floodplain (Edging 1985, 1990). The site’s center is dominated by the mound-and-plaza
arrangement of public space that characterizes Mississippian regional centers. Although in
the late 1800s several smaller mounds were identified outside of the area bordering the
plaza, they have long since been destroyed.

Limited excavations conducted at Turk have documented that the major site
occupation began during the Dorena phase and continued into the early Medley phase. All
of the site excavations, except for Moore’s (1916:506-507) pit in Mound C, have been
limited to domestic contexts near the plaza. The midden ranges from 0.5 to 1 m in depth
and contains a large number of wall-trenches, refuse-filled pits, fire basins, and infant
burials. Excavations conducted to date at Turk have been too limited in their horizontal
distribution to permit the investigation of intrasite spatial patterning at this site.

Throughout the Mississippian occupation of the Turk site, the economic base of the
community was maize horticulture, hunting, and gathering (Edging 1995). Staple animal
food species included white-tailed deer, raccoon, and wild turkey (Kruger 1985). As at the
neighboring Marshall site, maize is ubiquitous in the midden, and it was clearly of great
economic importance to the site’s inhabitants. Gathered plant foods included hickory nuts,
goosefoot, marsh elder, and persimmons (Edging 1985, 1990, 1995).

The Dorena phase ceramic assemblage from Turk is dominated by Mississippi
Plain and, to a much lesser extent, Bell Plain. Wickliffe Thick, Kimmswick Fabric
Impressed, Old Town Red, and O’Byam Incised, var. Adams, also have been recovered
from Dorena phase contexts. Most Matthews Incised and O’Byam Incised, var. O ’Byam
sherds at the Turk site have been found in the upper half of the midden, and therefore
appear to be primarily associated with the Medley phase component at this site. Baytown
Plain and Mulberry Creek Cordmarked comprise only 0.1 percent of the 1984 collection.
These types account for a much greater portion of the James Bayou phase assemblage at
the Marshall site. Their low representation in the Turk site assemblage is suggestive of a
site locus shift during the early Dorena phase from Marshall to Turk.

As at Marshall, nonceramic artifacts found at Turk are mostly hoe fragments and
flakes. Adze fragments, abraders, projectile points, and flake tools dominate the remainder
of the assemblage (Stelle 1985).
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Medley Phase (A.D. 1300-1500)

There is evidence for continuity of the local settlement system and economy from
the preceding phase to this phase (Lewis 1984, 1990b, 1996). However, some fortified
regional mound centers that had probably been occupied since the Late Woodland
subperiod appear to have been abandoned, which allowed other mound centers to come
into prominence during this phase. The causal mechanisms of these settlement shifts are as
yet unknown, but the cycling of power from one regional mound center to another has been
well-documented throughout the Midwest and Southeast (Anderson 1990, 1994; Blitz
1999; Hally 1996; Lewis 1990b).

Investigated Medley phase components include Adams, Sassafras Ridge, Burcham,
and White (Kreisa 1988b; Lewis 1986; Sussenbach and Lewis 1987). The Adams site is a
large (7.25 ha) Mississippian administrative mound center located on an isolated terrace of
the lower Bayou de Chien Valley in Fulton County. The spatial extent of this community
was circumscribed by a stream, a swamp, and a slough. The site was initially described in
1888 by Loughridge, but it was not investigated by professional archaeologists until 1983,
when the University of Illinois began research there. Limited excavations have shown that
Adams contains a Mississippi period component (Dorena and Medley phases) as well as an
earlier Late Woodland component (see Chapter 5).

Adams consists of a central mound group, plaza, and two distinct village segments,
one located to the east of the plaza and the other situated southwest of the primary platform
mound. The platform and conical mounds surround a plaza, and within the habitation
areas, houses may have been spaced at 25-30 m intervals (Stout 1985, 1989, 1991; see also
Lewis et al. 1998; Stout and Lewis 1998). Midden development in the village segments
was extensive and ranged from 1 to 1.5 m thick. Investigation of the Medley component
documented the presence of several superimposed wall-trench houses, pits, fire basins, and
other features (Lewis 1986).

A great deal of information is available about the economy and food preferences of
the Adams site inhabitants. White-tailed deer, raccoons, wild turkeys, turtles, and fish were
the most commonly hunted animals. Gathered plant foods included persimmons, hickory
nuts, and the starchy or oily seeds of several wild plants. Cultivated plants included maize,
beans, squash, and gourds.

As at earlier Mississippian sites, Medley phase ceramic assemblages are dominated
by Mississippi Plain and Bell Plain. Relative to earlier components, incised types such as
Matthews Incised, O’Byam Incised, var. O’Byam, and Barton Incised are more common in
Medley phase component assemblages. Nevertheless, decorated sherds seldom account for
more than three to five percent of site ceramic assemblages. There is an increase in vessel
form diversity during this phase, and Bell Plain plates are more common relative to the two
preceding phases.

Other ceramic artifacts include earspools and pins. Nonceramic artifacts include
recycled hoe fragments and resharpening flakes, projectile points, drills, sandstone
abraders, metates, adze fragments, and bone awls.
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Jackson Phase (A.D. 1500-1700)

This is the final aboriginal archaeological phase in the Mississippi River Section.
The Jackson phase brackets the time interval during which many aboriginal populations
across eastern North America became extinct, were decimated and assimilated into other
groups, or were otherwise culturally and biologically affected by introduced diseases from
the Old World (cf. Milner 1980; Ramenofsky 1982). In this section, and undoubtedly
across much of western Kentucky, the lifeways of native populations were affected by
indirect contact with Euro-Americans. By the time Euro-Americans arrived in this section,
all of the Mississippian administrative centers, villages, hamlets, and farmsteads had been
abandoned.

Some of the effects of contact with Euro-Americans may have been felt by
Mississippian groups living in this section as early as the mid-A.D. 1500s, and
ethnohistorical data from the late A.D. 1600s suggest that the aboriginal population density
of this section had been low for some time (Lewis 1986). To date, Jackson phase
components have been documented at Adams, Sassafras Ridge, Twin Mounds (see Ohio
River I Section), and Winston Tipton (Lawrence and Mainfort 1995; Lewis 1986, 1996;
Trader 2003). All of these sites, with the exception of Winston Tipton, are large
administrative mound centers that have a long occupational histories.

Winston Tipton is a single component Jackson phase site located in southwestern
Fulton County. It encompasses 4.7 ha and contains a 20 cm-thick midden that is not
continuous throughout the site (Lawrence and Mainfort 1995; Trader 2003). Recorded in
1991, Lawrence and Mainfort (1995) noted that local informants had reported finding
historic trade items at the site. Subsequent limited investigations at this site recovered
several diagnostic late Mississippian artifacts, such as Nodena points, triangular
endscrapers, and bowl rims with beveled lips (the “Memphis Rim Mode”) (House
1993:27), but failed to recover any historic trade goods. In general, the Winston Tipton
materials are similar to Armorel phase materials from northeastern Arkansas (Trader 2003;
Williams 1980).

OHIO RIVER I SECTION

Previous Archaeological Research

The earliest site records for this section also can be traced to Rafinesque (1824), but
it was not until the late 1800s that archaeological research was initiated in this section.
Loughridge’s (1888) geographical and geological study of the Purchase Management Area
resulted in the publication of a sketch map and narrative description of the Wickliffe site,
drawings of pictographs near the town of Wickliffe, and brief descriptions of several other
sites. Moore (1916) was the next archaeologist to visit and report on sites in this section.
He conducted excavations of an as-yet-undetermined scale at Wickliffe, but did not have
much success gaining access to other sites in this section.
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In the 1930s, Fain (1936) and Blanche King (1937, 1939) undertook a large-scale
archaeological excavation project at the Wickliffe site, and the University of Chicago
conducted archaeological research at the Kincaid site, which is located in the Ohio River
floodplain across from Paducah. The Kings’ work at Wickliffe represents one of the
earliest excavation projects undertaken at a major Mississippian center in this section
(Wesler 1988b). Their work also helped make many people aware of the rich
archaeological resources of the Purchase Management Area. They accomplished this by
developing Wickliffe as a tourist attraction called “Ancient Buried City,” which offered the
public a glimpse of the past in the form of a museum built around open excavations that
were protected under frame shelters.

The University of Chicago’s research at the Kincaid site led to the development of a
chronological framework for the lower Ohio River Valley. Though this chronological
framework has been refined over the years, it is still used by archaeologists working in this
section (Butler 1977, 1991; Cole et al. 1951; Muller 1978, 1986).

The next major fieldwork in the region was Clay’s (1971) archaeological survey of
the Kentucky side of the Ohio River in Ballard and McCracken counties in the late 1960s
and early 1970s. This research documented several sites that contained Mississippi period
components (Weinland and Gatus 1979:33). Building on Clay’s work, the Kentucky
Heritage Council’s archaeological survey of Ballard County in the late 1970s documented
22 sites that had Mississippi period components (Weinland and Gatus 1979:33), Southern
Ilinois University undertook limited excavations at Site 15McN38 and the Steam site
(15McN24) (Butler et al. 1981), and Murray State University undertook limited
investigations at the Reed site (15McN51) (Hensley-Martin 1982; Railey 1985f).

When Murray State University took over the Wickliffe site (Ancient Buried City) in
the early 1980s, they renamed it the Wickliffe Mounds Research Center, initiated major
improvements to the museum, upgraded the quality of the educational activities conducted
at the site, assessed the site’s research potential, and inventoried the collections curated
there (Wesler 1985). A long-term research project also was initiated at this administrative
mound center (Kreisa and McDowell 1995; Matternes 1994, 1995, 1996, 2000, 2007,
Wesler 1985, 1988a, 1988b, 1989, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c, 1996, 1998, 2001; Wesler and
Neusius 1987). Based on this work, a three-phase temporal sequence was developed for
the site: Early (A.D. 1100-1175), Middle (A.D. 1175-1250), and Late (A.D. 1250-1350)
(Wesler 1991b, 2001, 2006:142-143) (see below). Murray State University’s management
of this site led to the removal of the burials from display in the 1990s (Wesler 2001). In
2004, ownership of Wickliffe was transferred from Murray State University to the
Kentucky Department of Parks, and Wickliffe was formally designated Kentucky’s first
archaeological historic site.

In addition to the work conducted at Wickliffe, during the late 1980s and
continuing into the mid-1990s, several other projects conducted in this section yielded
information on Mississippian sites. These studies were undertaken as part of compliance-
related projects (Schenian 1988; Schock 1994; Stout 1996) or grant-funded research
(Kreisa 1988b, 1991a, 1995, 1998; Mehrer 1991). Among the sites documented or
revisited were Site 15Lv169, Site 15Lv208, Twin Mounds (15Bal), Crawford Lake
(15McN18), Rowlandton (15McN3), and the Carrsville Mound (15Lv30) (DiBlasi and
Sudhoff 1978).
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In 2001, Kit Wesler began a multi-year investigation of the Rowlandton platform
mound. While much of the habitation area had been disturbed by modern activities, aerial
photographs from the 1930s showed a stain to the north of the mound. If this stain
represents the center’s habitation area, the size of this community would have been
comparable to Wickliffe (Wesler 2006:148). In 2003, the Chestnut Lake site (Herndon

2003) was investigated in advance of highway construction.

Important sites recorded in this section are listed in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4. Important Sites: Ohio River I Section.

Site No. Site Name Site Type References
Funkhouser and Webb 1932; Kreisa
15Ba2 Twin Mounds Open habitation w/mounds 1988b, 1995
15Ba4 Wickliffe Open habitation w/mounds Lewis 1986; Wesler 1985
15Bal6  none Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Ba4]  none Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Ba60  none Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Ba90 none Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
15Lv30  Carrsville Stone Mound DiBlasi and Sudhoff 1978
15Lv169 none Open habitation w/o mounds Schenian 1988
15Lv174 none Open habitation w/o mounds Schenian 1988
15Lv222 Chestnut Lake Open habitation w/o mounds Herndon 2003
15McN3  Rowlandton Open habitation w/mounds Wesler 2006
15McN18 Crawford Lake Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1991a, 1995;Mehrer 1991,
15McN24 Steam Open habitation w/o mounds Butler et al. 1981
15McN51 Reed Open habitation w/o mounds Hensley-Martin 1982; Kreisa 1995
15McN69 Puckett Open habitation w/o mounds Kreisa 1988b
Chronology

In this section, a three-part chronological sequence (Early, Middle, and Late) has
been developed based on work conducted at Wickliffe (Wesler 1991a, 1991b, 1992, 1998,
2001, 2006). This chronological sequence relies heavily on temporal trends in ceramic
decoration and appendage forms. Other researchers have applied the chronological
sequence used in the Mississippi River Section to sites in this section (Kreisa 1998; Lewis
1986) or the chronology developed by researchers at Kincaid and in the lower Tennessee-
Cumberland drainage (Butler 1991; Clay 1979, 1997) (see Lower Tennessee-Cumberland
Section for a characterization of the latter sequence).

Early Wickliffe (A.D. 1100-1175)

Early Wickliffe ceramic assemblages are characterized by Mississippi Plain jars
and bowls, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed pans (Wesler 2001). Among the decorated
ceramics types associated these components are Matthews Incised, var. Beckwith and var.
Manly, Barton Incised, and Mound Place Incised. Early Wickliffe ceramic assemblages
contain a higher ratio of red-slipped to incised sherds than Middle and Late Wickliffe
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assemblages, and jar handles are predominately loops. Faunal assemblages are similar to
those of other Mississippian riverine sites, and emphasize a reliance on deer, fish, small
mammals, ducks, turkey, and turtles (Kreisa and McDowell 1995:216). The botanical
assemblage is similar to that recovered from other Mississippian sites in the confluence
region and remained relatively stable throughout the Wickliffe sequence (Edging 2001).
Maize is ubiquitous and starchy seeded native cultigens, such as goosefoot, are well-
represented as are wild plants and nuts.

Throughout Early Wickliffe times, the Wickliffe community consisted of a
compact settlement, with structures clustered around a plaza. Toward the end of this
component, the initial stages of mounds A and B were constructed over earlier
Mississippian middens. Infants and some children were buried in the village at this time,
but it is not known where the adults were interred.

Middle Wickliffe (A.D. 1175-1250)

Middle Wickliffe ceramic assemblages are similar to those associated with Early
Wickliffe components, but are distinguished by the introduction of flared-rim bowls, some
of which are decorated, and a decrease in the number of hemispherical bowls. When all
vessels are considered, however, there is an increase in serving vessels relative to cooking
vessels. Among the new decorated types associated with Middle Wickliffe components are
O’Byam Incised, var. Adams (Wesler 1992). Red-slipped wares continue to be common,
although incised types increase in popularity throughout this phase. Handles are primarily
narrow and wide intermediate loop/straps (Wesler 1992).

During Middle Wickliffe times, the amount of deer consumed, relative to fish,
increased, and there is a shift in exploitation from species associated with backwater lakes
and sloughs to ones adapted to the Mississippi River channel (Kreisa and McDowell
2005:216). Box turtles also are more common in Middle Wickliffe contexts relative to
Early Wickliffe contexts.

Most of the mound building at the Wickliffe site occurred during the Middle
Wickliffe period and this was also a time of village expansion, as the site grew to the
south and north. Additional stages were added to mounds A and B (Wesler 2006:147),
and a three mound complex designated Mound C was constructed. While the initial
function of Mound C is not known, shortly after it was constructed, it became the
location of a cemetery that may have contained as many as 900 individuals (Matternes
2007; Wesler 2001:47). Both extended and bundle burials were documented and there
may have been a single cremation. Based on a series of radiocarbon dates obtained from
a sample of the burials associated with the Mound C cemetery, Matternes concluded that
this cemetery was associated with the Middle Wickliffe occupation. This conclusion is
differs from earlier suggestions that most of the burials associated with Mound C post-
date the Middle Wickliffe and Late Wickliffe occupation of this site (Clay 1997:25-26;
Matternes 1994:96-97, 1995, 1996).

At the Wickliffe site, bowls are especially common in the vicinity of Mound B.
The Middle Wickliffe deposits associated with this mound had an especially high ratio of
serving to cooking vessels. Residents of this portion of the site also appear to have had
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access to better cuts of meat and nonlocal goods: in particular, Burlington chert and Ramey
Incised pottery (also recovered from Mound A) (Wesler 1991). The presence of these
particular types of nonlocal goods points to some level of interaction with Mississippian
groups in the American Bottom. In general, these patterns suggest higher status individuals
lived in the vicinity of Mound B, and, coupled with village expansion, may indicate that the
strongest or most centralized period of the Wickliffe chiefdom occurred during Middle
Wickliffe times (Wesler 2001).

Late Wickliffe (A.D. 1250-1350)

Late Wickliffe ceramic assemblages are characterized by the introduction of true
plates, and a continued increase in the use of bowls at the expense of jars and pans. There
also was an increase in incised decoration, coupled with a decrease in the use of red-slipped
vessels. Among the decorated ceramic types that are diagnostic of this phase are O’Byam
Incised, var. O’Byam, Leland Incised, Winterville Incised, Owens Punctate, and Carson
Red-on-Buff (Wesler 1992, 2001). Handles continue to be primarily narrow and wide
intermediate loop/straps. Relative to Middle Wickliffe times, there is a decline in the use
of nonlocal Burlington chert, which may reflect diminished interaction with the American
Bottom region (Wesler 2001). The pattern of faunal exploitation observed during Middle
Wickliffe times continued into Late Wickliffe times (Kreisa and McDowell 2005).

At the Wickliffe site, mound building continued during this phase, with the addition
of mounds D, F, G, and H (Mound E could not be relocated or assigned to a component).
The residential area expanded to the edge of the bluffs overlooking the Mississippi River
and the site encompassed about 2.5 ha (Wesler 2001). By the end of Late Wickliffe, the
mounds had been capped, and the village was abandoned by A.D. 1350.

Other Sites

Limited excavations have been conducted at several sites in the Ohio River I
Section. These sites, which range from farmsteads to regional administrative centers, are
described in this section.

Investigation of the Reed site by Murray State University in the early 1980s
determined that this stratified site contained a Mississippian component that overlaid a
middle to late Woodland component (Railey 1985f; see Chapter 5). Mississippian
ceramics recovered from this site include Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain, Kimmswick Fabric
Impressed, Old Town Red, Matthews Incised, O’Byam Engraved, and Barton Incised. A
portion of a collapsed house wall overlaying a basin-shaped Mississippian structure was
documented at this hamlet (Railey 1985f).

As part of her investigation of a planned development situated west of Smithland in
Livingston County, Schenian (1988) documented sites with Mississippian components
(Site 15Lv169 and Site 15Lv174) in the Ohio River floodplain. At Site 15Lv169, she
documented the presence of at least four pit features and a possible intact midden. The
small ceramic assemblage from this site consisted of Mississippi Plain sherds. Site
15Lv169 is either a small village or a series of overlapping hamlets. At Site 15Lv174,
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Schenian recovered a small assemblage of Mississippi Plain sherds and documented the
presence of a possible midden.

Kreisa (1988b, 1995), as part of his investigation of small Mississippian
administrative centers, undertook limited excavations at three sites in this section in the late
1980s and early 1990s: Twin Mounds (15Bal), Crawford Lake (15McN18), and
Rowlandton (15McN3). As its name implies, Twin Mounds contains two large mounds, an
associated plaza, and a 2 m-thick midden (Burks and Stout 1996). It is located in the Ohio
River Floodplain in Ballard County just upstream from the confluence of the Ohio and
Mississippi rivers. The lower levels of the midden yielded mainly Mississippi Plain, Bell
Plain, Old Town Red, Wickliffe Thick, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed sherds. Only a
few decorated sherds were recovered from these levels, with slipped specimens being more
numerous than incised sherds. The upper levels, in addition to the ceramic types found in
the lower levels, yielded more and a greater variety of decorated types, such as Matthews
Incised and O’Byam Incised. In addition, incised sherds outnumbered slipped specimens;
jar handles tended to be straps; and notched or beaded rim strips were present. Based on
the materials recovered, ceramic trends observed in the midden, and radiocarbon dates
(Table 6.3), the Mississippian component at this site dates from ca. A.D. 1200-1450
(Kreisa 1995). As such, the site’s occupation spans the Dorena and Medley phases of the
Mississippi River Section and the Middle and Late Wickliffe periods of the Ohio River I
Section.

As with Wickliffe, the botanical assemblage from the site fits the general pattern of
Mississippian plant exploitation in the confluence region (Edging 1988). The plants
remains are dominated by high-row Midwestern maize. Other cultivated plants include
goosefoot, erect knotweed, maygrass, and little barley. Mammals and in particular
whitetail deer contributed the largest portion of meat to the diet, with fish, birds, and
reptiles rounding out the diet (Kreisa 1988b).

Occupation of Twin Mounds continued after the abandonment of Wickliffe. That
these sites are located in close proximity to each other led Clay (1997:25) to suggest that
growth of the Twin Mound community during the 1300s may be related, in part, to
households that relocated to this site from Wickliffe. Twin Mounds was probably
abandoned sometime during the fifteenth century, though it may have been occupied into
the sixteenth century (Lewis 1996).

The Crawford Lake site is located in McCracken County on the banks of an
oxbow lake south of the Ohio River and west of Paducah (Kreisa 1995; Mehrer 1991).
The site encompasses about 1 ha, and limited excavations conducted at this site
documented the presence of a 20 cm-thick midden. The ceramic assemblage consisted
primarily of Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed sherds. The
radiocarbon assay obtained from this site has an extremely large standard deviation and is
of little utility in dating the site (Table 6.3). Based on the ceramic assemblage, Kreisa
(1995:169) suggested a site occupation range of A.D. 1200-1275, which would place the
Mississippian occupation in the Middle Wickliffe period.

Rowlandton is located in McCracken County on the banks of an oxbow lake south
of the Ohio River and west of Paducah. Though the site has been severely impacted by
modern use of the locale as a farm, greenhouse, and steel mill, it still contains a large
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platform mound (Kreisa 1991a, 1995, 1998; Wesler 2001). A 40 cm-thick midden is
present near the mound. While much of the habitation area had been disturbed by modern
activities, aerial photographs from the 1930s showed a stain to the north of the mound. If
this stain represents the center’s habitation area, then this community would have been
comparable in size to Wickliffe (Welser 2006:148). This is a similar size estimate provided
by Kreisa (1995:170), who suggested that the site encompassed 3 ha. The ceramic
assemblage from this site consists of Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain, Kimmswick Fabric
Impressed, Old Town Red, O’Byam Incised, and Matthews Incised (Kreisa 1991a, 1995;
Wesler 2001)

Within the habitation area, portions of several wall-trench structures were
documented. Like other Mississippian platform mounds, the Rowlandtown mound was
constructed in several stages. At least nine mound stages were documented, with the initial
stage being constructed over an earlier midden (Wesler 2001). There were clear
indications of structures on two summits and probable midden development on a third.
While the upper stages yielded radiocarbon dates and artifacts that are contemporary with
Late Wickliffe (A.D. 1250-1350) (Wesler 2001) and earlier investigations of this site
(Kreisa 1991a, 1995), the submound midden and initial mound stage appear to predate
Wickliffe (Table 6.3). This indicates that the Rowlandton community was established
sometime before A.D. 1100 (Wesler 2001).

Kreisa (1995:173) has argued that mound centers dating from A.D. 1200-1400,
such as Rowlandtown, Twin Mounds, and Tolu (see the Ohio River II Section), represent
an expansion of the Kincaid chiefdom during the thirteenth century, rather than the in situ
development of smaller regional polities. He based this interpretation on the absence of
earlier Mississippian components at these sites and similarities in material culture (Kreisa
1988b, 1995:173). With Wesler’s work at Rowlandtown, it is now known that at least
one of these regional administrative mound centers was established early in the
Mississippi period. Thus it is quite possible that the growth of some of these regional
administrative mound centers represents in situ development, rather than the expansion of
the Kincaid polity.

Farmsteads and hamlets also have been excavated in this section. Two of these
sites are located in McCracken County and two are located in Livingston County. Site
15McN38 is a farmstead that measures 65 m in diameter. It is located on the Ohio River
floodplain west of Paducah. Limited excavation documented the remains of a house
basin, but the investigators could not determine if it was of wall-trench or single-set post
construction. All of the ceramics were classified as Mississippi Plain or Bell Plain, with
one sherd being derived from a scalloped rim plate (Butler et al. 1981; Kreisa 1995). The
one radiocarbon date from this site has a calibrated date range of A.D. 1483 to 1953,
rendering it of little or no utility. Based on the ceramics recovered from this site, a date
range of A.D. 1200-1300 has been suggested (Butler 1991; Kreisa 1995:168). Other
Mississippian farmsteads may be associated with sites 15SMcN36 and 15McN37, based on
the presence of small quantities of shell tempered ceramics.

The Steam site was located in the Ohio River floodplain near Site 15McN38, but
was substantially larger, encompassing about half a hectare, and was more intensively
occupied, with 25-30 cm of intact subplowzone deposits being present. Based on its size
and the density of materials recovered, the Steam site appears to have been a hamlet
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(Butler et al. 1981; Kreisa 1995). The partial remains of several wall-trench structures
and other features were documented. The ceramic assemblage consists of Mississippi
Plain, Bell Plain, Kimmswick Fabric Impressed, Old Town Red, and Matthews Incised,
var. Manly. Though calibrated radiocarbon dates from this site are suggestive of an
occupation sometime between A.D. 1300 and 1450 (Table 6.8), based on the ceramic
assemblage, Kreisa (1995:169) suggested a date range of A.D 1200 to 1300.

Of the two smaller Mississippian sites that have been excavated in Livingston
County, Site 15Lv208 may have been a farmstead or small hamlet. Mississippian
ceramics and chipped stone tools were recovered, and the presence of a Mississippian
wall-trench house was documented (Schock 1994; Stout 1996). The house measured 2.5-
3 m wide by 5-6 m long. It had been set in a basin that extended approximately 5 cm
below the ground surface. The presence of two pit features some distance from this
structure suggests that other structures, destroyed by plowing, were once present (Stout
1996). Ceramics from the site were primarily Mississippi Plain, but Kimmswick Fabric
Impressed and shell tempered cordmarked sherds also were present. Both Dover and
Mill Creek chert artifacts were recovered, with the latter being somewhat more common.
Given the small size of the Site 15Lv208 ceramic assemblage, Stout (1996) did not
attempt to date this site relative to other Mississippian sites in the Ohio River I Section.

A wall-trench house with an intact clay floor was documented at Chestnut Lake
(Herndon 2003). It measured 3 by 6 m, and was similar in size to the structure
documented at Site 15Lv208 (Schock 1994; Stout 1996). Several associated pits and
postholes also were excavated. Recovered ceramics consisted predominantly of
Mississippi Plain jars, Bell Plain bowls and plates, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed
pans. A couple of Angel Negative Painted and three Mathews Incised sherds also were
recovered, as were two ceramic ear spools and an ear pin. The two calibrated radiocarbon
dates (Table 6.3) obtained from charred roof fall are suggestive of a fourteenth century
Tinsley Hill phase (see Lower Tennessee/Cumberland Section) occupation (Herndon
2003:140). It is quite likely that this structure and its associated features were part of a
larger settlement that extended outside the project area (Herndon 2003). If this was the
case, then the Chestnut Lake site may have been a small hamlet.

The Carrsville Mound (15Lv30) is a small burial mound located on the bluffs
overlooking the Ohio River in Livingston County (DiBlasi and Sudhoff 1978). The site
was revisited in the early 1990s by the author and Valerie Haskins. Examination of three
looter holes documented the presence of stone box graves, disturbed human remains,
Mississippian ceramics, the top of a spud manufactured from Kaolin chert, and a polished
piece of fluorite. Local informants reported finding Mississippian materials in the nearby
floodplain.
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LOWER TENNESSEE-CUMBERLAND SECTION

Previous Archaeological Research

Loughridge (1888), Moore (1916), and Rafinesque (1824) each published early,
sketchy accounts of archaeological sites located in this section, but beyond drawing
attention to the Jonathan Creek site (15M14) in Marshall County, their reports contributed
little to the study of Mississippian adaptations in this area. The first monograph-length
treatment of Mississippian remains in this section was Funkhouser and Webb’s (1931)
report on the excavation of 62 stone box graves at the Duncan site (15Tr4). This work,
however, failed to stimulate additional research interest in this region.

In the late 1930s, the attention of archaeologists again turned to the lower
Tennessee Valley in Kentucky and Tennessee after the TVA dam, which would create
Kentucky Lake, was approved for construction near Gilbertsville in northern Marshall
County. Following a grab bag-type site survey of the impoundment area, excavations were
undertaken by the University of Kentucky under the auspices of the WPA and CCC at five
sites: Jonathan Creek, Birmingham (15MI18), Goheen (15M114), Roach (15Tr10), and Root
(15Ml11), all of which had Mississippi period components (Clay 1963a:21). The project
ended abruptly with the entry of the United States into World War II in late 1941, and the
first report (Webb 1952) on any aspect of this project did not reach print until a decade
later. Published reports or manuscripts on most of the site excavations now exist (e.g.,
Clay 1963a; Fryman 1966; Rolingson and Schwartz 1966), but the reports of investigations
at Birmingham and Root have yet to be written.

Following the war, Mississippi period archaeological investigations were not
conducted in this section for nearly 20 years. Mississippi period research resumed in this
section when another major reservoir project was initiated, this time, the construction of the
Barkley Lake and Dam on the lower Cumberland River in the late 1950s and early 1960s.
The publication record for the archaeological research in the Barkley Basin is far better
than that for the Kentucky Lake project. Mississippian sites excavated in the Barkley Basin
include Tinsley Hill (15Ly18) (Clay 1961, 1963b, 1963c; Lane 1998a; Schurr 1998;
Schwartz 1961; Schwartz and Sloan 1958) and Rodgers (15Tr17) (Clay 1963d). Clay
(1976, 1979, 1984, 1997), a participant in the Barkley Basin archaeological project, has
continued to publish the results of research that draw on these data.

Subsequent to the flooding of both major river valleys in this section, Mississippi
period research has tended to be conducted in response to cultural resources management-
related projects. Highway construction, for example, resulted in the excavation of the
Dedmon site (15M168), a multicomponent Late Woodland and Mississippi period village in
Marshall County (Allen 1976), and a bridge replacement project resulted in the
investigation of the Chambers site (15M1109), a Mississippian village in the same county
(Pollack and Railey 1987).

Since the early 1990s, there has not been a great deal of work undertaken at
Mississippian sites in this section. Though mapped by Rafinesque in 1820, the
administrative center at the Canton site (15Trl) in Trigg County was not investigated by
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professional archaeologists until 1992, when it was again mapped and limited excavations
were conducted along its western margin, which overlooks the Cumberland River
floodplain (Stout 1991; Stout et al. 1996). In 2006, archaeologists returned to the Canton
site and examined its southern edge in advance of a highway construction project
(Bradbury 2006) and in 2007, the purported location of Mound 3 was examined (Pollack
and Schlarb 2008).

Relative to other parts of Kentucky, a large number of Mississippian sites have
been extensively investigated in the lower Tennessee and Cumberland valleys (Nance
1976:4). Unfortunately, it is also true that the results of less than half of this research have
been published. Research undertaken by Schroeder (2003, 2005, 2006, 2007) at the turn of
this century (see also Wolforth 1987, 1991) has begun to address this issue. Through a
reexamination of field notes, site maps, and material culture, Schroeder has identified the
internal organization and growth of the Jonathan Creek site.

Important sites recorded in this section are listed in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5. Important Sites: Lower Tennessee-Cumberland Section.

Site No. Site Name Site Type References

15Cw64  Backusburg Open habitation w/mounds  Hensley 1981; Railey 1985e

15Lyl8 Tinsley Hill Open habitation w/mounds  Clay 1961, 1963a, 1963c; Schwartz 1961
Clay 1963a; Schroeder 2005, 2006, 2007,

15M14 Jonathan Creek Open habitation w/mounds = Webb 1952; Wolforth 1991

15MI8 Birmingham Open habitation w/o mounds Clay 1963a

I5MI11  Root Open habitation w/o mounds Clay 1963a

15Ml114  Goheen Open habitation w/o mounds Clay 1963a; Fryman 1966

15M168  Dedmon Open habitation w/o mounds Allen 1976

15M1109 Chambers Open habitation w/o mounds Pollack and Railey 1987
Funkhouser and Webb 1932; Stout 1991;

15Trl Canton Open habitation w/mounds  Stout et al. 1996

15Tr4 Duncan Cemetery Funkhouser and Webb 1931

15Tr10  Roach Open habitation w/o mounds Clay 1963a; Rolingson and Schwartz 1966

15Tr17  Rodgers Open habitation w/o mounds Clay 1963d

Chronology

Clay (1963a, 1979) was the first to define Mississippi period phases for this section.
Based on his analysis of ceramic collections recovered from several sites excavated in
advance of the construction of Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake, he proposed the Jonathan
Creek and Tinsley Hill phases to characterize the beginning and ending of Mississippian
occupation of this section. Like subsequent researchers, he recognized that there was a gap
of 100 to 200 years between these phases (Butler 1991; Clay 1979, 1997; Lewis 1990a;
Pollack and Railey 1987; Schroeder 2006). Some archaeologists (Butler 1991; Clay 1997)
have suggested assigning components that fall within this gap to the Angelly phase,
initially defined in the Black Bottom of southern Illinois (Riordan 1975), while others
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(Pollack and Railey 1987) have suggested that a new phase should be defined for this
section.

Another temporal issue that needs to be addressed is the continued assignment of
the Jonathan Creek site to the Jonathan Creek phase. Schroeder’s (2005, 2006, 2007) work
with the Jonathan Creek materials and records clearly indicates that this site was occupied
well into the thirteenth century, and at least part, if not all, of the Mississippian occupation
of this site should be assigned to another phase. Though Schroeder (2005, 2006, 2007)
recognizes that the bulk of the Jonathan Creek assemblage cannot be assigned to the
Jonathan Creek phase as presently defined, she has been reluctant to propose a new phase.
It is tempting to do so in this document, but it has not been done, as this chapter is intended
to be a synthesis of previous work.

Jonathan Creek Phase (A.D. 1000-1150)

This phase encompasses the initial Mississippian occupation of this section (Clay
1979:119-120), and two sites have been assigned to it: Dedmon and Jonathan Creek. Of
the two, it is now known that the bulk of the Jonathan Creek assemblage postdates Dedmon
and the Jonathan Creek phase (Schroeder 2005, 2006, 2007; see also Wolforth 1991) (see
next section).

The Dedmon site (15M168), situated in the Tennessee Valley of northern Marshall
County (Allen 1976), represents the other end of the settlement hierarchy from regional
mound centers like Jonathan Creek. Interpreted as a farmstead (Allen 1976:166), the
component at Dedmon consisted of one wall-trench structure with four interior pits. This
component lacked an associated midden. The ceramic assemblage is characterized by
Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain, and Kimmswick Fabric Impressed. Small quantities of
McKee Island Cordmarked (a type comparable to Crosno Cordmarked), Old Town Red,
and Mound Place Incised also are present (Allen 1976; Clay 1979:118, 1984:108).
Handles are primarily loops, but an intermediate loop/strap and a strap handle also were
recovered.

Although it can be inferred that the economic base of Jonathan Creek phase
communities was maize horticulture, hunting, and gathering, there is little in the way of
excavated data upon which to base detailed inferences. Analysis of the Trench 3 remains
from Dedmon, within which the Jonathan Creek phase component was delineated,
indicated that white-tailed deer, raccoons, and wild turkeys were important game animals
(Allen 1976:160), but no direct evidence of cultivated plant foods was recovered (Allen
1976:166).

Angelly Phase (A.D. 1150-1300)

For comparative purposes, sites that postdate the Jonathan Creek phase and predate
the Tinsley Hill phase have been assigned in this document to the Angelly phase, defined
based on work undertaken at the Angelly site in southern Illinois (Riordan 1975:174).
Since the mid-1970s, it has become apparent that most of the traits used to define the
Angelly phase postdated A.D. 1200 (Butler 1991). Following Butler (1991) and Cobb and
Butler (2002), it has been assigned a temporal range of A.D. 1150 to 1300. Having done so,
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it is recognized that more work is needed to better define and refine the chronological
sequence in the Lower-Tennessee Cumberland Section, as well as in the Ohio River I
Section.

The following discussion relies heavily on the Chambers and Jonathan Creek sites,
as they are the best-defined Angelly phase communities in this section. An Angelly phase
component also may be present at the Roach site and at Tinsley Hill (see the next section).
Based on a suite of calibrated radiocarbon dates, the Chambers site appears to have been
occupied from A.D. 1250 to 1350 (Pollack and Railey 1987). As Butler (1991) has noted,
this time frame spans the Angelly and Tinsley Hill phases and reflects some of the
problems with the current temporal sequence. It should be noted that, relative to Tinsley
Hill phase components, the Chambers ceramic collection contains a much higher
percentage of loop and intermediate loop/strap handles, and lacks the wide thin strap
handles so common in later Mississippian assemblages. As such, the Chambers handle
assemblage supports assignment of this site to the Angelly phase, rather than to the Tinsley
Hill phase.

Chambers is a large village located on a ridgetop overlooking the Middle Fork of
the Clark River in Marshall County (Pollack and Railey 1987). It covers 6 ha, and a stone
box cemetery is reported to have been located in the southwestern portion of the site
(Pollack and Railey 1987:7). A small portion of this site was excavated in the mid-1980s
following its inadvertent discovery in a borrow pit for a bridge replacement project. In the
northern edge of the borrow pit, two wall-trench structures and several associated features
were documented. One of the structures measured 5 by 6.4 m; the other, which was only
partially excavated, measured 6 by 8 m. Downslope from these houses, a large trash
disposal area that measured 10 by 16 m was documented.

Along the southern edge of the borrow pit, one meter of intact deposits was
sampled with two 2 by 2 m units. These units were placed about 10 m downslope from the
ridgetop (Pollack and Railey 1987:18). In both units, over 1 m of Mississippian deposits
were documented. Within Unit 3, the edge of a series of prepared floors was encountered,
while in Unit 4, which was located downslope from Unit 3, thick midden deposits were
documented. Calibrated radiocarbon dates from the bottom and top of both units indicated
that these deposits accumulated over a relatively short period of time (Table 6.3). Pollack
and Railey (1987) noted that no postholes or wall-trenches were directly associated with
any of the prepared floors, but they both intruded into the floors. That the floors were
located downslope from the top of a ridge and sloped sharply uphill toward the east
suggested to Pollack and Railey that they may have been associated with

an artificial terrace or bench which either supported a series of successive
house structures, or served as exterior activity surfaces adjacent to domestic
structures. More or less constant sweeping and successive re-building of
these floors could largely account for the rapid and concurrent accumulation
of dark, ashy midden deposits which characterize Zone IV downslope from
the prepared floors. The lenses of disturbed floor material in Unit 4 may
have been re-deposited as a result of re-building or through deconsolidation
and displacement of nearby prepared floors such as those encountered in
Unit 3 (Pollack and Railey 1987:28).
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Butler (1991) has questioned this interpretation, and Clay (1997) firmly believes
that Pollack and Railey encountered the edge of a Mississippian platform mound:

It is suggested that they were clearly excavating in the skirt of a low mound,
nipping the edge of the structure without excavating far enough into it to
encounter the wall-trenches of the specialized mound structure. Comparing
Chambers to Tinsley Hill, it is possible that the mound events at the two
sites were very similar insofar as their stages with structures were
concerned. Unfortunately, the test trenches at Tinsley Hill did not fully
explore the same sort of mound “toe” encountered at Chambers (Clay
1997:24).

Bell Plain accounts for slightly more than 12 percent of the Chambers site ceramic
assemblage. This is consistent with other Mississippian sites in this section, but is much
less than has been documented at regional mound centers in the Mississippi River Section
(Pollack and Railey 1987:94). Kimmswick Fabric Impressed and Kimmswick Plain
account for about six percent of the assemblage, and incised decorated types, such as
O’Byam Incised and Matthews Incised var. Beckwith, Matthews, and Manly, are well
represented. Incised decorated types outnumber slipped sherds by a ratio of 2.5 to 1.
While the full range of Mississippian vessel forms are present in the Chambers site ceramic
assemblage, in comparison to large regional mound centers, such as the Adams site, pans
are much more common at Chambers (17 percent to 6 percent, respectively), while bowls
are much more common at Adams (37 percent to 16 percent, respectively). A variety of
lugs (paired and bifurcated) and handles are present in the site’s ceramic assemblage.
Almost all of the handles were loops and intermediate loop/straps.

Both Dover and Mill Creek chert hoes were recovered from Chambers. Almost an
equal number of Dover and Mill Creek chert tools and polished flakes also were recovered.
As such, it appears that the site’s inhabitants had access to and used both chert types.

In general, subsistence patterns identified at Chambers are similar to those
documented at other western Kentucky Mississippian sites. The Chambers site botanical
assemblage does, however, contain a much higher density of nutshell and greater quantities
of some native cultigens (e.g., maygrass) than the others (Rossen 1987; Rossen and Edging
1991). With respect to faunal exploitation, the Chambers site is distinguished from sites
located along the Ohio and Mississippi rivers by a lower percentage of fish (five percent
compared to 15 to 20 percent) and the absence of migratory avifauna (Tune 1987). The
lower percentage of fish is probably attributable to the site’s location on a minor tributary
of Clarks River; and the absence of migratory avifauna reflects the fact that the site is not
located along a major flyway.

Analysis of the Jonathan Creek site records and ceramic assemblage has
demonstrated that, while this site may have been established in the eleventh or twelfth
century A.D., its size and influence peaked in the thirteenth century (Schroeder 2005, 2006,
2007). The site ceramic assemblage is more consistent with later Angelly phase
assemblages (Schroeder 2007:143). This observation is based on the presence of O’Byam
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Incised, Nashville Negative Painted, Angel Negative Painted, Matthews Incised, var.
Matthews and var. Beckwith, Mound Place Incised, and Rhodes Incised in the site ceramic
assemblage (Clay 1963a:113-122; Webb 1952; Wolforth 1987, 1991). Their presence
indicates that Jonathan Creek was occupied during the Angelly phase. In addition to the
ceramic data, four calibrated radiocarbon dates from this site overlap between A.D. 1180
and 1280 (Table 6.3) (Schroeder 2006:131), pointing to a Mississippian occupation that
postdates the Jonathan Creek phase.

Loughridge (1888:192-193) and Moore (1916:189) each described the site in the
late 1800s. Loughridge’s account included a sketch map of the location. Were it not for
the fact that both men were so precise about the site’s location, it would seem that two
different locations were described. Being unable to reconcile the apparent discrepancies in
those descriptions, Lewis (1990a) tended to accept Loughridge’s account. Based on his
experience working in the Mississippi River section, Loughridge’s site descriptions proved
to be of greater accuracy than Moore’s. Loughridge’s description of Jonathan Creek is also
at least partially corroborated by Webb’s (1952) description of the locality, which was
extensively excavated in the early 1940s (Webb 1952).

The Jonathan Creek site appears to have been constructed around the
mound-and-plaza public space that defined the center of social activity in many
Mississippian regional centers. Webb (1952) excavated the southern edge of the village that
was built around this space. He also delineated the remains of numerous houses, eight
distinct stockade lines with bastions that had been constructed around the town; and an
interior wall that lacked bastions (Schroeder 2006:121). Based on an examination of site
maps and field records, the initial stockade may have been constructed hastily by leaders
shortly after they relocated to this area from a nearby region and in response to a real or
threatened attack (Clay 1979; Schroeder 2006). In time, the stockade was rebuilt to
accommodate additional households and to maintain some level of security. There also
appears to have been a shift in the use of some areas from secular to sacred ritual space,
associated with the construction of a much larger and more impressive stockade (Schroeder
2006). In the last stage of the life history of the Jonathan Creek community, stockade
building went beyond strictly defensive needs and was intended to impress outsiders
(Schroeder 2006:135).

Though no large cemeteries were excavated at Jonathan Creek, small cemeteries
were documented within the residential area. Burials also were found in association with a
with a mortuary mound that had a series of charnel structures on top of it (Schroeder
2006:125, 2007).

In Webb’s (1952:67-74) original interpretation of domestic architecture trends at
this site, he inferred that there was a change from wall-trench structures to those with
individually-set wall posts. Clay’s (1979:117) reanalysis of the excavation notes suggests
that Webb’s inference is incorrect and is based on a misinterpretation of the evidence of
house rebuilding or repair. In addition, Wolforth’s (1987, 1991) examination of a sample
of the ceramics from wall-trench and single-post structures indicated that similar types of
ceramics were associated with both types of houses, which indicated that they were
contemporary.
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The Roach site, a multicomponent habitation site located on a low rise along the
eastern edge of the Tennessee River in Trigg County, also may contain an Angelly phase
component. Though the site was initially assigned to the Tinsley Hill phase (Clay 1979),
the fact that almost all of the handles are loops (Rolingson and Schwartz 1966) suggests
that the Mississippian component at this s